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vEECTODN S TERE L Q, 38R, having been first
duly swern by Kevin P. Kane, Esg., tock the stand
and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KANE:
Q Wouléd you state your full name for the

record,

A Victor Stello, Jz.
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Stello 3

Q Have you ever had ycur depositicon taken
before, Mr. Stello?

B Not that I am aware of, although the conversations
that I have had have been recorded, which I assume is
egual to it.

Q Let me just explain what we are doing here
today. The icqal staff of the President's Commission
has had an interview with you pricr te today, as I anm
sure you recall. We did not tape that interview,
althcugh you may have given otr~r interviews to our
staff which were taped. Based on that interview with
you, we would like tc get your statement under cath c¢=»
the t.::td, nnd‘you are under cath, and although we are
sitting here in the relative informality of your office,
the testimony you will give will have the same force and
effect as ‘£ it were given in a court cof law. My
gquestions and your answers are being taken down by the
court reporter and will be reduced tc a transcript in
booklet form, and you will be provided a cepy of it,
and you can make any changes or correcticns you wish.

I+t would be best %0 aveid the necessity for such changes,
so it would be best if we can be as precise and accurate
as we can now.

1f you are conrnfused by a guesticn or do net
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Stello -
understand what is being asked of you, or you think the
question or answer needs elaboration or explanation,
please feel free to stop me, and we will put that on the
record.

Let me just remind you of two basic ground
rules. One is that the reporter can only take down an
audible response, so I would reguest that you please
respond audibly to the Gguestions, and the other *hing
is that you should permit me to finish my question before
you respond even if you know what the gquestion is geoing
to be, and that is only because the reporter cannct
take us both deown at the same time, so it is necessary
te lct-;o finiag my question before you respond.

Do you understand all of that?

A I think so.

Q You are the director of the Divisicn of
Operating Reacttors. Could you generally explain the
nature of your duties as director and what the Division
of Operating Reactors does.

A I an not now the directer of the Division of

Operating Reactors.

Q That is right; that came out in Mr. Eisenhut's

deposition.

What is your title now?
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A Director of the Office of Inspecticn and Enforcement.

Q In that regard, what is Norman Moseley's
current position?
B Let me get a correct title so that I do not == the
last time I gave it to you I did not have his correct
title. de is the director of the Division of Reactor
Operations In;poctian: that is the title.

") The Mivisicrn of Reacter Operaticns Inspection

is a division within IZE?

r It is indeed.

Q You were formerly directer of DOR, is that
correct?
A ;aat is udco::cc: statement.

Q when did you cease to be the directer of

the Division of Operator Reactors?
A When I assumed the present position that I am now

in which was in June of this year.

Q You have brought with ycu here today a brief
resume which generally descriles your educaticnal and

professicnal background.

Let me ask you if this statemen: accurately

reflects your educaticnal and employment background.
A 1 did net irnclude werk toward my PhD. at Renssellaer

Pelytechnical Institute which I pursued from about 1960
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through sonmetime in 1966 at which time I completed
all the couzrse work for my PhD.nnd‘subsoqucntly joined
the Atomic Energy Commission and dropped ; progran at

that time, and I noticed that is not reflected on that.

Q Other tian that point, does this brief resunme
accurately reflect yocur educat.. . 1l and professional
background?

A It does.

MR. KANE: Therefcore, I would request that
it be marked as Exhibkit 1 on this deposition.
(The above-described docurment herein marked

Stello Depositicn Exhibit 1 for identification,

:Eis dctc:)

Q Mr. Stello, since you have had a relatively
recent jcb change within the NRC, let me ask you what
your duties were until June 1379 as director of the
Division of Operating Reactors.

A As director of the Division of Operating Reactors
I had the responsibility for the reactors assigned to
that division; those reactors were essentially all of
the "non-power reactors,” and those commercial nuclear
power plants that were licensed for opo:ltion;&ud;gn

many instances, or at least in several instances, I

should say, it did not include all of the coperating
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Stello €E~a
reactors, ;nd/so-o ¢f them were still within the
project crganization. I had, in addition, the
responsibility for the conduct ¢of the -industrial—~—
st -De—0@it it —0uTr reactor safeguards progranm . —which-
46—a—more generic-<term, for all reactors. ;ano

el

reactors that were in cperation as well as those reactors
which were un&c: review for construction permit or

operating license.

(Continued on Page 7.)
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Q Is there any kind of reactor that would
fall into non-power?

A It is a generic to:p:o%&h—t-rtqv%ationvm-
Non-power reactors ca® include 2" test and research
zoactog; The test and research reactors are divided
up according to power level.

Q You mentioned the reactor safeguard program,
as well, in connecticn with plans under review for
either construction permit or operating license.

What little I understand of the NRC organizaticna,

ny understanéing would suggest that those kinds

of plants would also be under the Division of Project
Management in some form or ancther if they had
pending applications for constructicn, is that right?
A Not non-power.

Q I was umping to the other point, reactor
safeguards.

A Those parts of the reviews were conducted by
a staff which was assigned to me., You seem IO

suggest that there is a peoint of confusion. Ask
me another guestion because you have me confused.

Q I thought I heard you say that ian connection
with the reactcr safeguazd prograz you would be

locking in the Divisio' of Operating Reactors at
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plants that had pending applications for construction
permits or operating licenses?
A With respect to the activities of reactor
safeguards, yes.

Q So that to that extent there would be an
interface with the Division oé Project Management
which otherv;sc was handling the licensing of those
plants, is that right?

A That is correst., I neglected to say that there
was one other group for which that interface .exists,
and that is the group that was responsible for standard
technical specifications; that group also formulated
the specific technical specifications that were £inally
issued at the time the plant was licensed, and they

had *he responsibility for develcping the standard
technical specificatiaons for plants, so those are

the two areas where there was a cut different. than
just the operating reactors.

Q As director, did you have overall
responsibility in all these areas, or did you tend
to concentrate on one more than others?

A Most of my time in—y—workimyg hours was
spent directly related to the cpc:a:ing reactor
werkload which was the bulk of the work. Most of
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2 our rescurces were devoted to following the activities
3 associated with the coperating reactors.
4 Q In your involvement with operating reactors,
(~ 5 did you have regular occasion to deal with reports
6 genezated by the Inspectiocn and Enforcement Division?
¥ I received copies of those reports and looked

8 a*t a sampling of them, at best, and had them directed

o= R T
! N
9 to individual project managers that. were responsible
& . A

10 for that particular reactor that ¢his report was

11 wzitten for.

12 In addition, these reports were circulated
13 among the technical people, the specialists who

14 woulélz;ok at t;o :cpo:ts:on—ﬁhte—ptttfee+cr—eoaczo:~
15 Q Was the purpose behind examining those

16 <reports to give some technical input into it with

17 respect to problems that might be raised by those

18 reports?

19 a The

"

irst and primary interest in the report

20 was to look at the action that might be needed on

£ & - v

21 a particular reactor for khich’bkf report was written

e to assure that that reactor had the issugﬂwith respect

————— - wee

23 to whatever it was that was dealt with in that repors,
-
RO,

—

24 féesolv:dr—rreiiz thera were cutstanding issues, then

e our people would get together -- let me correct
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myself -- the pecple within the Division of
Operating Reactors would get together with the
people in the 0ffice of Inspection and Enforcenment
and work together with them, either here in
headquarters or in the field through the regional
offices.

Q To the extent that I&F reports would
identify a significant generic safety issue relating
Lo a specific type of reactor, say, B&W plants,
would the Division of Operating Reactors work with

IGE on that matter?

-

Aw '
A For the most part, when they are generic, both
cffices are involved, much ef the way in which you

e -

see many of the bulletins that havo,issucd as a
result of the experience of the Three Mile Island
accident.

(continued on the following page.)
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/pw
A Q That is what, a joint DOR-ILE effort?

3 A It is}o—feewt and remains a joint effort~so when

| Sr” & -

4§ &fre" problem became generic there wewid-be a very close
<- § relationship between the two of them in pursuing e
6 There are many examples: The seismic difficulties
7 that have been found in the five shutdown plants, the
- and e iy
8 problem of the base plates ﬂb the ancher bolts emﬁvhich
O there—ere recent oulletins whieh have been issued)
10 problems of egquipment gqualification, electric equipment
:)p‘&..’
11 gualification{ asd I think I cam go on and on.
12 o) What have been some of the problems on
13 electrical equipment gualification?
14 2 The question that arose as a result of locking

1¥  at the qualification cof electrical ceonnectors for which

16 gquestions came up as a result of a test at Sandia

e

17 corperaticn, Enileisews ~a-that-—wag in connection with
/ .

18 electrical connectors; amé there were guestions as to

-

1S whether these connectors would adeguately survive
0 pressure, temperature, and humidity conditions that might

2] result following an accident.

2 0 Would that be within containment?

2 : y . ; a

23 a Yes, principally within containzent.

2 R X R

<4 As a result of loocking further intc that question

4

e 5 fl Lo Ve

<5 other pieces of cquipmen:r:o: which guestions arocse as
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to whether they were or were not adecguately qualified s
. -’

- - —

came about whieh generated &fo:gcneric concern for which
! /

S L !
these bulletins I have spoken of were adéressed.

Q You said, DOR would look at a sampling
¢f 1&E reports in order to determine whether or not
these prodlems should be followed up on.
A z don't.bclievc I said that. I said that when
I looked at them, I would loo 2t a sampling of them,
but the project managers were responsible to look at
all of the reports that were prepared by Inspection &
Enforcement on the¥x particular reactor: that they were
assigned to.
E; wouid the project canagers alsc have occasion
to examine all LER's on their reactors?
A P TTTET T T IIE T Age Y Sem— A’prcject manager is focusing
on the cases he is assigned the responsibility for, so

with respect to those cases I weculd not be hesitant
‘1 M, «°
J - "

W\ g 28

to usclall LER's% MA-: his own interest may/b;- ﬁmn.
he may have looked at cther LER's.

The technical b:nnches)which are spccialis:s)tcnd

to loock at mo.e ©f the LER's in their particular area

e 4
£ specialty. \iot:Unfor:unntcly,'ncvcr had sufficient

——— ——— . —" T———

resources to put tcgether a group assigned that particular

task of looking at all cf the LER's in any systematic way,
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and that was a shortcoming in the Di ision of Operating

Reacters.

Q Why do you feel that was a shortcoming?
A Well, there is a great benefit that could be
ot

derived from having a systematic looksme at all 62 the

LER's to:r;ronds that might in some way suggest problems

e - ———

of potential-significance /early. These trends could
be studied on the basis of a cross-cut of a lot of data

rather than trying toc restrict yourself to the individual
oV | "’J/.JI.J' LE K .
LER's-whieh, I think,\wcrc locked at pretty carefully

—
en the casosS}cﬂﬂ\gn some instances the LER data was

- T- T T
used in »h.t,nanncz, but it wasn't done in any systematic

e

way. There were instances where this was donqp LER
searches were made to look at experience, for example,

A
on diesel generators, &ﬁérg;w vcllrgnd they performed,

g I
e,
and what difficulties heve a:i:cn-’.: w@vc:-pxossure

transients was another area that was looked at in terms

"_‘-;;.‘._ g

of a,cut of all of the LER's and the experience} $u:rﬁs '

. sy -
LI

was rather spotty, and there was nc real systematic
effort made to lock and digest and evaluate trends in
all of them.

Q Why was there no systematic effcret made?
Was it a matter of lack of manpower, or something else?

A Principally, it was a ccmpetiticn of resources.
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It would have reguirfed taking rescurces from the

—
“

- iyt -
Division of Operating Reactors workisg on ehg preblems

1 .

that we had and assigning them to this taskz:&bo:%;ocanc
a question of how do you use the rescurces that you have,
and there just weren't encugh to go around to do every=-
thing at that time.

Q I; there any thought now being given to go

about setting a system in place?

A Yes, there is.

Q What is the status of that? Is it being
considered?
A As I understand it, &E? there is to be a group

which Will be organized at the Gossick level which will

' ! '
be assigncda}},\‘; . A

Q Gossick is the executive director for
operations? ,V;
. [t -t e -
A That is correct. 2Ty was a task —fer—exanmpies

"‘L—ﬂ
put together to study that questicn and it issued -4<s-
report on what it felt needed to be done on handling
the L!R'q;pad-&s I rocall)thcir recommendation was to

Grathe _ .
fozmrl group. Where the group should exist, I think,
was an cpen issue, but to the best of my recocllection

at the moment, I think it has been decided that it would

probably be at the EDO staff level.
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Q Wwhen was this task force on this particular
topic set up?
A My best recollection is that.<—tihsmk it was in

April, and that is about as close as I can get.

Q April 19792
A April of 1979.
Q Was the task force set up as a result of

the TMI 2 accident on March 28, 19792

A Since I didn't set up the task force, I don't
know if the individual that set it up had that in
his mind, but I would believe that the accident
probably was a consideration. I believe the task
£o:co‘:as set u; under the direction of Mr. Gossick.
Since I don't really know all of what Mr. Gossick
had in his mind, I can't _be sure that that was

his major reason or if it was a reason.

Q Is it your feeling, Mr. Stello, that the
events which occurred at TMI 2 cn March 28, 1979
demonstrate the need for such a system within the
Division of Operating Reactors?

A No, I thought there was a need before TMI.
TMI only emphasized the need.

Q What was it about Three Mile Island that

esphasized the need for that?
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A I believe looking at the histery of other
transients that have occurred in B3&W plants which

had characteristics thaf}if studied carctullz}on.

il .

= )
could at least ask the question'maw, would a systematic

study have zllowed us to conclude that this was a

serious problem and have instituted corrective

P

actions, and hence have avoided the Three Mile Island

\

accident?
Q Wwhat do you think the answer to that
guestion is? I understand that is a personal opinion.
A Well, clearly with hindsight, I think o'e can
conclude that there was sufficient information there

T

. w

to have taken the corrective actioq; tut whether or
WL~

net had woAhad a graup studying the problem, it is

difficult to decide that that group would have, in
fact, uncovered this particular segquence of transients
and taken the action. It depends a lot on how long
the group would have beenrn in existence, how many
resources had been applied to it, and a lot of otﬁct

e

constraints,) amd—entii—t—— I cuess I haven't had
"

the time to think about it, and I would like to

think about it a little mo:ci}eﬂe.bL:il I have I

wouldn't want to say that they could have. It could

have been constituted in such a way that I feel
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comfortable with conQuding that they would have
found it.

Q You keep referring to the history of other
transients. What other transients do you have in
mind?

A I guess those that seem to have been closest to
undcrstandin§ what happened at the Three Mile Island
are the transients cof Davis-Besse of scme time ago.

I don't remember the exact dates of them. They dated
back, I believe =--

Q To 12772
A You know, I am not sure of the dates, but that
would ;; About‘;iqht.

Q Having read the Tedesco report, it is my
understanding that there were two transients at
Davi S-Besse toward the end of 1978, one in September
and one in November,

A I would have to refresh my memory. I could just
look at the report and see the transients which are
enumerated in that report, sad;;:thcr than try to
guess at the t:ansioat{?‘: would prefer. to go to the
report and say these are the transients I have in

mind rather than to try to recall thez froz memory.

Would you like me to do that?
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Q Yes, if you have it here and you find
that to be of help to you.

A They are enumerated in here, and I would simply
prefer to look at then.

Q we have a copy of that I can show you-

A They are all enumerated in here. The thought
that I had i; mind when I was answering the gquestien
was these. (indicating)

Q Let me make a reference for the record that
you are referring to the chapter of the Tedesco
report which begins on page 3-1, otherwise known as
New Reg 0560, and it is the chapter entitled "Ba&W
Plantjzpc:ntio;l.'

There are, as you say, different transients
described in that chapter, and I would like to go
over a few of them with you, if I could.

You made reference to the Davis-Besse
trzansient, for example, and my recollection is that
on September 24, 1977, there was a transient at
Davis-Basse in which a PORV stuck open, in which
the pressurizer level began to rise, and cne fact
which is not reflected in the Tedesco repeort, but
what apparently occurred was that fie operator

based on that pressurizer level reading did terminate
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Stello 19
or throttle back the HPI, and I believe it is now
fairly well established that that was a premature
and improper action on the operater's part. It is
also, I think, fairly understood that since the plant
at that time was only at 9 percent power, it didn't
pose a serious problem as was the situation at TMI 2
which was lt‘alnost 100 percent power, if not
100 percent.

when did you first hear of that Davis-Besse
transient?

Let me preface that with a previous guestion.
Were vou the director of the Divisicn of Operating
Rcact;;s in Scﬁ:oabc: 19772
A I was.

o} In that position, given the circumscances

surrounding that transient, would that be the kind
of transient that would have been brought to your
attention?
A The reason I am having difficulty is I am
trying to recall whether Davis-Sesse was assigned
to my division at that timoi}tcﬂ Q; best recollection
is it wasn't, but I may be wrong.

Q t might have still been with the Livision

of Project Managezent?

A T think it was.
BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE
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Q If the determination was rmade that that
transient involved some significant safety issue, even
if it was under the control of the Division of Project
Manacement, it would have been brought to the attenticn
of the Division of Operating Reactors in the ordinary
course, wouldn't it?

A If pecple had identified that this was a significant
issue for which corrective action had been taken or needed
to be taken, then the answer would be yes. It depends

on the relative importance that was attached to it at

that time. I cannct recall at this distance that it,

in fact, was an issue of discussion in my office. 1
cannot-;ocall wgen I first heard of it. It clearly has
had considerable attenticn since Three Mile Island, and
perhaps that has clouded my ability to locok back and try
teo :ecalf@ I den't know, but the facts are so prominent

as a result of the Three Mile Island experience == I

don't have anv special recocllection back in 1977, however,
that leads me to conclude that this was an item of
considerable interest or discussion within my division.

If a significant safety issue were involved in that
Davis-Besse transient of September 1977, how rapidly weuld
you have expected that issue to §¢ resclved in some
fashion?
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A Again, a very difficult guestion. You are asking
me in light of the circumstances o€ 1977 versus the
ci:cuuctancc{“ot today. In 1977 I would suspect that
it woula;;ft.::szlvod quickly, but not nearly as gquickly
as now since the sensitivity level within the Cohmission
undoubtedly has been raised, and hence there is
considerable ;isibili:y and response to any potential
problen.

In 1977, I would guess that if pecple locked at

it and believed it was a significant problem then, that

Iy - . -
-;J ;’..&J‘.'J ’:.‘-A

even though this visibility were not mhese it would have
had fairly fast response from a management standpeint.
I kno;-zt I had‘believed it, I certainly didn't feel
constrained ;n my ability to deal with it then or nowg:

—
saﬁgerlonally I think I weculd have responded as quickly

then as neow.

Q In these days, post-TMI, what is a rapid
response? Is it weeks or months?
A If it is a really impoertant safety issue which

would reguire acticn on a plant, hours, if need Dbe.

Q Were you aware, prior to today when I just
menticned it, that this Davis-Besse transient of
September 24, 1977 invelved a premacture terxination of
HPI?
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A Yes, I was aware of it.
Q How did you become aware of that?
A I would have to say the thought in my aind is one

that 1 can't distinguish in time since the intensity of

the discussion of these transients har been post?THI.

I1f I had to pick the time frame, I would think it was after
the TMI accid;nt. It may have been that I had sone
discussion as a result of the coancerns of Jim Creswell

that were brcught to my attention very soon after the

e — i

‘y ~

accident, a day or two, and‘any time from then on it

-

could have been.
\\_____ .

Q That was my next qguestion as to how it was
brought to yocur attention. It was brought to your

attention in terms ¢f James Creswell's concerns on board
notification?

B I wasn't trying to leave that impression, but
starting very socn after the accident, 1 became aware of

a memec dealing with boara notifica:ianNZZ Mz, Creswell's
conccrnii/tﬂe- rom that point on)thc Davis~3esse transianJ
as well as a number of other transients, became subjects

of discussion, and I couldn't identify it with one or the
other. They just happened.

Q How did you become aware c¢f that memcrandun

concerning board notification?
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A I believe Mr. Moseley showed it to me, and that
I believe I can f£ix the date for. It was probably gfc

o ~
the dlyro: the next day fcllowing the accidcnt3 30 it
would be either the 28th or the 29th while I was here
at the Incidcné‘ Response Center that he showed me that
memorandum. The reascon I know it was cone of those two
days is becau;o on Friday I left to go up to the site
and was there for approximately 40 days, and I knew it
before I went to the site.

Q This situation came up several times in
reference tc documentation which I will ask you about
later which apparently surfaced right after the initial
event;n;t TMI 2, and I mean within 24 tc 48 hours. I am
curicus because my impression is that those first two or
three days were pretty hectic with pecple getting two or
three hours' sleep and working around the clock and the
focus was on the immediate situation with respect to what
you had to deal with at TMI 2. How did it come about
that Mr. Moselay had the time or the presence of mind or
whatever to be pulling ocut documents that were of previous
vintage?

A My recollecticon is that the memc was contemporaneous

with the accident. He either haéd signed it or was about

to sign it that day or the day before. It was in the
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very narrow win;ou of the accident itself, and I am sure

A

it was an issue had concern over, and 1 can remember

A

remarking to him -~

MR. CHOPKO: "He" is Mr. Moseley?

THE WITNESS: Yes, Mr. Moseley.

A (Continuing) == in discussing that clearly as a

result of the accident that they were now dealing with,

/!’-- ’
that he may w

-

»
-

ant to reconsider whatever position he h

ad

taken or wished to take on that issue since the events

at TMI clearl

circumstance.

/

y were significant in dealing with that

(Continued on Page 25.)

BENJAMIN REPCRTING SERVICE



T-6

'RZ/nt.l

Wops |

16

17

18

19

3

25
Stello

Q Let me show you a document that has been
marked as Exhibit 10 to a prior deposition taken
by the Commission of Mr. Foster from Regiom 3.
This is a document dated January 19, 1979 from Janmes
Kcélot to or for Mr. Hoéioy, and I believe it i;
probably through Mr. ?hoznyf;q, and the subject
stated as "Recommendation for Notification of
Licensing Boards and Reguests for Technical -
Assistance."”

Let me ask you if that. 'is the memorandun

you are referring to?
o I am hesitating even before I look at this.
As I recall, the memcrandum that I had locked at

was a memorandum either prepared by or to Fe siganed

by .Mr. Mosley.

Q This would appear not to be it?
A But it could have been an attachment to it.
Q Let me ask you whether or not you have

seen that memorandum before?
A Yes, I have. I do recall seeing it.

Q Under what circumstances did you see this
memorandum previously, if you can recall?

- I tend to want to respond to your guestion to

-
say I think I saw it at the time I saw Mz, Mosley's)

-
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.ﬁd\gubjcct to correcting the t:ansczipt/which you
have indicated I will have an opportunity to do, I
will leave the answer that it was attached to the
nomo:andun/that I saw on either the 28th or 29th9

—

that I referred tg, and l} that is not right, I
e — e, _’_’

-~
—

will take the opportunity to correct the transcript
at that poia;.

Q This memorandum does agppear to concern the
same subject matter that you were referring to with
respect to certain concerns of Mr, Creswell regarding
the Davis-Besse transients and the notification to
a licensing board, is that right?

A It has items in it that are in my view
different from the one which I was speaking of in
terms of :rgnsicnt behavicr. It raises guestions
about power oscil lations, as I recall, and sSome
other issues. I would have a difficult time in
believing that those could properly f£it under the
transient that we are discussing.

Q I an locking at page 2 cf this docu...tc
previ- .sly marked as Foster Deposition Exhibit 10.
Iten 3 states, "The pressurizer level question is

presently the subject ¢of communications between

NRR and the licensee. We have not addressed the
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possibility that the cold and makeup instrumentation
do not meet GDC 17."
Was that one of the concerns that was involved

in the memorandum that you are referring to?

A Yes.

Q So in part it appears to be the same suk ject
matter?
A The memorandum contains other thingsiand I

would not wish to confuse the fact that the otlher
issues raised therein are alsc subjects that could
properly fit into the gquestion of the transcript.

g Let me show you ancther memorandum from
Creswell to Streeter, Exhibit ll, dated January 8, 1979,
and the subject concerns conveying information to
licensing boards on Davis-Besse Units 2 and 3 and
Midland Units 3 and 4, and the second page of this
document was guoted verbatim in the I&B bulletin
7905 right after TMI 2.

Let me ask you if you have seen that

document before?
A Yes, I have., ThiS one I would have some
difficulty in identifying the time frame thouq{Z}
asd I gaess I would just need scme time to refresh

-

ny memory and ask Mr, Hoéioy £cr the package of
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documents that I had secn to determine whether it was
included in the documents I had referred to on the
28th and 29th.

Q Do you think it might have been attached?

A Subsegquent to thaé)x know I have seen tlis
document several times in the past month or two, 30
if it weren't then, I know it is within the past
month or two that I have seen it.

Q Why did Mr. Moéicy show you this document
om March 28th and. 29th?

A I thought I had answered that earlier. It was
a document contemporaneous with the accident. I
don't know whetbher he had or was planning to sign
it within days of the accident,.

Q I'know you did say that.

A They relate to the same issue, board
notification.

Q But why at that time on March 28 and 29
was Mr. No;%:y coming to you with this particular
document? You were then in the midst of a crisis
situation relating to TMI 2, and I wWould assume you
we:e both focusing on the immediate situaticon and
the problems you had in front of you, so it seems

unclear as to why you were referring %o other documents
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acout some other transients?

I was asking you why he was showing it to you

then,
A You will have to ask him.
Q He did not tell me and I am asking you.

A I gathered from the discussion we had it was an

issue that v;s clearly on his mind since he was

dealing with the document in that contempcraneous

time frame. I assumed it was the thought he had

in his own mind at that instant, and asked me for a
.

vicw?)rnd\ul discussed the question of beard

notification and why he had decided to come in

and s;:v it to nca #h;&ho:‘*ﬁ were having a

conversation about incidents similar to what had

happened at TM. because we clearly were fresh as

to what happened at TNMI at that time, but as to what

he may have had on his mind and why he showed {t

tc me then, you will have tec ask him.

(Continued on the following page.)
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Q I thought perhaps he might have teold you,
but we will ask him that.

A I don't remember him telling me, but I do remember
leaving the conversaticn with the impression that I
thought he had had it on his mind because of the very
close proximity of the action taken on the documents
with the acci&cnt itsel?f.

Q Pid you have any discussicn with Mr. Moseley
in relation to that document concerning incidents similar
to the Davis-Besse incident and what was happening at
that time?

A The discussiocn wasn't very lengthy, and we had

the p;:;s of other busincssi}lnd_z didn't take very much
time either discussing it or dealing with the docum=nt.
I clearly hfd other things that I wanted to devote ny
energy to.

Q Did Mr. Moseley ask you whether or not you
thought it should be referred to a board?

A I don't know if he asked me that specific question.

The reason I pause is I think I vclunteered an answer,

but in light of what I knfw now, I clearly wculd recommend
sending it to the bocard in light of the Three Mile Island

accident.

Q Let me take you back to March 28 and ask you
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whether or not you felt that the matter ¢f the Davis~
Besse concerns as reflected in the document Mr. Moseley
was showing you should be taken to the board?

LY Did you say March 287 Did you want it to predate

the accident?

Q No.
A After the accident?
Q At the time Mr. Mcseley showed you the

document.
A At the time he showed me the document is when I
volunteered the aiswer that it should be referred to the
board.

;~ Did Mr. Moseley indicate his opinion on that
subject then?
A I bcl;cve he had signed a document which was going
to reconmnend not sending it to the boazé)o: was ccnsider~-
ing signing such a document. I cannot recall whether he
signed it or whether he was going to, but the impression
I had after the discussion is that he)too/had come to the
conclusion that it ocught to go.

Q Did he explain to you why he initially felt
it should nct be referred tc the board?

A /’ The discussicn,. if we had a discussion of that,

%
%@]was brief, and I am at a loss to recall if there were
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reasons offered. They just don't stand out. The only
reason I remember having seen the document is because
it was unusual, as you pointed out, that it would come
up at that time.

Q It struck me that way because you did have
other priorities.
A Yes.

Q At the time you saw the document, did you

realize it related to transients at Davis-Besse which

cccurred mcre than a year before the date of the document?

i The dates were there. I don't recezll focusing on
them at the time.

Q; Would it be unusual for a transient which
raises significant safety concerns, significant enough
to be referred to a board hearing that that referral
would take place more than a year after the event tock
place?

A As a general matter, I would think that would Dbe
a long time, so the answer would be no.
Q Your answer would be that it was unusual for
it to take that long?
A It would be unusual if the significance were

"also known a year earlier." I£ at the time of the

event somecne had clearly understood the significance,
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then just deciding the issue ¢f board notification, I
would think would be a long time.

Q After Mr., Moseley brought the documents to
your attenticn, did you make any attempt to get the
ground rules on how these concerns were raised and when
they were raised and how they were treated?

A Nene vh;tsocvo:.

Q pDid Mr. Moseley make any such attempt, to
your knowledge?

A I would think that he had probably considered it
prior to any discussiocn I had with him, but I certainaly
made no attempt to Zfollow the matter at that peint.

“; Up to today, have you made any attempt toO
explore that matter and £ind out how it was initially
handled and what the attitude was at each step as the
cencerns were raised?
> No, I haven't had the time to go through the
histnry. I have become acguainted with a nuuber of
documents related to the particular issue of the concerns
raised by Mr., Creswell fcr a variety of reasons. I have
had reguests for such documents from various pecple, and
as a restlt I have had an cpportunity to lcok at then.

Q Have you spoken to Mr. Creswell abcut the

situation?
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A No, I have not. That would net have been something
I would normally have done. He was working ia the

Office of Inspection and Enforcement, and I would not
have sought him out, although if he chose to, if he
wanted to come in and consult with us, it clearly would
not have been something out cof line to do so, but that
would nozaall; be an activity within che 0ffice of
Inspection and Enforcement to pursue.

Q Whit is your understanding today of how
Creswell's concerns were raised and handled at each
step of the process concerning the Davis-Besse :transient
of September 24, 19772
A “; don't really have a chronclogical account of how

they were raised. I do know that Mr. Creswell has spoken

to commissiconers about the issue.

Q . Po you know which commissioners?
A I am sure he spoke to Mr. Ahearn.

Q Did he speak to any of the other commissioners?
A He may have spcken to Mr. Bradford. I am not
certain of that fact. What happened from that point on,

and whe all may have gotten invoived, I could net give a
detailed chronology. I have not, myself, beern involved
with the matter other than to respond to the inguiries

and sha:r; have had pecple collect the documents and send
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them to whomever has asked.
Q Do you know whe is involved within the

NRC in an inquiry into the Creswell chronoclogy, if you

will?
A Mr. Moseley certainly has been involved.
Q Why Mr. Moseley?
£ That 1; an area of responsibility that he now

has here with Operating Reacters, and that is the
activity that Creswell is involved in. I believe Sanm

Bryan had interviewed Mr. Creswell.

Q What is his title?
A Assistant Director for Field Cocordination is his

title, and ny recollection is he did interview

Mr. Creswvell.

Q And Sam Bryan is the assistant directer for

field coordination?

o
A Yes, and .works for Mr. Moseley.
Q Who is the directer of operations inspection?
A Yes.
Q And he basically works with pecple who

inspect cperating reactors which is Mr. Mcseley's
division?
A Yes, Mr. Moseley is responsible programmatically

for the inspection activities in all c¢f the regions in

that particular function.
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Q And it is your understanding that Mr. Bryan
has interviewed Mr. Creswell regarding his concerns and
what the history was? E
il

A I know he has interviewed TNeaw 2bout concerns; I
don't know if he, in fact, did;into the blov-by-blow
account on the chronclogy or not; I don't know.

Q 8;3 Mr. Bryan interviewed Mr. Creswell since
the TMI 2 incident about that?
A My :ocollectioégi: was since the accident.

o} Now, you did say that you know Mr. Creswell
has spoken to commissioners about this issue, Commissioner
Ahearn and Commissioner Bradford. How did you come

-

across that information? Did Mr. Moseley tell you that?

A I believe I heard it from Mr. Ahearn.
Q You heard it from Commissioner Aheara?
A Yes. I can't zecall hearing it from others, but

there could have been others.

Q What did Commissioner Ahearn tell you?
A It was more of a passing remark that Mr. Creswell
had come up to sec him regarding his concerns over
Davis-Besse.

Q Did Commissioner Ahearn ~u when
Mr. Creswell had come to see him?

A No. I think that was the sum and substance cof
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the conversation.
Q Did Commissioner Ahearn tell you that
Mr. Creswell had spoken to him about this before the
accident of Mazch 28, 1979 at TMI 27
A He didn't tell me.
Q Did Commissioner Ahearn tell you what his

response was with respect to Creswell's ccncerns?

A The conversation was very shert on this subject.

Q Even in short conversaticns things are said.
A No, he didn't respond.

Q Po you know when Mr, Creswell spocke to

Commissioner Ahearn and Commissioner Bradford about 2his

S—

subject?
A No, I don't know when he did.
Q Do ycu know what Mr, Creswell did about

these concerns befcre he spoke to Commissioners Ahearn
and Bradford?

A No, I den't. I had asked the direstor cf that
regioen, M:.Keppler)if he had been invelved prior teo the

discussions that I referred tci:aad-'ou have, I hope,

not acdopted as a certainty that he spoke to Mr. Bradiord.

Q You are only telling me what you have heard?
A Yes.
Q I understand that. Let me say, you should
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bear in mind that when I ask these guesticns, if you
heard anything, whether it {s hearsay c¢r a rumer or
anything at all, I want to know what you have heard,
and you can indicate that i* is a rumor cor suggestion
or whatever, and you do not know it for a fact, but I

do want to know what you have heard.

A That is what I have been trying to do.
Q You spoke to Mr., Keppler?
A Yes, about it, asking Mr. Keppler if Mr. Creswell

had followved the procedures that he has within the region
for making concerns known. After I had heard thzt he

had been to Commissicner Ahearn and the response that I
had t;:n Mr. Keppler, which I still haven't had an
cpportunity to pursue in any detail, is that he had not =--
he hadn't followed the procedures within the cegion. I
don't know any more than that about it because I haven't
had an oppertunity to get back and discuss it.

Q Let me see if I can explore that conversation
with Mr. Xeppler. Did Mr. Keppler tell you what procedures
there were that Creswell failed to follow?

A Procedures in the office, as I understand it,
that if somecne has a strong belief that action isn't

being taken to their satisfaction, there is a process to

follow to bring their attention ¢to it up through the
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regional director, which is the highest level of
supervision for Mr. Creswell in his regioen.

Q Did Mr. Keppler tell you what that process
is?
S Not in any detail, just that there was a process
that he had made known to his pecple that they could
follow. I A;SUIO it is a procedure where if someone

. &

has a strongly-held view of some action being rneeded o/
to be taken, that it is a procedure which assures that
this matter can be brought to the attention of the

ighest level of management within the region. It is

something that I would attach == if I had to describe a

sa

process, you can ask me or I will veolunteer, an office
letter =~ in NRR we have a procecdure where if there was
a strongly-held view, such as Mr. Creswell had, how the
process cuqst to come up to the office director.

Q Is that the office letter No. 97
B I don't remember the number, but that is what I have
in mind, whatever that number is that describes this
procedure. It is a procedure where pecple, if they
have a Q;:;-that they can make it known.

Q Did Mr. Keppler tell ycu that there had been
any investigation within Creswell's region about Creswell's

cencern?
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A You are using that word how?
Q In a broad sense.
A That term, "investigation," is Ssomething very

specific in Inspection and Enforcement; it i{s a very
formal procass. It can be an investigation performed
by investigators of this office or of the auditor. I
am not uvarc.of any investigations in that sense what~-
scever,

Q Did Mr., Keppler tell you whether cor not
within Region 11 any Region III I4E personnel other
than Mr. Creswell had been assigned to evaluate the
validity of Mr. Creswell's concerns?

A ';‘had RO conversation which led me to conclude
that he d4id.

Q As of today, do you know whether or not any
such cvaluaéion ©f Mr. Creswell's concerns was conducted
within Region III?

A I would have to defer to Mr. Bryan who had the

conversations, and if there were any others I am sure
he would be aware of them. I personally am not aware
of any such investigation started by Region II. Theare
is an investigation ongoing with B&W that deals with

this whole issue.

Q Why den't you tell nme about that. That is
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an ongoiny investigation as to B&aW?
A Well, the investigation isn't complete, and I
weuld rather not.

Q Can you at least tell me the circumstances
©f the investigation without getting into the results?
A The investigation is to inquire into the matter
of what B&W did regarding the whole question of the
Davis-Besse issue and the Part 2] notification of the

Commission.

Q Is this an I&E investigation?
A Yes, it is an I&E investigation.
Q Are you in charge of that?
A It is being done by my office.
Q Whe in your office is in charge of it?
I PO
A I don't know the investigator by name that has

been assign;d te it.

Q Who would you go to in your office to £ind
cut the status of the investigation?
A I am reasonadbly new at this game and I az not

sure I will pick the right individual. I believe the

investigation would procbably be performed by investigators

£rom Region III. I am not certain of that, and again
reserve the cption to correct the transcripe.

Q Surely.
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A If you really want %o know, if you will give me a
few moments I will find out who the investigators are.
Q Maybe you can check on that at the break, or
we can take a break now if you wish.
A De you want to take a break now?
MR. KANE: We will take five minutes.
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)
MR. KANE: Back on the record.
Q Mr. Stello, we have been discussing an
ongoing investigation you made reference toc under
Part 21 over the concerns as to the Michelscn report.
Let me ask you if you know what the Michelson
:cpo:€~is.

A Yes, I do.

Q As I understand, there are several versions,
two handwritten versions and one typed versicn. Have yeu

seen all three versioczs?
A I have seen a typed version. I have not seen the
handwritten version.

Q Just for purposes of identificatiocn, let me
show ycu a document that has been marked previously as
Exhibit 8 to the Foster deposition taken by this
Commission, and ask ycu if that is the typed version of

the Michelscn report that yocu have seen. (Handing.)
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A Can we go off the record for a moment?
Q Yes.
MR. KANE: 0ff the record.
(Discussion held off the record.)
MR. KANE: Back on the record.

Q To my knowledge, that is the only typed
version of the Michelscn report that I am aware of.
Is this the one that you have seen previously?

A To my recollection, and scanning the summary,

this is the report I have seen befcre.

Q Have you read that document?
A I have read the document.
Q Have you read Section 4.6 of the document

that talks abaut the operator relying mistakenly on the
pressurizer level to assess the inventory in the core?
A I reacd the entire document. I will have to
refresh my memory on what Secticn 4.5 deals with, but,
yes, I have read it before and ax familiar with it.

Q When did you first see this document?
A It was sometime in April while I was up at the
site, and I read it while I was at the site.

Q How did it come to your attenticen?
A Somecne from headguarters, and I can't remember

who == it might have been Mr., Eisenhut -~ sent a copy
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up to the site for my review.

Q Did anyone tell you or were you informed
4s to why a review of that document by you was deeued
appropriate?

B The way I viewed presenting the document to me
was to understand better what had happened at TMI from

the point of view of deciding on what future actions
-

. 2

we Q;; Eako Up there. In reading the document I came
to the conclusion that it wasn't going to be helpful in
deciding what course of acticn we ought to follow at

TMI 2 from the post-accident environment, but identified
that there were clearly a number of issues raised in
thezc—;;on the poiut of view of understanding sa!ety}
rme~1I didn'te s}end a great deal of time with it. After
8 quick review, I came to that conclusion.

Q Did you alsc come to the conclusien which
bears upon the accident whic! occurred at T™™I 2 in
reviewing the document?

A Yes.

Q Have you made any dete:rmination or have you
come across any information which indicates what happened
to the Michelscn report which is dated January 20, 10278

within the NRC, as to whe saw it, who read it, néd where

it went?
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A Most of the knowledge that I acquired as to the
history of the report was second- and third-hand infor-
mation from conversaticns with other pcoplo:&hct I
cannot attest to its accuracy, but my general under~
standing is that a handwritten version of the report
was provided to Mr. Eberscle who was then a member of
the ACRS, and I believe a copy was provided to Sandy
Israel who wecrked in the Division of Systex Safety for
Dr. Mattson.

Q Do you know when Mr, Ebersocle received his

handwritten version of the report?

A I believe I heard Mr. Michelsoa suggest that it
—_2 s S0
was soon after its preparation inAdiscussion he had with
/-—/ /- J
Mz. Zbc:suleyshoztly thcrcattcz;,so it prebably was at
o’

the latter part of 1977.

Q vaavo you been given any information as to
when a copy was provided to Sandy Israel?
A I have a vague recocllecticn that it was scmetime in
the latter part of 1977 or early 1978, but again my

infornation is not firsthand at all.

Q Who did you get your information from?
A I had some conversations with Dr. Mattson about the
general subject. I also Leard testimony of Mr. Michelson

[

pﬂ;’:oag:essman Weaver's Task ro:co,.mfe:wecn the two of
¢ 4
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-
—

then ehet is where I picked up most of the information
of what happened to the report.

Q Have you been given any informaticn as to
what happened to the report after it was provided to
Mzr. Ebersocle in handwritten form and later on to
Mr. Israel?

A My reccllection of what they did with the repore
is tooc vague to try to recall what each of them did
with the report.

Q Can yocu give us your vague reccllection?

A I would have to ¢go back and read the transcript,
and I would prefer to rely on whatever it says as being
what Euﬁoazd.

Q Which transcript?

A That is the transcript of a hearing where
Mz, Hichclsén was asked about his report.

Q We liave that transcript sc we can review
that.

Do you have any reccllection as to what

happened to it after it was provided to Mr. Ebersole and

Mr. Israel?

A Other than what is in that transcript?
Q Yes.
A No.
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Q Were you informed by any other source other
than rexding that transcript as te what happened to it
afte it was provided tn Mr, . 2rsole and Mr. Israel?
A Conversatiocns with Dr. Mattson, and that was more

of the carcnology of who received it and when rather than

what they did with it.

Q Can you tell me what Dr. Mattson told you?
A Basically what I told you.
Q That it was given to Mr., Ebersocle and

Mr. Israel?
A Yes.

Q I am trying to focus con what happened there-
after:hv Did Dr. Mattson tell you what happened after it
was given to Mr., iberscle and Mr. Israel?

A Not that I can recall. I 4id not have any
extensive conversations with him on what was done with
tne document.

Q De you have any reascn teo think that the
document was given tc anyone else within the NRC cther
than Mr. Israel?

A I have n- reascn %o believe that anyone else got a
copy. Let me add as a parenthetical note much of the

discuss’.on ¢ the Miclielson repcrt and what happened

was taking place here in Washington while I was up at
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the Three Mile Island site, 80 bemce I would not have
«.

been involved in these discussicons se—thar I don't have--
I d4édn't have a reascon to really be a party to trying
to understand the history of what d4id happen to the
report.

Q While we were off the record previously, I

believe you did mention that there is an ongoing investi-

gat.on cencerning this matter of the Michelson report.

5 That is correct.

Q What is the purpose and substance of that
investigation?
A The purpose is to evaluate whether or not we should

have been notified under Part 21 by B&W of its existence
and what the significance of the B&W analysis of the
report was.

I might note that earlier I had indicated that I
thought that investigaticn was being performed out of
Region III, but during our break I went and asked who
the ‘avestigator was, and I found out his name is

Mr. Ward, who is the investigatcr here in our headguarters

-

—
o!!icczlrﬂd would be the individual most knowledgeable

cof the presant status of the investigation.
Q Is that Mz, William Ward?

A Yes.
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Q He is a menmber of ILE here in Bethesda?

A Yes, he is. What the scope of this investigation
is at the present time and how it might change in the
future, he would clearly be the best source of that
information. I have not been briefed on the status

©of the investigation and would not be able to speak to
its details.

Q Who does Mr. Ward report to?

A He is doing this investigation under the directicn
of Mr. Harry Thorneg:q. who is the director of the
Division cf Reactor Construction Inspecticn, and within
that division lies the responsibility for the conduct

of ou:téollow-u; ©f the Part 21 information.

Q Do.you f£oresee any proklem in taking the
deposition of Mr, Ward as to the status of what is going
on in cecnnection with that investigation?

A I would hope since it is an cngeing investigation
that if a deposition is taken that appropriate arrange-
ments are made to preserve the integrity of the investi-
gation and aveid any compromise ¢f the ongeing investi-
gation. I recognize the need for all ¢f what we do to ke
in the full public view, and indeed this will be the

case when the investigation is cemplete, but priecr teo

completion of that investigation, since it is ongeing,
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I would hope thci some protective order would be avail~
able to withheld the results of that deposition until an
appropriate time.

Q We will definitely have to look into that.

I1f I understand what you are saying, there

is some question as to whether or not BiW was under an
obligaticn under Part 21 tec have reported its receipt
cf the Michelson report to the NRC and its evaluation of
that report, is that correct?
A That is correct,

Q In rfact, did B4W provide the NRC with any

evaluation of that report?

-

A That is what the investigation will determine.
Q You do not know at this time?
A 1 have not been briefed on the status; therefore,

1 can't give you an ansver.

Q How long has this investigaticn been ongoing?
A The investigation was started prior to my assuming
responsibility as the director, so that would cause it
to be sometime prior to June. I could get you a precise
date, but my recollection is that it was probably late
April or early May.

Q Right after TMI?

A Clearly after TMI.
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Q In Apzril or May of 197972
A Yes.
e/
Q We were talking about ehv/bavis-acssc and

about investigations relating toc Davis-Besse, and ve

had a conversation off the record to which I will not
refer in that regard. However, it is my understanding
that there was an investigation of the Creswell concerns
relating tc a transient at Davis-Besse, and that that
investigation was conducted by Region III in late 1978
and early 1979. Are ycu aware of that?

A I don't have any recollection of it, but I have

no reason to dispute that it indeed occurred.

.;- That suggests to me that you have heard
something abecut that. Eave you heard anything about
that?

A I have ne¢ specific recollection of that investiga-
tion or of its results.

Q Let me show you a document that has already
been marked as Exhibit S to the deposition of Mr. Willse
of B&W in connection with this depositicn taken by this
Commiscion's legal szaff, and let me ask you if you have
ever seen tnat document before. (Handing.)

A I cannot recall ever having read this document

befcre. I don't recognize its contents ncr the names
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"

cf the pecple who were being interviewed7 and that

again does not say that 2s a result of compiling liscts

of documents that that could not have been on a .ist.

It pre~-dates, again, my tenure with I&E, sc I certainly

can't speak

Q

in any knowledgeable way of it.

Exhibit 5 is a meirorandum dated January 9,

1979 and it concerns loss of pressurizer level indica-

tion, and it appears to memorialize a meeting which took

place at B&W in Lynchburg on February 14, 1979. The

meeting was

Region III,

apparently attended by two inspectors from

Mr. Kchler and Mr. Foster, and the second

paragraph on the first page recites that Mr. Foster of

-

NRC opened the meeting by stating that "The purpose of

this meeting was to investigate an allegation by an

NRC inspector that B&W had not responded in a timely

manner t¢ resolve the loss of pressurizer level indica-

tion concern at DB-l1" which is a reference to Davis-Besse 1.

I should tell you that the depositions of Mr. Kohler,

Mr. Foster,

been taken,

and other NRC representatives have already

and the testimony indicates that an inspector

here has spoken to Creswell pricr to today, and I would

ask you if you have any knowledge ccocncerning Creswell's

concerns in this regard and this investigation of his

cencerns?
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B Well, again, it raises the general issue of the
behavior of Davis-Besse Unit 1 in a very general way,
and I clearly, pricr to reading that memo, was aware
cf those concctns?tgo in the brocad sense, yes, I was
aware of the concerns.

Q Were you aware of this investigation by
Region III, specifically Mr, Foster and Mr. Kohler on
behalf of Region III cof the NRC as to thecse concerns
before today?

A No. Again, I have to provide a caveat to that.

A very large volume of docuzents cross ny desk, and that
does nct mean that could not have been on one of the
11.=31:i documek:s that have been transmitted to others,
and it does noct mean that I had read it because I
certainly don't recall ever reading the document before

today.

Q On the second page of this document in the
final paragraph in the seccnd sentence the statement s
made that "Mr. Foster stated that as far as he was
concz2rned loss of pressurizer level indication was
mere.,; &n operational inconvenience and that the loss
of pressurizer level was not a safety concern.”
Prior tc tocday were you aware that this

deterzination had been made in connection with an
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investigation of Mr. Creswell's concerns as to Davis~-
Besse 17
Y No, I am not aware that Mr., Fcster said what he
said, but the statement that he made .s not one that I
would find outragecus since dealing with pressurizer
level for transient conditi. s could have been compen=-
sated for in plants, and indeed is being compensated
for in plants. I do think it is a safety concern, but
it also is an operational concern, so again the general
subject =~

Q A safety concern would almost always be an
operational concern, would it not?

-

A No. There are many safety concerns that are

concerns that are well beyond what anyone would reasonably

ever expect to occur during operation -~ in normal
operation of the planf@ F;z example, you would not have
to be concerned with the behavior of the plant during a
very sudden deccmpression transient due tc a break.

There are many concerns about what might happen if such

an accidontg}gbfu;f::;%which doesn't impose operational

problens' so ;;:;—:;:~::o are not necessarily coupled

in that sense. An operational concern is one that does
have safety significance to it, All of the modes that

the plant nermally coperate in is what one has to look
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at fairly carefully from a safety point of view.

The inverse of what you said is more appropriately
correct, anéd that is that operational concerns are
concerns that have to be consido:oq:;ut there are many
other safety concerns beyond normal operation c¢f the
plant.

Q Prior to March 28, 1979, what was the
parameter that operators in pressurized water reactors
loocked to in the centrel roeocm in corder to assess the
state of inventcry in the core?

A Normal operation in transient conditions where

you are not ccncerned with accidents, the primary
parametes -- a primary parameter ~-- there are several =--
include prossufizo: level. It is a parameter he needs
to be aware of.

Q To the extent that that parameter was used
to assess the state of inventory in the core and to he
extent that parameter is lost to the cperator under
certain circumstances either by going coff scale, high
or low, doesn't that raise a safety concern?

A Surely.
Q To that extent then, Mr. Foster's statement,

assuming he made it, the stateuent memocrialized in this

pemorandum is incorrect in that it is not just an
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cperaticral inconvenience?
A May I have the statement again and read it?

Q (Handing.) Let me show you Page 2 cof the
document marked as Exhibit 5 to the Willse memcrandunm,
and direct your attention to the last paragraph on
Page 2.

A I have a great deal cof difficulty iithc: agreeing
or disagreeing with youc'aat-aett—t’-ﬁt I read what is
said here, if I assume they are the thoughts Mr. Foster

/~)
had in mind, it is dealing app:cpriatclypo: is a way to
_y
deal appropriately with,pzossu:izoz level during normal
ey
cperaticns Ts an inconvenience; it indeed is that.

With the knowledge I have now of what happened at

Three Mile Island, that was an accident; it was a loss

( *} e
¢f coolant accident. \ fho evaluation of a ng‘lp the
x>

L —— - -
-

event of a loss cf coclant accident, pressurizer level is

not a primary parameter of conc

ern
S —— PR —— ﬁ

It is the operation

cf emergency core ccoling equipment because clearly for
conditions of a loss of coclant accident you will neot
get an indication in the pressurizer all of the time.

Q Pricr to March 28, 1979, d4id cperators in
pressurized water reactors around the country generally
realize that during transient conditicns they should not

look tc water level in the pressurizer to assess the
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level of water inventory in the ccie?
A Do you want to repeat your questicn?

Q Pricr to March 28, 1979, 4id operators in
pressurized water reactors throughout the United States
generally understand that during transient conditions
they should not lock to pressurized water level to
assess the state of inventory in the core?

A Let's agree on scme definiticns before I ansver
the guestion, so I am sure I understand what you are
driving at.

A transient to me dces not include accidents, a

loss of coolant accident, loss of inventory.

g Let us say during a small break LOCA.
A During a loss of coclant accicdent, the operators

should have been trained éifin.y ought not to worry about
pressurizer level, and must worry about the performance
cf emergency core cooling.

Q Based on yocur experience, did coperators
prior to March 28, 1979 understand that?

A They should have understocd that for a loss of

»

l; U2 3
cocolant accident they weudd nct focus on pressurizer

level.

Q We have been discussing the Davis-Besse

transient of September 24, 1977..
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A For transients in the way in which they are
normally used, operators were trained to focus on
pressurizer level to the point where there was a pre-
occupation on pressurizer level, maintaining the
pressurizer level within the operating range for normal
operation, and in transient conditions that is what they
focused on. They should have been trained and there
were procedures for loss of coolant accidents that
clearly make it known that you are not going to get a
level in the pressurizer because yocu will have breaks
where the pressurizer will not ever £ill up again.

Q That was not the gquestion. I am not focusing
on vh:: their t;lininq was, but based on your knowledge
of these p:io? transients and your experience in DOR
and now in IGE, as %¢c whether or not prior to March 28,
1979 the operators understood that during a small break
loss of coolant accident they should nct lock te the
level of water in the pressurizer to determine the state
of inventery in the core; not what they were trained to
do, but did they, in fact, understand that?

A I have got to answer the gquestion with respect to
the analyses and understanding c¢f plant behaviocr that
are documented in the FSAR and varicus related documents.

With respect %¢ the knocwledge that individual operaters
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may or may net have, I can't =-- I haven't done a survey
that would allow me to answer that guestion. How did
the average cperator react to the compilaticn of infor-
mation in the FSAR? The FSAR provides those analyses.
I am assuming that the FSAR's are read and understood by
the cperators regarding the procedures in the control
room and what they are intended for are understocd by
the cperators.

In that context, I make the sharp distinction
between an accident and normal cperation. For normal
operation, based on what I knew and understood after
TMI 2, especially in B&W plants, there was clearly a
foculﬂ:ﬂd,in f;ct. a mind set on focllowing pressurizer
level for whai they censidered tc be normal operation
in transients. Haéd they recognized at Three Mile
Island that they had a loss of coclant accident, and
had they taken out the procedure to follow a lcss of

coolant accident, I believe that you would not have had

any serious accident at Three Mile Island.

Q And they would not have interrupted the HPI?
A They clearly should not have interrupted the HPI.
Q 1f they understocd the situation, they

clearly should not have?

A Yes. There was 1 procedure that says as your
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reactor pressure is Aropping, here are the actions iou
take for that particular event. They didn't take it.
They were trained to take action when the reacter
pressure is developing.

Q Are you aware tnat on September 24, 1977 at
Davis~-Besse the operator loocked at a rising pressurizer
level and went cover and terminated the HPI based on that
pressurizer level?

A I amn aware of that.
Q Are you aware that that alsc inveolvecd a

PORV sticking open?

A I an awvare of it.
Q As a result of that accident, are you aware

that there was indeed some voiding within the reactor
coolant system? Are you aware of that?

A Yes, I am aware that he would have had a reactor
vessel with steam voiding in it.

Q If you had beren aware cof that infocmation
at the end of 1977, would that have indicated to you
that at least some operators did nct understand how to
treat pressurizer level as an indicator during a small
break loss of coclant accident?

A Clearly at Davis-Besse and at TMI the facts tell

us that they didn't. They turned off the HPI when they
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should not have, but whether that is representative of
cperators in general, that is toc broad a guestion.

Q It does indicate to you that there was a
mind set among the cperatcrs to de that?
A A mind set focusing on pressurizer lsavel to the
exclusion of what went on in the plant.

Q Are you aware that Mr. Creswvell Lecame awvare
of that problem, having been aware ¢of what happened at
Davis-Besse on September 24, 1577, and that is the

premature termination of HPI?

A I am aware of it now.
Q Are you aware that Mr, Creswell made some

attempt to have that evaluated within Region III during

19772
A I am aware that he diad.
Q How 4id you become aware that he d4id?
A Through the documents we spcke aboutz in the last

hour or so.

Q The documents we were talking about were
dated January, February, and thereon during 1979, and
I am focusing on the middle and fall of 19878. Are you
aware that the Creswell histcry goes back that far?
A I am aware that the Creswell history goes back to

the 1971-19%? time frane. I couldn't pick the date cut.
i
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I an awvare of some of it because cof some of the things
that transpirced since then. I cannct,as I have answered
earlier, tell you when I first heard of it. It all
post-dates TMI.

%y That relates tc that confidential matter
we spoke about?
A No. All our discussion ¢f all the documents
that surround the Creswell matter &nd the concerns
raised by him and how they have been resolved within
the agency.

Q Have you seen any documents that indicate

to you that Mr, Creswell was delving intec this matter

in 19787
A Did I see them in 19787
o} Have you seen as c¢f today any docuaments

which indicate that Mr. Creswell was delving intec this
matter in 19787 The documents we discussed were all
dated in 1979.

A To answer yes or nc is difficult. There are a
whole variety cf documents that lave come across my
desk. I cannot remember the dates cf them, but I do
know that they relate to the Creswell concerns that
extend back intc several years past, and the answer 1is

I really couldn't speak to them one by cne or as a
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collection.

Q Let me show you a stack ¢f documents which
was provided to me this morning by Darrell Eisenhut, and
as I recall his testimony this was a package of documents
distributed to him after the TMI 2 incident, and it is
perhaps a half-inch of documents with an index on top
and the title of the whole package is the "Creswell
package." Let me ask you if you have seen documents
arranged in that format, without going through each
document. Have you seen a collection of deocuments
similar to that? (Handing.)

A Several of the documents that are identified in
nere are docpmcn:s we have talked about earlier.

Q Right. What I meant was whether you have

seen this format or this grouping of documents under the

itle, "The Creswell Package"?

A No.
Q You haven'%t seen that?
A I have seen a stack of documents relating to

Creswell which are even thicker than those, and those

are the ones I suggested you need tc discuss with Sam

Bryan. They go back further in time than those.
Q All of these dccuments appear to be dated
in 1979. Have you seen any documents relating to
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Creswell's concerns that were dated in 19787
A I think so, as part of the discussion I had with
Sam Bryan on pulling together documents that were
supplied to pecople who had regquested thenm. wWithout
an opportunity te go back and check through thg docu~
ments, again, I would have to at least leave a gquestion
mark, and I will have te correct the tranmscript if I
need to. My recollection is that there were clearly
documents wi.ich went back further than these dc for sure.

Q What were those documents that ycu saw?

A It was a collection of documents related to the

concerns raised by Creswell and go back in chronclogical

time.
(o] Were they I&E reports?
A A large number were IGE reports.I don't know whether

they were only I&E reports or not; I cannct De sure.

There were a large volume of them. I will have to
check.
Q Were they collected in a package?
A Yes.
Q Who collected them?
A Sam 3ryan.
Q You said you have provided those to a number

of scurces, the pecple who requested then.
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A At least cne source that comes tc mind, yes,

and I den't know whether there were sources.

Q Would you tell me who reguested them?
~ John Austin,
Q Wheo is John Austin?
A He works for ocne of the Senate subcommittees.
I am not sure which. Senator Glenn's subcocmmittee.
Q Anyone else?
A I’d have tc go back and ask. That one stands cut

%> me because it is the most recent one.
Q Eas anycne within the NRC requested such

documents from you?

A ?“don': kﬁow. From me personally?
Q To'your knowledge.
A No.
Q Are you aware of the fact that there were

tw~ transients invelving pressurizer level indication
at Davis-Besse in 1£777?

A I woulé have to =~

Q That was an indication in which pressurizer

level did not go off scale and involved premature
terminaticn of HPI which was on November 29, 1977, at
which pressurizer level dropped off the low end of the

scale. Were you aware of that seccnd transient?
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A I weuld have te consult something.

Q It is described in the Tedescc report.
A I thought it was, and to the extent it is in here,
Jes., 1 said 1 reviewed all the transients. I don't

remember them by date or function.

Q Aside from the Tedesco report that you have
in front of you, have you made any attempt tc evaluate
or determine the nature of that transient on November 29,
18772
A Ne.

Q Have you made any attempt to trace the history
of how that transient was repcrted, resolved, or handled
by tholﬁac7

A There was a guestion with respect to which transients

were repcrted to the licensee, Metropolitan Edisoné:awﬂ-'

/

7 /5; that context I recall looking thr_ugh various doccuments

7/

that we provide routinely to the licensees, Metropolitan
Edison includcdz:aad—es—f—#ooe%qq—oadq;s I recall there
were printouts from the LER's that were provided tc the
licensee as well as a summary ¢f this particular document
as one o0f the documents that are provided by MPA.

Q Which document? Was it an LER?
A No. I need some time toc go back and lock at the

title. It is a document provided by MPA whose title
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escapes me that reports significant events.
MR. CHOPKO: Referring to a bulletin on
significant events?
A It is a significant event in a licensee's facility
and the exact title escapes me.
Q Like a newsletter called "Current Events"?
A That might be it. The exact title is what I

don't recall.

Q And that is circulated to all licensees?
By It is.
Q Eave you had occasion to check tc see whether

or not this transient had been reported to the licensees?

A Yes, and as I recall,it was.
Q Under what circumstances d.d it come about

that you were checking on that?
A I believe it was a guestion that was asked by one
cf the Congressional ccmmittees.

Q Aftezr TMI 27
A Following TMI 2. I don't remember whether it came
cut of Congressman Weaver's task force or Ccngressman
Udall's subcommittee, but one or the other asked for the
infermationsané I remember asking pecple O search back

—

to find ocut if it was, and I believe that transient was
o g L
in there, I think that is the extent of which I looked

)
S
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a4t the reporting of it.

Q Was James Creswell concerned about that
transient as well as the September 24, 1977 transient,
to your knowledge?

A I don't know.

Q In checking back to see what word was put
out to the licensees concerning that transient, did you
also have occasion to determine what disposition there
was O0f any potential safety issue in NRC concerning

that transient of November 29, 19777

A I did not do that.
Q Do you know if anyone else did that?
A v; buliovc.bt. Mattson made an effort to do so.
Q Was that effort instituted after the TMI 2
eccident?
A I believe it was after TMI 2. It was an attempt

to find out what was done regarding those transients
as well as an evaluation that the staff may have made
of them.

Q Was that as to beth of those transients,
September and November 19777
A I believe so0.

Q What determinaticn was made as to the

resolution of those transients within the NRC?
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A I don't know. I @id not follow up on it myself.
Q Have you heard anything in that regard?

I am asking for tenth hand hearsay if that is all you
have got.
A I would not be able to identify a particular date
of the transient versus reports that were issued.
I know there were scme safety analysis reports that were
issued regarding some of then. I don't know if they
include those two transients or not.

Q That was a safety analysis report as to a

Davis~-Besse transient?

A Yes.

.; Hha; do you recall abcut that safety analysis
report?
A Just that it existed.

Q Do you know what determination it made about

the transients?
A No.
Q Did it identify the transients as identifying

a generic safety issue?

A I don't think so. I don't recall any discussion

Q Did these evaluations determine that there

was no generic safety issue and, in fact, the matter had
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been satisfactorily resolved?
A I don't know.

Q How long ago did you look at the safety

analysis reports?
A I don't recall even looking at them or reading
them except to identify their existence which is what
yeu have been asking me to do. I have heard atout then.

I don't have a specific recollection.

Q What have you heard about then beyond their
existence?
A That as a result of trying to find out what the

staff had done about them, that there were these reports
propa::E.

Q I do nct mean to keep belaboring it, but it
seems to me that it would be perfectly natural to see if
there was a safety analysis repcrt done, that you would
almest always inevitably =--

A I didn't ask if they were done. These were
conversations I had heard about. I couldn't even tell
where I heard it, just that I recall conversations of it.
I certainly didn't ask for the information. Others
were, and in trying to be as responsive to you as you

are asking me for tenth hand recollection, and I anm trying

to tell you I heard cof their existence. I didn't
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initiate them or follow up on them.
Let me remind you that my principal activity was
b

at Three Mile Island at the site [ and ch of what you
— \

have been asking me about were things that happened

here in wWashington while all this was going con from

the Washington point of Vicvi:lO‘/%ll cf my energy was

being devc¢ o to what was going on the site.

Q Let me see if we can move to the ccident
of TMI 2.
A That is what I am familiar with.

Q Let us begin with the events on March 28,

1979. The preblem began presumably at 4:00 o'clock
in the morning.
When did you first hear on that day that

there was a problem at TMI 27

A It was in the neighborhood cf 8:00 o'clock in the
morning.
Q How did you heaz?
A I received a phone call from Mr. Moseley.
e Was that at your home?
A I “*as at the office. I was in a meeting with

my deputy, Darrell Eisenhut, at the time.

Q What occurred? What did Mr. Moseley tell

you at that time?
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A He briefly described that there had been an
1A \\’--‘9 )
event at the sitei?an&,hy first question to himr”uhs
\ % \

\
\

there an environmental rolclscz e %C indicated that
there was, and I told him that I would make suitable
arrangements and that I would be ovcgz)indﬂﬁ&on I hung
up ‘I asked Mr, ‘Grimes to go over to ocur operations
center immediately.

Q That is the Incidan:—;csponso Cente:?
A Yes, called the operations center =-- because
there was an environmental release and he was the best
man that I had werking for me that could deal with those
issues. . I instructed Darrell Eisenhut tc collect
appro;;ia:c peo%lc to be able to deal with all issues
related <o the Three Mile Islané facility in our office
in the Phillips Buildinqé:cnd-rhen I left immediately
after doing that to come over to our operations center
and arrived shortly thereafter.

Q You went to the IncidenXe Response Center
within the operations center; is that the idea?

My confusion is that you are calling it the

cperaticns center, which is scmething new. I heard it

p—
referred to in the past as the Incidense Response Center.

Is that the same place?
, ‘/‘ \
X Its cozrect title is -tvo—eer Operations center.
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: —
Some peacple have referred to it as the Incidcn&g Center.

Q And we can use those terms interchangeably?
A Yes, and I will have no difficulty following you.

MR. KANE: 0ff the record.

(Discussion held off the record, following
which a brief recess was taken.)

MR. KANE: Back on the record.

Q Mr. Stello, we were just about to get into
an area that you indicated you do know scomething about,
and that is, on March 28, 1978, when you were first
notified of the accident at Three Mile Island, Unit 2,
and you did state that you asked Mr. Grimes to go to the
Incid::cc Rcspaﬁsc Center because cf an environmental
release, and ;hcrtly thereafter you alsc went to the

—-—
Incidcnég Response Center, is that correct?
A That is correct.

Q You arrived at the IRC at around 9:00 e'cleck

in the moraing?

A Approximately that is correct.
Q Wwhat did you do when you arrived there?
A When I arrived there, I first tried to get briefed

on what we knew about the accident at Three Mile Island.
My primary concern initially was to understand how they

were Coocling the core.
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Q What did you learn?
A And what information they had to persuade thenm-

selves that they knew they had, in fact, ade juate ccre

coecling.
Q What did ycu discover?
A It took some hours in trying to understand the

status of the system and how they thought they had been

cooling the core.

Q Why was that delay?
A It was very difficult getting information in the
£irst hours. The original communication systen was
very poor. We had an arrangement where an engineer

=5

sitting here in the cperaticns center was talking teo

another cnqin;o: in Region I who was in turn talking to
somecne from the site. The communication system was

burdened with requests and the need for information of
a variety cf sources that could bypass the system that
we had hoijg;ying it in a different way, people could
call up Region I and ask Region I directly to try to get
information, as well as the engineer sitting here

comnmunicating with Region I, so there was a burden on

the one link ¢f the communications system, and for sone

period of time we had lost communications. Ccmmunications

got very difficult when they had to put on masks and they
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had to leave the contrel room to go over to Unit 1 and
get back and forth fcr information, so the ability to
get information was strained. It was not very good.

The understanding of how the core was being cocled

was not in any usual condition for the core cooling
system. They thought that they were cooling the core
through the steam generators with the primary coolant
punmp stopped, and as the morning wore on it became

apparent to me and others that they had a condition

-

L

where the hot »éght temperatures were indicating the
» » ﬁ

possibility of a cupciﬁgeat condition.

e Could you just explain a little what a
Vi

super heat condition is?

~—
A Normally, steam and water at a given pressure can
be in eguilibrium condition where the temperature of
steam and the temperature cof water are egual. I1f you
add more energy to the steam in that condition, it is

s———

possible fos—neat to heat the steam o a higher temperature
than the water. Whenever steam exists at a higher

temperature than the water, under those cecnditions the

”~ )
steam is in a "super heat condition."”
—

Q Is there a danger in having the steam super
heated?
A Well, there may cr may net be. The concern was
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'

that if there was indeed a supei heat cendition, the
only plausible explanation I could see toc create a
super heat condition was a core being partially uncovered
which would be the place where the extra energy would
be added to the steam which is what vou are measuring
ALHEL e

in the hot L&eh&a.—cwd;i})indcc% the core was uncovered
then you had a ccndition of gquestionable cooling of the
portion of the core which was uncovered; that is, it may
©or may not be cocled adeguately. You can't determine
that from one indication alcone.

Hence we started to beccme concerned over trying
to get scome informaticn gpn what the temperatures were
of thcmin-coxc éhermo—couplcs. These are thermo-couples
that are placed in assemblies about four inches above the
active fuel at the outlet of the reactor. We spent a
considerable time trying to determine whether or not
we could get a reading on those thermo-couples.

Q Was there a difficulty in getting a reading
on these thermo-couples?
A In getting a response back as to whether or not,
yes -- the communicaticn was very difficule. We finally
had scomecne who got a printout of what the thermo-

cocuples were reading, and as I recall for the most part

the, K were generally printing a guesticn mark.

BENJAMIN REIPORTING SERVICE



b

wn

16

17

18

19

3

Stelle 77

Q Was that because the computer was not
programmed to handle anything cver a certain temperature?
A Yes. We later found that ocut. At that point
when it was printing a gquestion mark we got thatiindi-
cation, and we determined that there were three possible
ways, as I recall it that this could happen. The
tenmperatures wvere off scale high, off scale low, or there
was a failure. The most plausible explanation again
was most likely off scale high, which meant that they
had exceeded the capability for the computer. We know
that now because we subsequently found out when a
technician went down and put a meter across the thermo-

- S
couples 1eadsjtﬂd had, in fact, measured temperatures
that were in excess of 2,000 degrees, so it is clearly
the capability of the electronics in the system that had
been able to do that, not the thermo-couple device itself.

Through most ¢f the afternoon, trying to assess
whether there were, indeed, other ways in which this
condition could come about, we were trying to advise the
licensee that he may have 2 conditicn of inadequate core
cecling, and that there would be a need to get more water
into the core to cool it.

Q By that time, had ycu ascertained whether

or not you had super-heated steam in there?
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A Ch, yes.
Q By the afterncon of the 28th?
A By "ascertain,” meaning édid I believe?
Q Were you persconally satisfied?
A I became satisfied in my mind that the prudent

thing to doc was. to believe that those thermc-couple
readings did, in fact, indicate super-heated stean, and
that even in spite of what the pressurizer level was
telling him, he ought to believe his core was uncovered.
Q pid you advise anyone over the phone to that

effect at the site?

A Me personully?
e Yes.
A Yes.
[} And what I was specifically referring to is

that it came ocut that they viviély recall you shouting
over the phone "that the core was uncovered."” Do yocu
recall that?
A I speak with a loud veice. I don't know if I was
shouting but communications weren't very good.

Q wWere ycu very excited?
A My voice may have been elevated, and yes indeed I
was trying to communicate to sher that perhaps they

ought to believe that the thermo-couple reading was
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correct, and they ought tc consider whether or not <hat
if it were correct, the core was uncovered, and there
was a need to put more water in the core.

Q would that be by turningy the HPI on?
A Yes. They were using a high-pressure pump and
it just meant increasing the flow rate in other HPI
pumps.

Q was that advice followed at the time?
A No. When I did ceommunicate to the control room,
T asked for scmeone from the licensee's organization to
talk to, and I don't remember his name, and I have not
been able to determine who it was since then. I have
not made any real effort to find out.

Q H‘ is the one yecu told, that as far as you

were concerned the core was uncovered and he shoulé turn

en the HPI?

A Yes.
Q What did he responé?
A He respcnded at that time, as I recall, that they

were flcating on the ccre flood tanks, the accumulators,
and that he thought that because he was £loating on the
core flood tanks that they gave him assurance that he
haéd adeguate core water lcvelszand-z tried to make him

underssand that that wasn't a valid reason, and that he
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% 4daT 43 a TermiiL..vQY, "tlocating on the
cecre flood tanks"™ that I have not heard. What does
that mean?

A The valves that separate the water in the core
flood tanks from the reactor vessel are ocpened and the
pressure and level of water in the accumulators attempt
to come in eguilibrium with the conditions in the
pPrimary system, When things equilibrate, you are
floating on them, which means that there is no net flow

©f water from the tank; that the water level stays fairly

!/
stable in the tanks?T ) aad chco the tanks are .:—uha&overg'
-

e

Lcao&—;hoy—cec‘attcmptinq to put whatever water the

system will lci come into iti/gut because of the
pressure imbalance, you don't need a very large pressure
differential to make up for the elevation -- difference
in wat:; lcveltgjnd indeed you still could be in an
uncovered situation.

Q You advised the licensee's representative
©f that at that time in the telephone conversation?
A I think I teold him that that wasn't necessarily
sc, that you could still be uncevered, and if you really

i T s

believed the implication of super heat b&ﬁ\ho:-&kghq.

that that was a clear indication you were.
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Q What did he respond to that?
A That it was their belief they were acdeguately
covez‘h.

Q The thing that has cozme up several times

at that point in time, did you feel you had the authority

to order him to turn on that HPI?

A Yes. I think if we had had mcre confirming

informaticn than we had at that time, I believe we

would have called the licensee and crdered him to do it.
Q You did not think it was appropriate for you

at that time?

A I knew I only had fragmented infcocrmation. I

cleari; did not have all the information he did. There

were an awtul‘lct cf pecple advising the licensee who

had access to this information in the control tooncftrt

I didn't feel that I was in a position to recommend to

my management that we cught to take that step, although

-

I do recall at least acntii:i:jqée ghi}o I was in the

—
IncidcaJo-Contct‘ég—;:;;Izﬁ -h“h‘&,wc ought to consider
whether we lhonlq;;inco we had sketchy infcrmation, ead
it caused me to be hesitant.

Q In any event, at that point you decided not

to seek an order that he do this, and although you dis-

agreed with him, you decided to let him do what he thought
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was best, "he"” being the licensee?
A We kept trying through the afternoon to persuade
him that he ought to consider more and more that this
is something he ought to consider, and eventually they
did get around to dcing it.

Q Based on what you know today, at that time
in this telephone conversation, who was right?
A T TSN && judgment is they should have put
more water in the core; that is what I believed then,
and I believe that now.

Q They finally get around to that?

A Eventually increased the water level in the systenm

Ssvn

and brought the pressure back up and turned on the
primary coclant pump, and that was the eventual mcde of
recovery.

Q The reason for your strong suggestion at
the time that they dc scmething about that was yomrr
conviction they did have super-heated steam in the core
and partial uncovery, given the hot &i;;% and temperatures?
A Yes, and pressu%g;zo: levcyz;cad— he fact that he
was floating on the core flood tanks was not, in my view,

R
overriding the clear indication of super heat and hot

P Iy o’
TSRS '

e Did you discuss that convicticen ¢f yours with
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others at the Incidence Response Center?
A I éo remember discussing it, I am sure, with pecple
who were there, but I don't remember who.

Q Obvieusly the licensee at that tize disagreed
with your position on it. Did anyone at the Incidenge”
Response Center, pecple of the stature cf, say, Roger
Mattscrn, éid pecple on that level alsc disagre= with
your analysis oz that?

A I can't come tc agreement or disagreement as much
as the uncertainty as to whether we had encugh informa-
ticn to really be persuaded that that was indeed the
case. I don't know cf anyone who disagreed that if

you believed the thermo-couple readings, that that was
oy

indeed a guesticn of super heat, and there was some

question as to whether the thermo-couples were reading

correctly or nct, and there was concern over whether

that was, indeed, the case.

Q But you were convinced from all the parameters
you were looking at that, in fact, you were getting
meaningful readings from those thermo-ccuples?

A My recocllecticn is that there were two things
which were leading me to the cconclusicn. One was that the
thermo-couples, the in-cores were-ea2cing a questicn mark,

were reading off scale high, and that would £it with an
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r
(_‘ /(’/ /
indication of super heat on hot leehecd . and fhonc two
— S’
tend to support each other. If I believed the thermo~

couples, that was the conclusion I would come to.

Q And you did?

A And I did, and I did not accept the fact that
pressurizer level was a controlling parameter or that
the accumulator gave sufficient information to conclude
that the core was adeguately covered.

Q Who besides the licensee did you communicate
this conviction ¢f yours to on March 28th at the
Incidenp"nonponnc Centex? ‘

pt

/

were present at the time, Mr. Mcseley was there and

A We had discussions._ami—There—wooilt De, pecple who
i

Mr. Thornbfdrg, and Mr. Grimes was around. I know
Mr. Case was there.

Q Was Roger Mattscn there on the 28th?
A Ne. Dr. Mattson was not there. There were sone
cther engineers that I recall having discussicns with
from ny staff, but who wat there at that time -~ they
kind of blend, in, and to tell you wheo was there when, I
doen't know.

Q Were any of the Commissicners there?
A During the course of the day there were three

comrissicners that I recall whe caze in.
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e Who were those? ' A
,Lf
A Commissioners Ahearn, 2radford, and GaAlZinsky.
Q Did you speak with them about your convic-

tion on this point?

Qe A
A I tcld them that I had a concern that the sai?”
was uncovered.
Q Did you tell them why you were concerned

about that and what you were basing your concern on?

A I don't know if --
Q Did you point out what you just told me
S art-

concerning the hot riglt—aNd temperatures?

A I den't know if I went intc 3ust as much detail

as I went into now. I don't recall.
Q Did you tell them abcut the super-heated
steam?
e
A Since it was jvo(rsucb a ccncern to me, I may have
mentioned it teo them. I can't recall the specific
conversation. There were too many things going on.

I was preoccupied with getting as much informatiown as

I could and making sure that they were getting our

pecple to analyze, as fast as we cculd. Our cecnversaticns

-

were shert and fragmented. I don't believe I sat dcwn
and had any guiet conversaticn such as we are having

now.
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Q A; the day went on, did you obtain more
data that further convinced you c¢f the correctness of
your position on core uncovery?
= Yes. I do-recall a ccnversation, but exactly
when I had it I don't remember, but it was during the
course of the day when we were trying to get in touch
with B&W, and I believe I spoke to Don Roy, and I thirk
he too came to the ccnclusion that they had to get more

water in the ccre.

Q Did he agree with your conviction?
A He agreed.
Q Did he agree with your ceonvictioca that you

S

had ccre uncovery?

A I think so, but I don't remenmber him specifically
saying that, which is making me pause. We both, I

think, reached a conclusion at the end ¢f our conversa-
tion that they ought to have more water in the core, and
they were trying to cozmmunicate with the licensee. He A
indicated difficulty in deing so, as I recalb@'\and 3
la:o:!;ond-: guess I don't understand why, because e

:‘_,:’
wasy I mnow have subseguently learned/ that they had

i
Mr. Fleo from Metropolitan Ediscon at BEaWf whe was
yd) P J _4/" . '

\

in fact, communicating with the contrel room starting

as early as, as I recall, around 7:00 ec'cleck in the
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morning, but he did indicate some difficult in communi-
cating.

Q You mentioned before that youlspokc to
Commissioners Ahearn, Bradfcrd, and G;Lzzgsky about your
concern regarding ccre uncovery during the time they were
at the IRC. Did you call anycne to formally brief
anybody about your assessment of the core condition?

A Not in any formal way. The conversaticns were

G |
sho:tn_fraqmentcd. and there was an individual who was
assigned as part of the system that is used in the

operations center. We were a group of people who were

trying to assess what was going on at the site. There

i

was an emergency ianagement team, an individual assigned
with conmuniciting back and fcorth between the tqujch——
‘Ean time to tinQ)I talked to Mr. Case and others in
the management team while we were waiting for more

~

inforzaticn/and there was a lull for a few moments, but

they were not in any sense formal. Things were moving

S ——

. x
fairly rapidly, and oqaisyny energy was devoted &

e -‘;‘:‘&L- -
getting as much zn!o:ma:;onh\fsontzally and a sense

cf what was going on.

Q As time went on with more infcrmation coming
in, you did become amcre convinced that ycu were correct

about super-heated steam and partial ccre uncovery?
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A Yes, and that is perhaps what made me become more
compulsive in trying to communicate that.

Q Diéd you ccmmunicate to the licensee?

A Yes, I spcke directly over the phone. The
normal systex for handling the phone was to direct ocur
gquestions to an engineer manning the phone, and he, in
turn, would transmit the questions back to scmeone up at
the site to get the answers, and that was the ncrmal
systez for comnunicatinqi).-t I guess at some point in
the afternoon, and I don't recall exactly when, I did

get ccnpulsive and grabbed the phone and =--

Q And you demancded to speak to the licensee?
A ;;s.

Q And he came on the line?
A Yes.

Q And is that when you had the conversation

you tcld me about?

A Yes.
Q And he disagreed?
A Yes.
Q How muck lecnger did that situation go on

befcre the licensee decided that your advice was good?
A Wait a minute.

Q I do not want tc jump ahead.
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A What the licensee did was more than I was
suggesting. A natural outcome of what I suggested was
maybe what he did, but he made a decision to do both.
Ee nmade a decision %o turn on the pumps, add more water,

 7A % LR QU
take the susp-pwmp system up to hich pressure _to also-use

—
iho—h&qh-prttvur& to condense any steax that was in
there, and shrink its volume just by the increase in
v'-;'
p:cssu:cg ®e whether there was ;f::ndonsable or non-

L

condensable gas, when you raise the pressure you clearly
e [=-

will shrink the veolume of qascs‘/an he did add nmore
water. As far as bow long after that occurred, I have
tc lock at exactly =-- there is 2 record of when.

Q I know the seguence cf events. We have
that, and you have a record of it as well.
A The sequence of events =-- I think it is recorded
cn the segquence cf events when that NRC offici 1, and

S

that was ne, ahaa/nade that call, and then the difference
of the two times which I'd have to lock at the seguence
of events to answer your question. If you look at the
seguence cf events it is the difference between the two,
which was several hours as I recall.

Q Sometime on the evening cf March 28, and you

said ycu talked to the licensee toward the end of the

afterncon, is that correct, to the best of your
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reccllection?
A It was late afterncon as I recall, yes, and what~
ever that time is, it is a matter cf record. i isa't

.
P NI N

something that needs to be rcco:dcdd

Q . I understand. Again, if there is sone
mistake between your reccllection and what the official
record is, that is not a mortal sin.
A I am trying to ke responsive.

Q Bow late did you stay at the Incidon;z:
Response Center that day?
A - didn't go home. I stayed through the aight
all the way through == I did get hcme sometime Friday

-

morning.

Q You stayed all day through Thursday?
A Yes.
Q On Thursday meorning, were you called upon

to brief anybody about that analysis?
A I am not exactly correct. I édid g2 home to
shower and change clothes at £:00 or €:00 o'clock the
following Thursday morning, and I had scmething to eat
and came back in and stayed through until scmetixe
Friday morzing.

Q Did you stay at the :::xdcagir;csponse

Ceater?
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A I was in the operations center, yes.
Q Were you called upen Thursday merning te

brief anybody about your analysis of the conditio=z of

the ceore?

B On Thursday, I believe I sat down and had a dis~-

cussion with Dr. Mattson telling him that I thought that

what we had seen was a condition where we had damage

to the core, and we needed to lock and assess that

damage, to track and follow what the in-core thermo-

couples were doing. I believe I alsc made kanown to

Darrell Eisenhut who was going to do scme of the brief-
A1

ings, and seil him what I :houqhuBSo there were, I guess,

those two that I doc h.'e a zv-ollection ¢f having more

of what I considered to be & briefing and assessment of

what ad gone on.

Q Did you tell them there was super-heated
stean in the core? bl < > -
- ' 0 S
Vel . w
A Probably. My concern at the momen:,}hero uaohan

assessment of what night have happened tc the cocre, as
I believed there wai damage to the core at that pointé)
‘&‘\&; had a condition where the thermo-couples were
coming kback on scale, and they were highyp ané:“l saw

them coming back on scale, and we had tc track them

very carefully to follow what was going on.

SENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



Stello 92
Q Did you tell them at that time that you

believed there was partial uncovery of the core?

“hal

A,‘fho reason I believed there was

A I think so.

s - —
danach<I believe I related to taem.I thought there

o 'b, Lol W,

were extended periods when I thouqhtA€§71¢t me say,
-]

just uncovo:cdj)s.b he degree or depth would not be
something I would get intc a great deal of detail

because I dida't have sufficient information as to the

extent.
Q Just uncovezred?
A Just uncovered. That, in my judgment, led to the

[
possibility of damage to the core by ov.:b.;tgﬁfwo
;;oltly knew that there was damage tc the fuel rods.
The amount a!lactivity that was out clearly suggested
that you were in a situation where large numbers of
fuel rods had been breached, had tailch?;; failure

e
mechanism by overheating, and for sure all cf the gap

A
zctivity in the plenum where fissicn cases collect,
that those had been bieached. I don't know that I
used the words, "all of the rods may have failed," but

I believe I gave the inpressicn it was a large number,

that it wasn't just a zod or two, but a large number of

. This was in your explanation or discussions
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with Mattson and Eisenhut on the morning of March 29,
Thursday meorning?
A Let's call it Thursday because without going back
and checking, I cannct say whether it was the morning
¢r the afterncon since things were starting to blend
as to timing.

As I recall, I th?uqht Mattson got here later; I
think it was early afterncon.

Q You did mention Darrell Eisenhut.
A Darrell was here in the morning. He was here

before lattson because he was geing to do scme of the

briefing.
Q He was going to do scme of the briefing fer
who?

A To the Commissicn, and I don't know whether they
went t0 == they may have gone to brief some of the
congressional subccmmittees. I can't recall whether

g———

they were or nca‘cn Thu:sdayi but it may have been.

Q You expressed this information to Darrell
Eisenhut. Did he indicate whether or not he agreed
with your analysis on the state of the core?

- think there was general consensus cf agreement
on large numbers cf fuel rods being failed. I don't

think he was in a pesiticn to agree cor disagree, neither
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he nor Mattson, since I was briefing them ¥ what I
believed transpired. They hadn't been here.

Q They were not in a position to disagree?

A Right. There may have been subseguent conver~-
saticns with others to allow them to form an opiniocn.

I guess I would have been surprised if there was a basis
for uwuch disagreement.

Q Then Mr. Eisenhut went on to brief the
commissioners themselves and the NRC and the Congress
later on that day?

A All of whom he briefed I don't know. You wculd
have amd t0O have asked hinm, I don't know who he briefed.

Q That is your understanding that was why he

wanted the infotaation?
.1 Xca. so he could perform that function of briefing
whomever it was that needed to have that information, so
I could continue to provide that continuicty cf following
what was going on in the core.

Q Did Darrell Eisenhut lsave the Incidermee

Response Center to go %o the briefings?

A He left to go to the briefings, yes.
Q And you stayed?
A I stayed.

Did you speak to any commissioners of the

©
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NRC on Thursday, March 297
A I don't recall any of thenm dropping in on the
29th, but they may Lhkave.
Q Did you speak to anyone from Congress on
Thursday, March 29 about the situation?
A I was asked to take one phone call from one of
the staff pecple on one of the Congressiconal subcommittees,
bpt. no, I never -~ I don't recall speaking to any

congressmen, but there was a staff member, and I can't

;semember who it was I talked to. It may have been
Henry Meyers. I aa not certain. I will have to check.
Q It was a congressional staff member?
A Yes.
Q And you spoke to him on Thursday, March 297
A I believe 80, yes.
Q Do you recall what time of day?
A No.
Q What did you tell him? Wag it essentially

what you told Darrell Eisenhut?
A I think they were ncre interested whether things
a: that point were all right.

Q I take it you told him that they were not?
A Ne. I felt that they were adequate in teras of

cooling the core at that time, and that is the ccaclusion
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once we got the pump on and established circulation
with the primary cooling pump, that we then had a
condition where we had adequate cooling in the core.

My confidence frem that point started to increase.

Q You were still convinced that you still had
a substantial number of fuel rods damaged?
A We knew we had a ”Nﬁ;a.{_-

2 You were convinced that those fuel rods

had been damaged during a partial uncovery of the

core?
A That is the view I had, yes.
Q De you have that view today?
A Absolutely.
R Do you think that subsequent knowledge has

borne out those convictions on your part?
., 7

A Much more, yes. { /1A pally YT
o S v t®
ﬁ ’)f I guess the primary coolant sample results

which I got must have been late Friday night cor early
Saturday morninq@ y}n understanding of hydrogen burn in
the containment clearly fit together with a view of
damage, but it was at that time that I really -- that
was the firss time I started getting an appreciation
for how extensive that danugo was. I think those two

particular pieces cf data, the results of the primary

EENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



Stello 97
coclant sample and the hydrogen burn in the contain-
ment, I guess that cccurred Wednesday afternoon, but
I dida't know about it until Friday.

Q That-has come up several tir..s. What was
the explanation why you found cut about it only two
days later, that is, the hydrogea burm?

A As I understand it, the gquesticn of the hydrogea
burn was first identified Ly scmeone who was reviewing
the data collected on Wednesday scmetime either late
Thursday or Friday mozning@}“‘.novc: that was, in that
general time frame, omid it was in reviewing the data
;hat it was first hit on, and I believe the individual
that was identified as reviewing the ianformation was
Bill fg‘, who was a consultant for the licensots>ib~t
:I; rov;owing the information he identified that the
pressure spike coculd have been caused by a2 hydrogen
burn in the contaianment.

Q On Thursday, March 29, besides Mr. Mattson
and Mr. Eisenhut, were ycu called upcn to brief anybody
else about the ccandition of the core? ‘

A No. AsS new pecple come into the Incidoniz;’
Center, I am sure I had conversaticn with theza to tell

them what 3y views were and what I thought we had.

The two that I did feel the need toc get 4#mtec in the way
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of briefing were Mattson and Eisenhut,

Q And in the case of Mr, Mattson, was that
alsc recause he was going to give further briefings
and needed that information?
A No, it was because he was going to be party to
the operaticns center from that point on, and would be
available to spell nme. I was going to try to get some
sleep.

Q And in the case of Mr. Eisenhut, he needed
the information to brief others?
A Darrell Eisenhut was identified as an individual
gbat needed %o have the information to go out and start
giving some of the briefings. I didn't feel that I was
in a position toc leave the Incidenzc,Ccntcz. I thought

that I woi . ld be most valuable in staying on and following

-

A J .,;—

v

the ce=se of the accident.

Q Let me take you back in time back to
Wednesday, March 28 again. About seven and a half
hours into the event, there was scme discussion by the
licensee that they wanted to rapidly depressurize, and

I believe it is called .ei.ing down. Do you recall that?

A Not letdown.
Q What is the tera?
A Letdown is a phencomenon that was going on all the

EENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

Stello 99
tine. They take some of the primary coolant system
from seals of the pumps and from the system itself,
and letdown is a process wvhere they reduce the pressure
primarily, run it through the cooler, process it, and
then put it back in the system, and then can add more
fluid to it, which is 'ukcup@-f hat process is
generally not used to control pressure. There was
an attempt being made, and that is the point where they

Mo ~

got down to the accunulatctﬁsv-pinq to reduce the

“‘Pressure in the primary system. n—
w. - . " ——
Q Why?

A To get on to decay heat removal system. If they
had been able to reduce the pressure they would have
been able to convert the s, ‘tem over to decay heat.

Q The reason you wanted to go to decay heat, you
are cnto a cold shutdown at that point?
A Under normal conditions, that is the system you
go on to bring the plant ultimately, if you didn't have
an accident condition, to cold shutdown.

Q If£ I understand the seqguence of events, about
11:30 ia the morning, the licensee began to try to do
that, which was seven and a half hours into the event.
Doces that jibe with your rc;ollccticn?

A I would have to go %o the actual seguence of events
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te identify the time, but it sounds approximately
correct.

Q Does that sound like it jells with your
recollection? If it does, it is fine then.

A Yes.

Q Whose idea was that at that point to start
doing that? Was that the licensee ¢: was it suggested
by scmeone at the IRC?

A There clearly was discussion in the cperations
center that that was an option available, depressurizing
the plant and going on to decay heat removal system;- that
clearly was an option the licensee had. As tc whether
i; was first our idea c¢r their idea, I can't say. I

do recall thaﬁ we were trying to suggest to him that

that c}oa:ly was an option.

Q Is there a danger in that parcticular option?
A With the condition ¢of the core as it exists now ==~
let's back up == not as it exists now, but as it existed
at scme point in that accident seguence, it would not
have been a desirable thing to do.

Q Why not?

A Because ¢f the existence ¢f a large guantity of
what we know %£o be p:obably.a combization of the stean

anéd non-condensable gases. If vou had depressurized
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further, you probably had the hot leg of the systenm

which is where the drop line for decay heat renmoval system

is attached and probably would have cavitated the
punps, apd it wouldn't have worked.
Q What would have happened? | |
A You wouldn't have flow and would havc;::t..ptodu
to abort we provid‘“?oolinq through that mechanism.
Q What would have happened then?
A You have to try some other way in which to
accomplish core cooling.
Q If you were not able to édo that, then what?
A There was ancther option that was being considered.
The other option would be to open up, and I think we had
iscussicn of this too. We could have opened up the
rclicf_valvc cn the pressurizer and turn/on the high
Eead pumps and directed water through the core out
through the :clio{ v,lvq;pnd E:entually after you used
G
up the inventcry aad borated water stcrage tank seesmg”

into a recirculatior mode, using that system.

Q S0 you still had that option?
" Yes. You clearly had that option, which is one
that we were thinking cf. If there was scme way in

/-.' | S~
which to have caused the systez to cpen tc vcns(/:gich

A

is what the relief valve would provide for you, tlhe:x
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you could go to that cption.

Q Is it possible if the operator or if the
licensee had persisted in attempting to depressurize,
that would have resulted in further uncovery of the
core?

A That is a hard guestion tc answer without an
analysis. If he depressurized by copening the relief
valve and leaving it cpen, you had the water in the
core flood tanks as well as high pressure injection
water, and, in fact, the low pressure pumps that could
have been used. If they were used. It may be that
the answer is, nc, he would not have had further
dhéovory. Had he not turned on additional pumps and
just opened thc relief valve itself, then as you
depressurized the size of the gas in the system would
have c*panded and would have gotten even larger.

Q And would have resulted in further uncovery
of the core?

A Well, at that point how far was the core uncovered?
Some pecple suggest that it may have been totally
uncovered. I think Michelscn's analysis suggested

that there may have been a pericd of total unceovery then.
If it had been uncovered anéd there was water, it would

have reduced water level furcher.
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Q What is the ultimate scenaric if the core

is completely uncovered for a long period of time?
A If it is uncovered for a long encugh period of
tine, you would expect fuel melting and depending on
how long that persisted, what is commonly referred to
as a core meltdown.

Q Coming back to the question I asked before,
whose idea was it to attempt to depressurize seven and
a half heours intc the event?

A I answvered that to the best cof ay ability.
Discussing it here -- it was eing discussed by the
liconscci)ane u‘othcr it was our idea or whether it was
their idea first, I don't know, but based cn the infor-
mation I had it was an item being discussed by both.

Q Did ycu and Norman Moseley discuss that
at the Incidcnj§>aesponsc Center?

A It woeuld have been him, but I den't recall.

Q Did the licensee suggest any type of

approval or concurrence with the NRC in connection with

makiag that acve?

A I don't recall.
Q Were you called upon to indicate ycur

epinicn as %o whether or not they shculd depressurize?

A Your asking me the guesticn is leading ze to
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believe that I may have been asked, and you researched
it, but I don't have a specific recollection.

Q I am asking these guestions for information.
I have no prior information on the subject, and I am
asking to find out.

Were you asked to indicate whether or not
you thought that they shculd rapidly depressurize?
A I don't have any recollecticn.

Q Was Mr. Moseley called upon to render some
opinion on that?

A I don't recall.

Q If somebody had to make a decision at the
ggcidcqgt'nesponsc Center as to whether or not the
licensee shouid depressurize, who was the officer in
cha:go, SO to speak?

A If that decision came through and we had to
decide it, it was a decision that would have been
discussed with the exmergency management team, of which

Mr. Gossick was the head, and there were representatives

from this office, the o0ffice of Inspecticn and Enfcrcement,

as well as iﬂggkhﬂﬂl“ E! it came up I would thiank it

-’
would have norw.ally gone to them, although I don't
Selieve that they would have needed cur approval to take

that actien.
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Q Did you believe you had the authority to
order them nct to do that?

A Surely.

Q Who weuld have made the final decision of
the pecple present at IRC if it came up? Who was the
one to make the final decision as to whether or ndt
to order them to do that?

A It would have been the highest-ranking official

in EMT which would have been Mr. Gossick.

Q what is 134%7
B That is == I can loock it up and make sure I am
;iqht.

Q Can you just explain what it is?
A It is nAtean of pecple assigned the task of

assessing technical) information on the incident.

Q Who is the ranking director?
A The ranking director in that instance was
Mr. Mcseley because t'is was a reactor incident and

<

he is the head of the IR%{ tean.

Q Does that position ag vranking director give
Mr. Moseley the ultimate authericty to decide whether
the licensee should be given perzissicn to rapidly
depressurize on March 29, 19792

A Not in my view. 2t would have been discussed
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with the EMT which is :he decision-making bodyi;ou‘-x
Lo

view the IRAf as an information assessment body which
provides information and provides an advisory role on
things that might be useful for the licensee to consider,
but if it became a question of either issuing an order
or a specific approval, that would be something that
would come out of the EMT.

Q In fact, the licensee on March 28, 1979
did attempt to rapidly depressurize and go on to fi-‘l'?’
heat removal, did they not?
A To drop the pressure down, yes.

Q Did you cencur in that action at that time?
D;A you think it was a good idea at that time?
A I think'in light of the pericd of uncovery that
I saw ;hat an effort to establish forced cooling through
the core would have been a goocd idea. I don't remember
going through the process, bSut it was one o6 which I
would have thought would have been a good way to get
better coocling than they had which, in my view, was
inadegquate.

Q Did you object at that time to the licensee
attempting to rapidly depressurize to gc on to oK g;;t7

A No.

o) 0id you think it was a good idea for the
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licensee to do that based on what you knew at that
time?

a Based on what we knew at that time, I would say
yes, an alternative to the way he was cooling was
needed, and that was an alternative to the two others
I mentioned.

Q Based on what you know today was it a good

idea at that time on March 28, 19797

A We are back to the same guestion that 2—paaoo¢aodJ

you asked me earlier. That would require a rather
detailed analysis of how much veiding and how much
gas there was in.:ho system as to whether he had gone
en it he could have been successful cr not, and the
answer is he may have or may have not been depending

ea the actual status of the core at that time.

Q He attexpted to go on and he was not
successful?
A But he could have gcne further and could have

cpened the relief valve and depressurized, but not in
2 condition where the pressure was that he was at. He
was at the lcwest pressure he could have achieved and
cculd have gone further.

(Continued cn Page 108.)
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Q Did you secure after March 28, high iodine
levels in the cooling sample which showed a high degree
of cooling core damage?

A That information became known with the primary
sample cooling damage that I attempted to get results
on Friday.

Q You became aware on Friday that there was
hydrogen damage present, and you had the pressure
spike, the hydrogen pressure spike?

A Yes.

Q Did that information with respect to the
hydrogen damage and hydrogen pressure spike indicate
to you on Friday that it was not a good idea to attempt
to rapidlydepressurize on Wednesday?

A In light of the ianformation I had on Friday, I
think the correct conclusicn was to take the systen
back up the way they did and ccocol it the way they
did, and that either of the two attempts I discussed,
going on to decay heat removal or using the high head

pumps would be a less desirable approach.

Q It would not be the Sest approach?
A Not the test approach, no.
Q Is it true that you first hearéd of the

27 PSI pressure spike cn the radio?
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A Iﬁthxnk I heazrd it on the radiec. I think I heard

it when I got here Friday moraning.

Q To the Incident PResponse Center?
A Yes,.
Q There has been quite a 2it of testimo.,s of

hydroger gas being generated and calculations being
done in connecxion with that by persons on Roger
Mattscen's teanm, and tlere has also been some testimony
coencurning mistakes in connection with those
calculations. Were you called upon to speak with
Chairman chdr;*and Roger Mattson concerning those
errors in hydrogen calculation? ‘
A When Dr. Mattson and Chairman chd§/ arrived at
the site shortly after noon on Sunday, I was briefed
on the results of the analyses that had been going

on which led thea to conclude =hat there was a poten~-
tial for oxygen to be generated added ¢to the hydrogen
tubble that was believed to be in the reactor vessel,
Qur conversation was very arief Lecause the President
wvas due in nomentarily. After the briefing of the
Presideant, Chairman ﬂondﬂfland I zeturned to our
trailer where he and I discussed it., DOr. Mattscn was
nct there and was not present during our dﬁncuss:onn.

Q What did you tell Chairman Bcndgf at that
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time about the hydrogen calculations, the hydrogen-
oxygen calculations?

A I told the chairman that I did not think that
there was a possibility for ouxygen evolution ia the
reactor system, and I triec to reason that the way
pressurized water reactors normally woerk, there is

a hydrogen over pressure which forces a back reaction
cf the oxygen and suppresses any net generation of
any oxygen. Hence there would e no net addition

cf oxygen into the system. I also told him that based

on what happened during the night before in discussing i¢

with Mr. Taylor, going over the analyses of what the

evolution rate would be, if one were to assume a

radiolysis reaction were taking place, that we calculate

-

approximately the same number; that is, I think their

number may have been 36 and curs may have been 40,

except in our case the units were standard cubic feet

per day, and the case as I understood it they were

asluyinq the rate of volume netric additicn of oxygen
“ o\

:o—za‘éns bubble, and that is that they were applying

AL Feen
that evoluticn rate, to tfe gas subble, and that was

A

clearly far too conservative by a factor of 50 or

6 i hence L1f there was a prodlem, the time frame
- i
‘

ia which there would be a problea would be significantly
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different than they would calculate by that same
factor of 50 or 60.

I told the chairman that if he could wait
before he did anything further with it, I would like
an copportunity to discuss the two issues that I hawe
just described with various oxpcrt:@uﬂ-! recall
specifically calling soneone at the Bettis laboratory,
and I think I spoke to some cne of the experts at
General Electric Conpaayt)co( I think I made one
further phone call which may have been to one of sur
laboratories or scme of cur experts and asked each of
them two guestions: Was.there in fact a possibility
for radiolysis to occur and, two, assuming you did
get radioclysis, what was the rate at which they were

calculathgfa-#» he results I got from these phone

Ay
calls supported my contention that there was unaaninous
=T
agreenent that you would not get radiolysis, andkif

you did, omee the approximate numbers I gave were
correct in terms of the units oeing standard cubic
feet rather than at systex prossu:ijtimpo:a:u:ci;aaé-
A? I got those results, the chairman becane convinced
that this was no longer a concern and he communicated
that view to, I believe, other commissioners ia

Washington. I am not sure he spoke toc the commissioners
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or whethezr someone else did, since he made the calls
and I did net.

Q Before March 28, 1979, what analyses had
the NRC performed on the possibility of generation
of hydrogen for the collection of gasses in the
pressurized water reactor or in the containment?
A In a loss of cooclant ancident, either in a
pressurized water reactor or a boiling water reactor,
where you hfvo a major breach of coclant system, the

v N

»
system thonAopcnod to containment atmosphere, améd you

Jh&i.
have boiling in the core uh==h=ga=:===ti-h1:§'UAdo:

.t ——

<E§:::—:;nditions,f:;-. you can have a condition where

radiolysis can cccur because the back reaction is

inhibitcdipn§ Qhotc are many calculations as to the
rate of hydrogen evalution to the containment might
be from a variety of sources.

Q Where can we find those calculations? Are

they in published documeats?

A Yes.
Q Can you give us guidance there?
A I believe the way in which the calculations are

to be performed are specified in a reg guide whose
nunter escapes =e. AS part. ¢f the deliberaticn cn

what hydrogen concentration one ought to assume in the
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need for inerting in the boiling water reactors was
4 subject of several hearings and those records are
replete with calculations of this type and various
sources of hydrogen and oxygen.

Q Are you fcnilta: offhand with any regulatery
guide you can think of or any other source for calcu=-
lations on hydrogen?

A I can’'t recall the specific names of those docu-
ments. I have to research them mysel?.

Q Would you be willing to write us a letter

indicating what sources we could go to for those

galculationl?
A I would Le delighted to.
Q rh;t vould be of some help to us.
THE WITNESS: (to counsel) Are you going

to make a note of that? I have several other

items.

Q Are you familiar with the fact that the safety

evaluation report for TMI 2 in 1976 included that the
ievel of 4 volume percent of hydrogen would not be
reached before 25 days after a loss of coclant

accident?

A I haven't specifically reviewed :hat analysis,

S0 I can't speak to it, but I am not surprised at tihe
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result, The amount of -LaaaoiAvatc: reaction that
Occurred, as best as we can now determine it was
far more exteasive than anything we had heretofore
concluded would ocecur. The criteria that are used
for emergency core ccoling performance limited the

- i
amount of mmewmed water to less than 1 porccnt)in-

- ‘-
the avoraqo,a! the core == mll water voaction@
NM—

&k Dased on the degree or the amount of Shioww]l water
Teaction it was probably 20 to 230 times greater than
thagzpow‘ Fho analyeis being done with meeting LOCA
criteria clearly would have predicted significantly
lower amounts of hydrogen occuring than in Three Mile
Island.

Q The circumstances at T™MI were clearly not

bounded that support that calculation, that 25§ day

estimate?
A Clearly.
Q fcu did have scme time out as Three Mile

Island. 1Is it your understanding :that the hydrogen
problem, the hydrogen recombiners at TMI 2 were
"eperational”?

A There are two hydrogen recombiners 9p at T™MI;
one was in a warehcuse and * thought the other was

connected so it could be used.
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Q It was physically connected before the
problem arcse ? It is my understanding it was not
physically connected, and it is also my understanding
that additional shielding =--

A I was going to get to that. My involvement was
in terms of deciding or in determining whether or

not we ocught to require them to put it on which

means it was already there, so it may have been added
when I got to the site. The issue around whether

we ought to get the redundant unit and put the shield-
ing in place so if we had to use ‘t, weicould use it.
it is a redundant unit and we would have had that
arrangement made to shield it and the necessary
connections before turning it on because it clearly

would be an area for which the activity levels would

Be very, very high, and make it difficult if you needed

£O0 put the additional unit on after the first one wvas
used,.

Q In fact, was there shielding on site in
crder to employ that?
A I don't think so. I spent considerable time
Friday night asking people here at the Incidenpe
Center to get us more lead shielding and we got large
quantities of it delivered that day and the next
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several dayﬂf}an‘ M&otho: or not there ;cally was
sufficient shielding available on site to do that
one job I really can't be sure, but there clearly
wasn't enough shieldiag to do all that needed to be
dongcrui-x know the recombiner was a particular
4rea we were very interested in making suie that

we had encugh shielding to get that unit on before
we turned on the furnace.

Q Regulatory Guide 1.7 NRC indicates that
adeguate shielding should be present in order to
cdeploy the recombiners, dces it not?

A It has been some time since I have looked at that
¥cg guide. It does not seem %o me tO Se a statement that
would be out of line, but without going back to the
document I would be hard pressed to say that I h‘n.JJH«;i
o et

€seT™n to the truth of that statement. I need to go
Pack and check. I wouldn't be surprised if it is there
taocugh.

Q To your knowledge, was any determination
sade that TMI 2 was in viclaticn of Regulatory Guide
1.7 insofar as it reguired adeguate shielding which
wWas not present on the site at the time the recombiner
was needed?

A The problem is with the werd you are using,
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“required.” The requiremen*s that this agency has
of those that are issued as part of its rules and
regulations, and as a license condition for the plan:é)
‘}ch guide is not a requirement, but in terms of
conformance with the elements of reg guides, I don't
recall wvhether anyone did in fact look at the reg
guide and see to the extent that the ~icensing conmplied
with the elements of that guide. I don't know.

Q Do you think it is a good 1ea for a utility
t©o have adequate shielding on site in order to deploy
hydrogen recombiners if they are needed?
§ Not only is it a good idea that they do have the
shielding, but there is a guestion in my mind as to
whether we need to go back and lock at, perhaps, the
need to have both recombiners available for service.
We now allow them tc not have the recombiners hooked
mp, and I think that is an issue that deserves
further attention.

Q What efforts were made by Inspection &
Enforcement pricr to March 28, 1979 to insure that
there was adequate shielding to employ the zecombiners
at TMI 27
A I dean't know.

Q Is that something that anyone at I&E is
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locking into in any way?

A Investigations surrounding the incident will be
hopefully published on August lst and that is where
I'd expect to see it if we see it at all, and based
on the briefings I have had of what we have learned
so far, that is not an issue ﬁhat they locked at., I

don't think they questioned the shielding.

Q You are saying that questicn has not been
raised?
B In the investigation, I don't think so. I will

need to wait until August lst when it is finished.

Q Do you think iy is a gquestion that should
be raised?
A I am mcre concerned guite frankly with the need
to have a unit available and in service and chacked
cut. We presently don't require that, I think the
emphasis that we have had cn recombiners is one that
has Seen somewhat passive. I think that although
there has certainly been zZonsiderable resistance in
the industrsy to even suggest a need fcr tha%v, and I
think we need to go back and reexamine the guestiocn
in a more total way. The issue of shielding in my
view is a secondary consideraticn. ©One cught to look

at whether both units cught tc 5e on a standby basis
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at the facility which I think is more significant.
Q In other words, as to whether or not they

should be physically hooked up and ready to go?

A Yes.
Q Even without the =--
A If both of them are there -- I would forego the

issue of shielding if both of them are hooked up.

Q If they are not physically hooked up?
A If neither one is physically hoocked up, the
more important issue is that maybe we ocught to lock

real hard first at requiring one to be hooked up, and

E?on its shielding laced sc the other can be hocked
up.
Q Up to March 29, 1979, that was not reguired?
A Not reguired.
Q And it is not reqguired as of:today?
A Not required as of today.
Q WRky not?
A I think probably because there is a general feelinj

that existed prior to Three Mile Island that the

amount of hydrogen that we really were going to have

to deal with was very, very small in terms of the need
et

of recombiners, and indeed this is the casm?hég you

have a loss of coolant accident of any type that meets
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our criteria that isn't true.

Q Those criteria élearly did not suggest water
zirconium reacection; that was not bounded by the cal-
culation?

A It clearly was not. The whole issue has to be
reexanmined. This gquestion of shielding, if you pardon
ne, is onerthat in terms of my personal evaluation

is not one that I rank as high as some other consider-

I

stions, such as the need for asking the gquestion, I;
wnlass 10CRRLEDY 4

the 1 percent c:ito:ion,ASG-tb adegquate or should we

now go back and lock at whether there is a need to
Il - A
get some MOore Mmaawanal water rcaction?
Q Mattson's report raises a guestion on in-
erting with respect to BWR water containese and
speaks strictly to the issue of evolving ceonsiderably

mecre hydrogen, and that same report indicates that

is a minority position as to reguiring deployment

e
cf :hclfombinczs?
A No. That deployment of recombiners =-- the in-

erting ==

o} That is the minority exposition.
A There was an issue on inerting, not placement
of recombiners.

Q One of the things that came up several
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times which was first raised concerning the operatecr
interrupting the flow of HPI was that he was concerned
about the fact that his water level in the pressurizer
had gone off scale high and the whole guestion of
going solid has come up. Is it your understanding
that the operators of TMI have beem trained to avoid

going solia?

A Under normal cperating conditions the answer is
yes,

¢ Why were they trained to aveoid that?
A The normal way in which you have to control the

pressure in a pressurized water reactor is to establish
the two phase interface in the pressurizer; that is,
assure that the bubble, the steam bubble is in the
pressurizer. Wwhenever you go solid during normal
ocperation you no longer have the assurance that
the bubble is in the pressurizer and hence your
capability to assure that you are preoperly controlling
the pressure in the plant is significantly diminished,
It is clearly an undesivable condition under normal

Ve %4
opvf:ion, and one for which under certain conditions,
as you are bringing the plant and cooling it down,
it can be a potenteat ally hazardous conditicn 2nJ one

ia which you want to be cazeful)especially as yocu are
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cooling dovnjnot to go water solid. If pumps cone
on and inject more water in the system you have
the capability of arriving at a pressure which is
toe high for the given temperature of the primary
system and raises guestions as to the capability of
the system to fail due to brittle fracture.

Q Under normal operating conditions, what is
the worst thing that can happen from geing solid in
a pressurized water reactor that is at full power?
A If the pumps came on under that oondition,
the systenm pressure would be raised to where the safety
quves would be lifted and if all of the pumps are on,
I den't know if the safety pumps are sized to handle

}mu.

all of the Svwet supply of pressure pumps. It is a
question that might be raised as to whether or not
you exceed the allowable limits of the primary
systems, primary piping, pumps, valves, whatever.
I don’t know in that ingtance whether or not yocu can
get that high. That would be the concern, taking the
primary system to high pressure pumps from a safety =--

Q Under those circumstances, you would blow
the code safeties, wouldn’t you?
A I don't know if the code safeties can handle all

0f the pressure pumps coming 7n. I assume that they
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can, and if they controlled the pressure to an acceptable
level, then you would not need to worry about the
integrity of the primary system, but it is clearlyy
an undesirable way to operate a pressurized water
reactor since you no longer have the capability to
control the pressure where you want it to be.

Q This is a rhetorical gquestion, and I realize
that, and I know the answer, but is that result better
than uncovering the core?

A With respect to core uncovery, clearly that
is the overriding consideration.

Q Anything is better than that?

A One does what he needs to do to prevent core
uncovtéy.

Q. Are you aware of any documents that speci-
£ically set forth this thinking about going solid
that you have been describing to me with respect to

the dangers and the problems et cetera?

A I am going to have to brcaden the guestion a
little bit There is a safety concern I spoke about
Do sl Poe

(3
and we issued letters to the licenseer that rizvcry
sensitive to the question of going sclid in the
Pressurizer because cf the potential, especially

during the shutdown csnd;:;onr:)andfgglt issue is one
o
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for which we initiated a generic concern, one I spcke
to you about earlier, as we locked at the LER's and
We saw what we called Overpressure transients, the
plants being taken to pressure higher than permitted
Dy the technical specifications.

Q I did have a note to ask for a copy of a
letter concerning not going solid:

A I have asked Mr, Eisenhut to send them cver, and
I have a note to send them to scmebody else at the
Commission, but do you want to ha e the documents
referred to you?

Q That someone else at the Commission, would that
Sc Stan Hellman, and you can send it to him?
A That is who asked for it.

Q Are you aware of any other documents thast
spccifically focus on this concern of net going solid
> * what the problems are in going solid?

A Or. Mattson showed me a letter originated in

34W that I think went into the guestion of a solid
pressurizer. It dealt with pressurizer level and
directed the licensees to Pay careful attention to
Pressurizer level. It may have had a reference to

4 water sclil pressurizer, but I am not certain, Thas

is the only other document that comes to mind when
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you asked the question, that I can think of ri ght
now.
Q We can take it up with Dr. Mattson.

Are yaou aware of anybody within the NRC
who has specifically focused on the juestion of going
solid, whom you regard as an expert, somebody who
really informed themselves about it?
A Should I bring back this subject of overpressure
transients, because Ron Fluge raised this issue of
overpressure transients, and really looked into it
in detail.
L Q I understand that that is where the initial
concern was back within the NRC about avoiding going

solid, but I am asking about somebody beyond that,

somebody within the NRC?

A Carl Berlinger was follcwing that up for us.
Q Anybody else?
A Pecple that worked for him have been pursaing

this issue.

Q Has Denny Ross been locking.into that?
A Not to my kncwledge.

Q How about Charles Graves?
A #e may have Deen looking at it for DSS. I guess
I have been negligent. have been answering gpomr
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question frocm the point of view of DOR. Burlinger
was looking at it for us and Tom Novak and Jim
Watt may have been looking at it for DSS.

Q Do youd xnow if there is any potential fluzd

: dynamic concerns about going solid?

A If you try to operate a plant with a solid
pressurizer, you afte going to have a heck of a tinme
in trying to get the dynamics of the primary systen
to be anywhere near correct. You are not going to

< the dynamic response to be anything like it should
be. 1Its behavior on the transients is going to be
terrible. The whole fluid response with a solid
pressurizer would be very undesirable during normal
cperation.

Q Therefcre, as I understand it, a PWR is
not designed to be operated without a bubble in the
pressurizer?

A That is correct, it is designed for all of its
normal operating and possible transient conditions
to De operated with the bubble in the pressurizer.

Q Is it your izpressicn, based on what you
knew up through today, that before Marzch 28, 1979,
there was an inordinate amount of enphasis in the

training of cperaters on avoiding going solid?
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A 1 don' . know how much training those operators
had with respect to:that, but since TMI everything
that I have seen has led me to believe that that
was something that was emphasizaed more than it should
have been.

Q Is that part of that mind set you referred
to before?

A Yes, there were several instances of that.

Q I have a ncte here to follow up with you
which was an outcome, I believe, of the prior interview
had with you, and that concerns the 1971 conceptual
{gviov of the B&W desigr. Do you know anything about
the conceptual review of the 3&W design in 19717
A No, I can't recall it. I might review the standard
B&W plans, but I don't think it was back in 1971. I
don't know what it means.

Q Neither d0 I, since I did nct take the inter-
viey, but I thought I had better ask.

There has been an awful 1ot of talk about
standard review plan vis-a-vis TMI 2 and “"grandfather-
ing"™ of T™MI 2 such that it was not called upon to
comply with many portions if not all of the standarzd
review plan.

Is it tzrue that with respect to the standazd
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review plan that TMI 2 was found to be exempt from
the standard review plan requirements?

A Let me give you my view of the standard review
plan, and how I‘rocall it being formulated and used.
At the time the standard review plan was
prepared, the concept of preparing it was to be
very forward looking, to look at those ideas and
contents that we believe were appropriaze for plans
that were under cons truction permit review. The
reviewers that reviewed gplans for an cperating license
at the time that they were coming through the systen
were using a standard review plan as the guidance for
those reviews. The concept of blanket waiver, or
whatever, to establish the standard review plan is
nct one that I can adopt since reviewers who came to
@e in the variocus capacities I have had within the
Commission uscd.:hc standard review plan to conduct
their reviews for both operating licenses as well as
for construction permits. Ther. was a concept that
u-")%:ol ed that all of the deviations from the
standard review plan were toc be carefully documented
SO that as reactors were cperated we would know
Lf there was anytking that was done differently in
that review process, and what the difference was and
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why the difference was okay. Hence there was a
concept of trying to identify all of the deviations
and document then.

With respect to suggesting that anay
operating license had a blanket waiver of the
standard review plan, I just never have been able
to identify that that blanket waiver ever really
existed. There could be instances where an operatinag
license review for which there was a particular
requirement in the standard review plan that wvas
locked at and nct implemented because the reviewer
q:#c the jpdqucnt it did not need toc be and made
the judgment that it was okay.

Q That was up to the individual reviewer's

discretion to make that determination? . -»j'
/1.'..- "’7 3
A The indiwvidual reviewers would make thathwhich

would not be documented in the way I have referred
to as a concept that evolved latn:@u&-%ﬁ was
respensible for the acdeguacy cof those review areas,
and he would use that standard review plan as his
guidance. If he fonnd it to be acceptadle in what
was proposed, that tould te part of what he would
propose to his managemeat system, which weuld De

section leader, branch chief and all the way up. I
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don't think I could say that all of these had the

documentation that they should have hadapitra number
v

Wl ve i

of instances where indeed they didn't, and‘iznc of

them -~ some plant raviews

[=]
A

A

there was a need to go

back and generate the bases where things were not

tollovoqf)

Q Was that in fact the situation for plans

like TMI 2 in terms of age and genesis,

that as they

came through the licensing process that it was up

to the individual reviewers to negotiate the large

number of sgcandard review plan items that they could

:o: each plant and that they could for each utility

and some reviewers succeeded in that effort better

than others?

A Individual reviewers,

and strength to articulate their review,

depending on their ability

managed to

get gifferent things on different reviews to some degree.

was widespread or it was generally true.

. don’t know that I could use an adjective to say it

I think that

the individual reviewer's judgment would clearly come

to Dear as well as

section leader

involved in the negotiations,

reviewer alone.

the strength and ability of the

and branch chief as he clearly becane

80 he wcoculd not use the
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Q That was the situation at TMI 2 with regard
to containment isolation actuation?
A I don't know the specifics.

Q Does t. 2 standard review plan reguire that
containment isolaticn actuation is PSI in the contain-
ment buildinq, radiation or HPI actuation and in the
case of TMI, as I understood it, was actated only
on one of theose criteria, PSI in the containment
building?

A It is true that that is the situat‘on zt TMI

with respect to containment isolation.

Q Is it true also that TMI reguires two of the
three?
A I don't know the extent that that subsect was

reviewed and by whom and what the issues were,
Q It is the case obviocusly that that portion
of the stancdard review plan was not applied to TMI

¢ then, is that correct?

b I assume so. We do an audit review. We don't
ts
QA

have to review every aspect of the plant. YouAhavo

to go to others to deterzine to what extent that
particular issue was reviewed,
I might make a coanment on this. This is one

-

I was at, the meeting with the Commission when they
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were discussing this matter with Dr. Hattsorta “At
that time there was a concern that this was a very

B

important parameter since it cont:ibutcdnroloaso

7,‘J—j
of radiocactive material fgbtho auxiliary building}out
PR rn ;

to the cnvizonnoaqjgoclusc of the fact that con-
tainment isoclation did not 'xist »a that the water
may have been pumped out and siphoned out after there
was high radiation. At a briefing, our investigation
subsequently found out that*that particular source
was not very significant, that the water that was lost
from the system through that path was not highly
qgntaninatp ' }hc water lost as a result of the non-
isolation ¢f the sump pump was probably not a signifi-
cant contributor at all to-the amount of activity that
left the plant.

Q Is that new information that the environ-
mental releases may have come from other locations?
A No, from the auxiliary building, but from an-
other system, the letdown system you referred to,
specifically the one that is believed now toc be the
major probable source of consamination‘as well as
possible leakage paths i, the makeup tank, which we
knew,

Q What was the systex that caused radicactive

EENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



[+ ]

Stello 133

water to be spilled ocut on the floor of the aux
building?

A Radicactive water of slight contamination which
is primarily coolant was pumped from the sump pumps
but it had very, vc:& low concentrations of radio-
activity, and that did go on the flcor ofcthe aux
building. It was subsequently contaminated with
water which had high specific activity in it from
other socurces such as leakage from valves in this
letdown system, awds although the large guantity of
water that was pumped out in terms of volume was fronm
;gc source of the sump pump. The highly contaminated
water leaked out through other paths. and this is
something th;t we have found cut subseguent to the
qucstioninq}so the importance of this particular issue
w as changed since then.

2 Mr. Stello, €oes it make any sense to have
containzent isolaticn actuation based on PSI in the
containment coupled with the sump pump arrangement
which automatically drains the sump into the auxi-
liary building?

A If the sunp pumps are draining into the tank
where they should drain, there is the protection and

room for little hazm if they are used correctly. If
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r‘\”€

-
there was an inappropriate valve o lineAin addition

to the operation of the pumps, that could raise the
questionff_/ ﬁd’:l; you had that condition, that clearly
is an undesirable situation, and one you can avoid
very quickly by causing eme containment isolation to
occur when you have high radiation@)gut the fact that
you do not have it does not necessarily mean that you
are going to get:into an undesirable situation.

Q This may be a very naive idea what I am
thinking about, but under those conditions of containment
isolation actuation, where it is only four PSI
;E the containment, which I have been led to believe
is very, very large indeed, and if you had a large
break loss of‘coolant accident and the spillage oz
primary coolant into the containment building, I would
assume given the size of the containzent, it would
take a while to reach 4 PSI?

,u;ivij *f:
A No, axr@ computations f:om.ssaa. anﬁﬁyou reach

A
A —~ S S —d’-—\~

&« PSIj the amcount of energy you add to that containment, '

L s St S

£Sws a matter of seconds.

Q What happened at TMI was nore in the range
of a small T eak loss of coolant accident?
A Yes.

Q And that tock several hours to reach 4 PSI?
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A I don't recall that they -~ I thought the thing
that actually tripped it was the hydrogen burn. I
don't recall that the addition of energy to the con-
tainment ever ranged that high. I think the trip
was caused by hydrogen burn which increased the
pressure to in excess of 20 PSI.

Q You have a small break loss ¢of ccolant ac~
cident and have primary cooclant running down the
sump and the automatic suap pulling it over into the
aux building. Does that make sense?
A If the loss of coolant accident went like you
think it would, it wouldn't be a major safety con-
cern for in a small break loss ¢of coolant accident you
wouldn't likely get fuel failurcdar-'tho ancunt of ac-
tivity wculd be very, very s:alb\gtﬂ‘i‘n light of what
was learned at TMI, it suggests :ha; maybe we better
stop thinking about small break loss of coclant accidents

going exactly the way we want them to anthroadca our

w-‘llx."J
horizons of i:i;hun.z would hepe thathis s dono_JL—-

smwd—4aad 1S to prevent the core from being damaged,
which is what we should do. I hope we don't lose the
focus; that is where the primary emphasis ought to
e, that we prevent damaje to the core.

Q Are there cuzrently any other nuclea:z
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reactors for which containment fsolation actuation
is related to PSI in the containment?
A I have not done a survey as to whether or not
there are. I would suspect that there would be, and
it is an area that the Lessons Learned Task Force has
PAt e st 2o ) ot Em, s iI;

reached arlhort term actiongpa~hﬁ=.ﬁa will be some~-
t hing tha; we will be getting. I don't happen to know
the status of it at the moment.

Q During 1972 and 1973, you were involved in
ECCS hearings before the Atomic Energy Commission?
A Yes,

Q Were you director of the task force gn

ECCS actuation?

A At that tine?
Q At that tinme.
A I was a branch chief of the reactor systems

branch, who had responsibility for looking at emergency
core cooling system pc:fcrmancqi}bad‘h&cn the issue

©f the hearing arose, I became, as that branch chief,
responsible for providing testimohy and being a witness
at those hearings. I don't recall ever having the

title that you suggest, but I think the function was

there,

Q Concerning the ECCS invelvement, in connection
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with those activities in 1972 and 1973, did you con-
sider operator interruption of the HPI after ECCS?
A No. As I recall, we didn't rcqui:tlno: did we
dojany specific ‘analysis of what would happen if the
cperator intentionally defeated the engineered safety
features.

Q Prior to Mazrch 28, 1979, were you avare
of any study having been done concerning premature
interrvotion of the HPI by coperator errof?
A Wash 1400 which looked at the casualties, which
would have itncluded failure of the HPI by operator
e rror as well as by mechanical, so the Wash 1400
scenarios include that evensually.

Q Is there anything else beside Wash 14007
A I did 4o some study as to what would happen with

interruption of core cooling as a general matter, but

the concern was raised as to the possibility of

.-N—- =
M M".)

SIS reeersl  ~wiwif e condx:zomuhczo the diesels

are on and decing their thing; is it possible that the
operator could interrupt the use of diesel generators

while you were being powered frcm the off sz:o source

M’QA&J\ Aaadt - .-.ca« Sradi arme

and should swe——dresess lose off site powczaoed-zﬂ-n

agIow the diesels won'’t come back on autcomatically and

pick up the lou‘/g snd-__i__n that context there was a
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potential for a nomentary interruptiocn of the engineered
safety fea.:ures which include HPI and everything clso@)
gbut in the context of Three Mile lZsland where they
literally turned them off because they thoucht that
was the right thing to do, I az not aware cf any
such thing.

Q Did you have any contact withoMr 2 at
any point during the licensing process as it was
geing up through to OM?
A I believe scme part of Three Mile Island, and
I can't remember whether Unit 1l or Unit 2 was going
through the process while I was the assistant director
for reactor safety,and I can remember participating in
at least one Qeotinq where a number of issues were
raised on that plant, but I can't remember whether
it was Unit 1 or Unit 2.

Q What I was looking for was nore of a follow-
on responsibility, more than just sitting in at a
meeting, and I mean decing something over a period
of days, weeks or =aaonths.
A I have to go check. When was Three Mile Island 2
safety evaluation issued?

Q September 1876, I.think is the date I have
in mind, but I could be wrong. They got their 0L,
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February 1978.
A Well, I was appointed director of the Division
of Operating Reactors in 1976, amd the timing is so
close it is possibie that I had scome of it, but I

have to go back and look.

Q Had it been extensive, you would have
recalled?
A I said, I recall engaging in meetings with Metro-

politan Edison and GPU staff on Three Mile Island,
but I don't remember whether it included Unit 2 or
not, and I will have to go back and check the records
to be certain. I don't recall.

Q Based on what you know today, Mr. Stello,
what is your opinicn of the condition of the training
given to the operators at TMI 2, and I am asking now
for an opinion, mind you.

A I guess I concluded that fie training that they
have had and the mind set that they established
on several issues suggests to me that it was not
adeguate. They clearly had a preoccupaticn with
pressurizer level throughout the accident, even
when I thought there were clear indications that
they ought not to still have that =mind set. The

whole guestion of the training that they had in
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terms of transient accident analyses as an area, and
it is clearly as an area that we have concluded has
b~en inadequate, and-gpmwe there is a need for the
training. All of the 3&W plants which have evolved
subsequently have had that training.

Q So you think it is more than iust TMI?
A I think there is a mind set of operatcrcs on the
B&W units that had to be reexamined, and I think that
that examination and retraining has generally taken
place, but it doces raise or open for pe the guestion
of how to deal with the adeguacy of operator training.
I believe that is an area where we can get a signi=-
tgcant improvement in safety by concentrating more on
it in the !utﬁrc‘

Q Do you think that that situation exists at

-

Westinghouse and C§’3n¢ cther manufacturers, that is
the mind set of the operators?
A Since their plants are less sensitive to these
kinds of transients, I think "z is less so.

Q The once-through steam generatcor used in
3&W plants has come up in several cdifferent contexts
and it has been suggested by some people, I think,
that the once-through steam generator does not give

the operator a sufficient amount of response tine,
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for example, in the loss of.feed water. Do you think
that is true?

A I don't know whether I would point to the steanm
generator as guickly as I pointed to the pressurizer.
I think that there the sizing of the pressurizer is

one I have guestioned as to whether it has been sized

adegquately.
Q Do you think it is too small, perhaps?
A Yes. Whether it would be helpful to have a

larger vclume in the pressurizer than it now has -~
the storage capacity in the steanm generator is not one
that I am as concerned about, because clearly that can
be compensated by the addition of pumps with whatever
reliabilisy ;s required, but the size of the pressurizer
is one we need to lock at more ca:ctullygnd't think
that that is the area that I think more analysis is
going to be required to make sure that the responsive-
ness to the pressurizer is undc:stood@}o.& ?has,in
fact has been cdone and that is something that we
have reguired consicderable analysis of Smw accidents
and 'ransients to lock at pressurizer performance.

Q We were talking akbout the standard review
plan at TMI 2 and Mr. Bland, my technical adviser,

has indicated to me, and I think you have confirmed
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it off the record in the discussion, Mr. Stello, that

there is an analogous situation that exists concerning

the tailoring of technigque to technical specifications
as between TMI 1 and TMI 2 and visa versa. Can you
tell us how does that come about?

A It was recognized that in trying to deal with
plants, all of which had their tecanical specifications
and constructed in a manner that was individualized

and sgylized, it makes it more di!ficult) from the

Hb\.wﬂ-
regulatory point of vicﬂlia—;oeno—oi—houiag a compre-

hensive program where cone can lock at the adeguacies

LAy T
and inadeguacies inAtcchniqucs“)a‘_t is clearly

desirable to try to convert cver to a orogram of

standard technical specifications where although

J

there cauld be differences in units, it could be
AL apd
accommodated within a c:andt:dh prog:aaﬁ a.tfhe:c was

L e S,

a program to develocp s:anda:dh; :hniqucx f£or each of
the established suppliers, 3aW, Westinghouse, et ccte:rs
the plants that were licensed from the tinme
.
that these technigues were develcped, would be licensed
using that format, eae i\:hc: than letting thenm be
édiscussed and hammered out in each and every case,
there would be a standazrd form to go to. There

has not been a mandatory reguirement to make plarnts
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go back now and convert their system and technigues
over to the standard format, but it is on a voluntary
basis where this is accomplished. We try to persuade
them that it is o their advantage as well as ours to
convert over to the new system of technical specifi-
cations. They are much easier for us to deal with
with respect to licensing reguirements as well as the
enforcement program, of knowing what *ne interpretation

-
would be of each technical speqi}so:rao:c would be
little confusion on behalf o¢# the licensee as to what
was intended and required of those tech specs, or on
§3hal£ of and regulatory staf. o know What wans intondcqs
qab_;; would become an understcod document between the
regulatory sgaft and the regulated industry and it
has tremendovs advantage and one #;-which we will
work very hard suggesting to licensees that each of
them ought to convert, but falling short of making it
mandatozry at the aoment.

Q Therefore, as I understand from your answer,
there are soxe plants which aren't subject to tailered
techniques and scome of which are now subject to
standard technigues?

A That is true.

Q Does that lead to a situation where I & E
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has to have different inspection procedures or goals
at different pPlants?

A No.

Q I think the difference in technigues would
create a situation where there are cifferent  ,,q Of
going about and conducting inspections.

A The license documents used in the inspection,
whatever form it is, and the inspection program takes
on the same character. The difficulty comes about
when you have a tailored technigue that the inspector
thinks means one thing, and to the licensee it means
anotho{.; ud';g: has to be resclved ‘1 a custonm
fashion. There is a tendency now in all of these
issues that cémo up to use more of the standard
technical interpretation anyway and we are gradually
rolling over to where that is now becoming understood
Dy everyone§ aad there is lesser and lesser need to
get into it, but it is still a desired approach. Wwe

éid change all of the technical specifications with

respect to the r - adainistration
section on all of the plants, but ; ;avc not con-
verted the other five secticas.over yet.

Q What is the relationship between IGE ,,4 cther

NRC divisions like the DOR .n establishing inspecticons
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and instructions?
Does I&E lock to any other division in

NRC to assist in that process?.
A The inspection process is one that is documented
in the I&2 inspection manuals which typically will
take up a full shelf.

Q We have those.
A I kacw you deo. This is the programatic guidance
for the inspections and they contain the various
modules that inspectcrs use to inspect whatever ‘there
is in the plant. Those are what I will characterize
as the routine inspection program that is followed by
I, == additicn to that, whenever a problem
arises vhoro.thcxc is some specific need to go inte
a plant and get inforzation that DOR, as an exanmple,
feeis the need to have suchy as mewea of these bulletins

' oMl Al Al ly s

we spoke of in terms of special inspec:!ons,pf:c drawn
up to provide the guidance for the inspectors to seek
out that information rneeded by a particular office,
be that NRR or MSS, or whodever it 139 m:[: there
is a need there is a capability toc add those special
instructions and obtain that information.

o) Is there any input by any other divisions

Peside I & £ as toc the standard inspection instructions,
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and particularly let us take the example, suppose
.hey want to make a change in the standard inspection
instructions?
A The past practice, the answer has been n0; that
programatic guidance is developed here in head-
quarters staff of IGE and the assumption is made that
they are aware c¢f what the other offices need and
desire. I am thinking very hard now that I am'in this
job now for all of a month, as ‘'t whether there needs
to be a closer liason and relationship with the other
offices to make the inspecticn activity be as effectiv
as it can be in coordinaticn and ceoenjunction with the
activities of the other offices. This may very well
mean that as.w. devise new inspection modules that
those ou .. to be coordinated with other offices, and
I don't know how much of a burden this might place
on other offices, but this is an area I an giving
further thought to.

I think there is a potential for great
senefit by getting a closer coupling of inspection
activity and licensing activity. One needs to be
concerned that :haghnot get too closcjbecausc we
have thrn capability of providing an independent look

i
to the other of!iccsg)anfﬁh need to deal with that

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



10

11

13
4
5

16

Stello 147

gquestion very carefully.

Q Are there any existing lines between I&E and
any other division of NRC in connection with reviews
of LER'S?

A There is no formal p:occsg,fhat I am aware of.
__

\‘fgat cxistsiﬁhy time there is any problem on any LER,

the inspcctc:)on up through the entire I&E ot!icoJ
is not the least bit hesitant about coordinating
that activity with all of our program office;zi
:esoarc?,standards, IGE. There are zany occasions
when people from other offices are brought into it.
Q So it is an informal but frequently exer-
cised effort?
A Yes, the thing that is nissing is the systematic
concept, and that is an area that is not there.
Q What about reviews of inspectionsreporss;
would that be the Ssame situation?
A No, the inspection reports are r~ade available
and are reviewed by, at a aininum, the appropriate
project manager in the other offices.

Q That is a systematic thing?

A Yes. That goes on all of the time; all the repor:s

are sent to then.
Q Mr., Stello, we nad talked at the
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beginning about the changing of poeition within NRC

from the Division of Operating Reactors toO the O0ffice

©f Inspection and Enforcement. Has the organization

charter set up, 'is that a promotion for you eor is

it sort of a sideways move?

A

No. I think it is a promotion. It is not a

change in pay, but clearly a change in responsibility.

I an in a nmuch more responsible job now.

Q Then you feel that I&E places a much g.eater

demand on you in terms of the rasponsibility than DCR?

A

Yes, I think so.

‘MR. KANE: That is all the guestions I have.

MR, CHOPKO: I have no guestions, unless
Mr. Stcilo feels that there is some area which
he requires be clarified or to elaborate on or
to make any additional comments on ‘ust so the
record is complete.

THE WITNESS: The only comment I would make
is that we spent a great deal of time talking
atcut the ccocncerns of Creswell and what went wrong
with respect to following that activity. I guess
maybe in one place I would like to say that a
great deal of that activity has gone on in a

way which has not been under my direct cognizance
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and supervision, especially for the first several
months following Three Mile Island, and mos:t of
my energy and time were spent dealing with the
situation at the site, and a lot of what we talked
about earlier was activity being 4done by others
rather than-me, so that if there are gaps or holes,
or whatever in that discussion, maybe at this
point of the record that expliains why.
Q I think that did come out, Mr. Stelleo, and
I appreciate that, but let me say in closing that I
have completed my questioning. However, there is an
cqgoinq investigation 4nd there may be further facts
that may come to our attention which will require
us to bring fou back for a furcher session of your
deposition. I assure you we will make every effor:
to avoid having to do that. However, given that
situation, we are adjourning the depositioa today
rather than terminating it, and I thank you for your
time.
(Whereupon, at 6:00 p.a., the deposition

was adjourned.)

Subscribed and swora to before me

this day of 1979.
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S STATE OF NEW YORK )

§$Ss:

§ couNTY oF NEW YORK) :
7 I, ROBERT ZERKIN, a Notary Public of the
8 State of New York, do hereby certify that the
’ foregoing deposition of VICTOR STELLO, JR., was
10 taken before me on the 24th day of July, 1979,
i The said witness was duly swon before the
12 commencement of his testimony; that the said
3 testimony was taken stenographically by ayself
o and then transcribed.
“ The within transcript is a true record of
1 the said deposition.
" I am not related by bleod or marriage to
- any of the said parties, nor interested directly
" or indirectly in the matter in controversy, nor
- am I in the employ of any of the counsel.

¢ < IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set
o my hand this_, /-"day of Lo /., 1979,
23 £ o / )

/ o

2 A S /
" ROBERT ZERKIN
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