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3

mgci4:.i i P R 0 C E E o I-N O S

2 (9:00 a.m.)

3 MR. BALLAINE: F.r . Den ton , this is a continuation

( }. of ~ the de posi tion started October 4, 197v. Mr. Den ton , I4

5 will remind you, you are still under oath.

o W he reupon ,

7 HAROLD DENTON

o .resumea the stand and, having been previously duly sworn,

v was examined and testifiea f urther as follows:

10 Bi-44R.-BALLAINE:

11 O Mr. Den ton,. during the initial deposition we got

12 to the point of discussing the first evacuation

13 recommendation that was made by the Chairman, Chairman

.
.

14 Hendrie, to the Governor of the State of Pennsylvania.
.

' 15 My first question will relate not to that time but to the

lo time when the Chairman made another recommendation to the

17 Governors at least another one was made in a conversation

16 involving those two.

IV That recommendation was for the evacuation of pregnant

20 women and pre-school chilaren. Do you remember when it was

21- that you first heard that such a recommendation had been

22 made , on Friday, March 30, 19797

23 A No, I'm afraid at the moment I don't remember.

24 Maybe if I think about it, it will come back to me. Things
.

; - 25 were so hectic that morning, I just don't recall now when

,p
' %./
\

-
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mgchM 1 I first heard of the recommenda tion that had been made.

(]) 2 0 If it helps you at all, I think you may have

3 already heard tna t you were to go up to the site to take

(~T 4 over lead re s ponsibili ty. And wha t I am trying to determine
%)

b is if you heard about the second recommendation af ter you

o were already on route to the site, or whether you recall

7 being- aware of the recommenda tion when you were still

b somew he re in the Washington area?

Y A I just can't recall at the moment when I first

10 heard.

Il 0 Okay. To the best of your recollection, had

12 members or your staff ever discussed that Friday morning the

13 possibility of recommending an evacuation involving just

14 pregnant wonen or pre-school children?

k- 15 A No. I don't think I had discussed that with my

lo staf f a t all.

17 0 The re are some indications f rom the testimony tha t

la apart f rom your conversations on the telephone that morning

IV with Chairman Hendrie and other Commissioners, that you may

20 have been responsible for sending a note to the

21 Commissioners making some kind of a recommendation for

22 evacuation. Do you have any recollection as to doing

23 something like that, perhaps when you were preparing to go

24 up to the site, sending on a communication to the eff ect
_

\Y. 25 that you were still in f avor of evacuation or something like

OJ
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mgcMM i that?

[]
2- A lio , I aon't.

3 0 Is it your best recollection that the only

- (~s, - 4 recommendations you made would have been during telephone
.V

5 conversations involving staff people at the IRC and the

o -Commissioners on the telephone in the early hours af ter your

7 heard about the 1200 MR reading?

b A I did leave the incident response center af ter I

9 had been asked to go to the site by car, and there was a

10 telephone in the car, so I could have had some

il communications through that telephone. I t might not have

12 been recorded. But I don't recall writing or signing any

13 memos to the Commission about evacuation.

14 0 Do you have any recollection of having talked to

- ) any of the Commissioners when you were in the car that hadIb

to the telephone?

17 A I do remember conversations in the car. I think ,

le they were back to the response center rather than to the

IV Cosnissioners .

20 0 What was the substance of them, as best you

21 recall?

22 A I remember being informed while in the car about

23 the hydrogen spike. That's one item that sticks in my mind.

24 0 Do you remember talking with the incident response
A
kl 25 center people _ again about evacuation?

Ov
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mgc:4M i A No. Since I didn't -- since I don't remember

,(). 2 continual discussions about i t, I must have known before I

3 went to the site what the results of the conversation

4 between the Chairman and the Governor were and had accepted
( })

5 that as a state of af f airs and then turned toward wha v I

o should do, once I got to the site. I think if I had -- if

7 it had still been up in the air in my mind about what was

o going to happen, I would have had more memory of the

Y si tua tion .

10 0 Okay. In any e vent, I take it you don't remember

11 when you were in the car sending back some communication

12 urging -- saying or reinforcing the earlier recommendation

13 for evacuation that had been made to the staff.

14 A I don't remember it. No.

Ib Q You had talked with Dr. Mattson at various times

lo Friday morning. Did he ever tell you in substance that

17 morning before you went to the site that one of his great

16 concerns was that the licensee might depressurize and tha t

19 if they depressurized, that would create a serious problem

20 because of the hydrogen bubble?

21 A Yes, I remember his telling me that.

22 0 Do you remember any conversations in which he

23 specifically discussed the fact that he wasn't really sure

24 whether the licensee was going to depressurize, and that
OkJ 25 really was the root of his concern about all this, that he

O

- - . -
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my c!.it.1 1 couldn't predic t wha t the licensee was going to do?

2 A I think my discussion with him was more on the(}
3 consequences of depressurization than it was on the l a c k --

(^ 4 I just don't remember being greatly concerned that the
V}

5 licensee was about to depressurize that morning as much as,

o i t he c ho se to, here are some of the potential consequences.

7 0 During the conversa tions wi th Ur. Mattson, did you

6 have some reason to believe that there was a telephone link

9 to somebody at the utility who would be in a position to

10 receive a comraunication f rom you people saying, "Look,

11 whatever you do, don't depressurize?"

12 A I was aware of the f act that we had an inspec tor
r

13 at .the site on the other phone, bu t Friday .Torning I was not

14 generally aware of any other links with the aanagemen t of

(O_/ 15 the utili ty.

Io O Before you lef t f or the si te, was there any

17 conversation abou t all the need to ge't a link wi th some

16 management of ficial at the utility, so that it could be made

19 quite clear to them Dr. itattson's concern among others with

20 respect. to wha t should and shouldn't be done with the

21 reactor?

22 A Exactly when that became clear, I'm not cer tain.

23 But it's a commonly held view, sometime af ter tha t Friday,

24- that's 'one of the firs t things we should do in f uture

~O
N/ 25 accidents, is get in touch with the Plant Superintendent and

. - _
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mgc Mid l' be sure that we're getting information f rom him on what his

() 2 plans are. But where that first originated, I don't

'

3 remember.

(~J)
4 0 I guess I'm still trying to' understand why --

~

b whether we're talking about something that just didn't occur

o to people or whether there may be ano ther reason that just

7 doesn't automatically come to mind but really is there that

b mignt well explain why you wouldn't necessarily be just

v getting on the phone and ge tting in touch with senior

10 officials.

11 I don't know if you've got any thoughts on that.

12 A Well, if it's a technical problem with the

13 licensee and we haven't activated their response center and

14 it's something that's called to our a ttention by the

15 u tili ty , that they just had some kind of problem, it's quite

16 common Ior NRR to cal. the plant and talk to the plant abou t

17 what's happening. I think somehow, perhaps, the structure

le of. the response center and the way things operated -- maybe

19 people took for granted to be the correct channels to go

20 through -- and we didn't.

21 Also I think that people understood that there were so

22 many phone calls being made, that one more phone call

23 outside channels would just burden the people at the site

24 .more. But I don' t know ' why we just didn't call the company

'

25- directly.

Lo.

I 3
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mget4M i BY MR. BERNERO:

([ ') 2 0 May I interject here? Mr. Denton, what we're

3 seeing from all of the depositions and the study of the

(]) 4 record that we have done is perva sive throughout the staff,

b an unwillingness, an apparent unwillingne ss, to speak to

o someone' in charge a t the site about not depressucizing or

7 getting a more firm body of information, whatever it might

d be. And we're groping for some systematic explanation of

y this.

10 dow you just touched on one po ssibility -- that perhaps

11 the entire staff was trying to work with incident response

12 center's struc ture and bring all of its concerns up to the

13 EM r. When you were in the EMT in those first few days, did

14 you f eel tha t the staff was indeed doing that -- not

O IS gathering information independently but coming to the EMT to

16 seek improvement in inf ormation or contact with the site?

17 (Pause.)

lu A I think the original role that had been perceived

19 for the EMT was one of inf ormation transmi ttal, of

20 monitoring the operations as opposed to trying to direct and

21 control operations at the site. And the orginal emphasis

22 was put on sort of listening to a stream of consciousness

23 coming back f rom our people a t the site and interpreting

24 what was happening as opposed to playing an active role in
7_s
\"] 26 what was ha ppening.

O
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mgcMM i So I think it was sort of the passive role , and also it's

(). 2 hard to recreate the day, the constan t demands that were put

3 on to the EMI just for the passage or the transrai ttal of

(J~3
4 information. The whole struc ture imposed on the EMT was

'

b quite a burden for transmitting this information out.

o 0 You mean to the Congress and the press?

7 A All parties, all parties that wanted information

o from the EMI.

Y Bf MR. BALLAINE:

10 0 Including tne Commi ssioners?

11 A The Commissioners and our own staff -- just

12 everyone wanted to know what was happening, and so that was

13 almost a full time task for people, just to disseminate

14 informa tion as it was collected, as opposed to the view

15 today that we ought to ha ve that f unction and also have a

lo f unction for analysis and diagnosis of what is going on and

17 a willingne ss to take an active direct role in decision

16 meking if necessary.

19 I think that's why -- maybe the underlying reason why

20 someone didn't get on the phone and talk to the plant
_

21 directly. If there had not been an EMT, if there hao just

22 been a " Report something back to NRR", we would have

23 normally called the licensee back, but when I think you have

24 the EMT and everyone recognized the extreme burdens being

(-) 25 placed upon the communications network as it was, no one

s

4

N
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mgcMM i wanted -- apparently no one f elt an obligation to go call

(]]) 2 the plant's super, recognizing that he was already snowed

3 under with information requests, and were going through the

/'T 4 o ther c hannel .
V

5 O Mr. Denton, on the eighth page of your interview

o which has been marked as Exhibit 5090, you indicate that

7 when you went to the site, you were going up to take your

d normal role as head of the saf ety review of the plant. You

9 added that you uidn't even perceive of the coming pre ss

10 aspect when you went to the site.

11 What specifically were you told would be your functions,

12 if you were told anything at all?

13 A I think I was told to take charge of NRC

14 activities at the dite, the best I can remember the

b-) 15 Chairman's direc tive. But I don't recall any more specific-

16 directives than tha t.

17 0 Now when you went up, did you have any belief as

lo to whether you would take with you some authority to make

IV f urther evacuation recommenda tions -- and I do mean you as

20 opposed to the Commissioners or the EMT back in Be thesda.

21 (Pau se. )

22 A No, I don't think that issue had been addressed.

23 I think if I had felt the need to make f urther

24 recommendations once I arrived on the scene, I would have

b\' 25 done so back through the Commission again. By that time,

O
.

s
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'mgcMM i the Commission had been involvec in making the original'

() 2 ones.

3 0 You just touchea on my follow up question. W ha t

4 did you think tha t your role would be vis-a-vis the EMTt

[}
5 af ter you arrived at the si te -- tha t you would replace the

o EMT and go to the Commissioners, that you would have to

7 report back to the EMT wnich would in turn report to t he

8 Commi ssioners? What was you belief as to the relationship

9 with the EMT?

10 (Pause.)

11 If you have one?

12 A I didn't have a firmly defined view on that to pic

13 when I left Bethesda. Af ter I had go tten to the site, I did
.

14 quickly come to believe that the important decision should

( 15 be made at the site and that we shoulc rely on the EMT to
:
'

16 continue the transmittal of information aspects and do

17 detailed calculations. But I found that I was in a much

Id better position to understand and make recommendations about

IV things once I was at the site and ge tting firsthand

20 information than I was back in Bethesda, operating on )

21 f ragmented information. So I think over the f ew days, maybe

22 even a smaller time interval, my perception about the role

23 of the EMT changed.

24 And it was kind of -- it was a changing posture that was

x-) 25 forced on to me by circumstances. It was not one which was )
1

ss

.
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mgcMM i well-defined before I lef t.

(] 2 0 Yes. You indicated af ter you got to the site, you

3 quickly came to believe that the flRC should rely on the

4 people at t he si te . Was this primarily : ecause you found

S tha t the quality of information that you had with respect to

o the situation just markedly improved af ter you arrived, or

7 was there some other reason for your quick your

6 quickly - your belief ?

Y A I think it goes to a reduction of uncertainty,

10 that in the EMT you don't have a full picture of what's

11 really going on in the plant. You are ge tting bits and

12 pieces of inf orma tion por trayed back to you. And when I

13 went to the site, I took along my senior technical staff and

14 people that I worked with normally and trusted for

15 appraisals.

10 When they were able to come back and brief me on how they

17 saw the situation and the reliability of the mode of cooling

18 that was there or the lack of reliability, I just felt much

IV more comfortable with my understanding of the status of the |

20 plant than I did back at bethesda. )

21 Q When you went up to the site, did you have any

22 plans or intentions with respect to what the relationship

23 would be of your people with the utility people who were

24 actually in the control room?

25 A No plans. No.

+

l
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mgcMM i 0 Did you discu ss se tting up some kind of

() 2 concurrence chain so that any substan tial action taken by

3 the licensee in trying to bring the reactor to cooldown

4 would have to be approved in advance by NRC personnel,()
5 something like that?

o A We didn't have nearly the structured approach for

7 these kinos of things when we arrived. But I think by

6 Saturday or so, we had all concluded that we should be la

v the concurrence mode, and I believe we got that system set

10 up by Saturday.

.I l 0 You think that did not happen right away on

12 Friday, to the best of your recollection?

13 A It may have been put in place by some of my staff

14 who insisted on it in given areas, but I don't remember

15 having focused on that aspect of the situation.

Io 0 Is this something that you specifically did focus
s

17 on on Saturday, or are we talking about some sort of natural
,

e
'

16 evolution? I'm wondering whe ther there did come a time when

19 there were specific conversations about se tting up a

20 concurrence chain of some kind.

21 A Yes, it did become a focus of concern to me, and I
i

22 discussed it with the plant management. And I think that

23 was on Saturday, and I did achieve an understanding with

24 them that they wouldn't make any change in the status of the

25 plant without the approval of some NRC person.

<3U
-
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MM ros 1 0 Okay. We'll get back to those series of

() 2 conversations later on.

3 When you alrived at the site, was it your plan to take

4 over all supervision of all personel, incluaing I&E personel(}
5 who were already at the site?

o A The word " plan" implies f ar too much structure.

7 You know, I was sent to the scene of an accident posthaste,

6 as fast as I could get there. And questions like this did

9 no t even -- they were not anywhere near the top of my

10 concern. My concern was with the status of the core, the

il control, and the releases tha t would occur, the actual

12 off-site doses. Ge tting those kinds of things in some of

13 .the administrative organizational lines were just f ar

14 submerged.

15 i knew the Region I director very well, Boyce Greer. We

16 were old friends. I a ssumed I think from the begining, that

17 he and I would get along fine and that he would direct his

lo staff in doing what he traditionally did, and that we would

19 work out things as we went along.

20 0 Did there come a time, by the way, when you did

21 start to focus more on this particular organizational

22 ques tion of perhaps integra ting the I&E personel already at

23 the site? Or did that remain under Boyce Greer's direction?

24 A They remained under his direction. We never did

25 integrate the two completely. But we would a ttend each

;

O
.
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t4A ros I others staf f meetings, as I recall; anu wriatever they wanted '

() 2 us to focus on, we would. And it we wanted some

3 measurements f rom them in the environmental side, they

V)/ 4 Would.

S But they f unctioned as a separate unit pretty much the

o w hole time.

7 0 Well, obviously we hope there will never be such a

6 thing; but assuming another TMI in the future, would you, in

Y light of TMI, retain that kind of tandem structure be tween

10 I&E ano NRR? Or would you try to integrate them?

11 A I would definitely integrate i t u p. I think it

12 should be an NRC activity. And at Three Mile Island now we

13 have put into place, I think, a management structure that

14 recognizes it's an NRC recovery team. And we have a ppointed

15 a director and a deputy kind of thing, and have blenaed the

16 two staff s together so that they can perform cooperating

17 functions and don't go up separate lines.

18 0 When do you thinc that first happened in

19 connection with this long-ongoing TMI response of NRC?

20 A It's been a source of some concern between the two

21 groups, I think, as to who has the responsibility for what.

22 And traditionally, NRR has the responsibility for doing

23 reviews and issuing the license, and I&E for enforcing the

24 license.

25 And I think this led to some confusion of roles in this

O



17974 02 03

Mt4 ros I accident because it quickly got beyond the bounds of the !

() 2 license for this plant.

3 0 But you indicated there has, you think, now been a

v(') 4 blending, I think, to use your word, of NRR and I&E.

5 When do you think this finally happened, since we're now

6 talking a number of months since the incident?

7 A I think it just evolved as the people came to know

e each other and the ta sk . And part of it was physical

y separation. It's like the impact of physical separation on

10 the offices today, where standards is in one place and

11 research is in the other. Even with the best intent of

12 of fi ce directors, it's very hard to keep our staf f s well

13 coordinated.

14 And at the island we did end up with I&E in one trailer

' 15 and NRR in another trailer. And people didn' t have a

lo personal relationship established that is really needed to

17 make it function.

18 And I think it alerted me to the possibility tha t, for

19 example, even if a licensee has contracts with a strong

20 consultant for advice in the event of on accident, it's not

21 like having that advice on your own utility staff, for

22 example. Because bringing in any new group o' people, if

23 you don't have a personal relationship estsulished, it takes

24 a while to gain the confidence and the cooperation of each
,

25 group.

O
.
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M!.i ros i O Maybe the answer is you just can't answer the

()- 2 question. But I'm saying, when --

3 A I don't really know that there was any real time

(]) 4 there --

6 0 tio organizational decisions, for example, made on

o April loth? We said, "Look, organizationally we're

7 restructuring it."

o A I think it didn't happen until much later than

v that. It's prooably been in the last 60 or 90 days af ter

10 Vic Stello was selected to head the IdE of fice did we begin

11 to work out some sort of formal office structure at

12 Middletown.

13 0 Okay. liow, you have indicated in prior testimony

14 tha t on the trip up, I think, you and Mr. Stello, maybe
D.
\l 15 others, tried to set up a little structure with f our teams

to in i t.

17 Apart from the leaders -- there were leaders designated

18 f or .each of the four teams; is that right?

1/ A Yes.

20 0 Apart f rom those leaders, who was the person or

21 persons that were above the leaders, responsible for

22 integrating the information of the four people the way it

23 was set up originally?

24 A' It was a continually evolving organization,

25 because we shif tcd people around. But the original

11) |
. .

i

F
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M14 ros ; idea was tha t we would have a leader and an alternate leader

([ 2 for each one of the four groups; and that they would work

3 alternate shif ts; and that they would report to either Vic

(]} 4 or I, cepending on what shif t they were on.

o So Vic anu I were the nominal leaders. I was working

o sort of the day shif t and Vic was working the night shif t.

7 0 Am I co rrect in my understanding that the problem

o with that became that you were simply too busy --

9 A Yes.

10 0 -- attending to other things, so Vic Stello wound

|| up having to be the boss in your place when you were going

12 to be the boss?

13 A That's right. It quickly ended up with Vic

14 working around the clock. And we did subsequently modify

15 the structure by bringing in, I think, Denny Ross and Dick

to Vollmer as sort of the nominal day-to-day, shif t-to-shif t

17 coordinators and leaving Vic and Roger Mattson to be the

16 nominal decision making heads. And my role got to be the

19 one of spokesman for the agency, af ter a few days.

20 0 Puting aside this issue of integrating I&E and flRR

21 that we've already talked about; in the event of another TMI

22 do you think that the way you have structured your team that

23 went to the site was a good way? Or are there some o ther

24 suggestions you would have for tinkering with the way it was
7
( !

2S sat up.''

r~
()% .
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MM ros I (Pause.)

( ]) 2 A We dia tinker with the way it was set up daily. I

3 guess I'm in favor of some advance planing, and would do

4 more than we had done before TMI. Bu t situations like that(' }
5 are so fluid, and the areas in which you have goc to give

o emphasis flare up and go down with such rapidity you can't

7 have just one structure.

6 We worked -- everyone really worked day and night the

9 first couple of days, and you can't maintain that level of

10 effort over a long period. And we ended up having to bring

|| more people into the organization, and give some people a

12 chance to rest some.

13 I'm sure with some thought I could draw up a be tter

14 structure than I had up there.

15 Q All right. I take it t houg h, that there are no

16 particular structural recommendations that you think would

17 be important to have laid out in advance, in the event that

16 you ever had to send another team of people up tc 3n

19 incident and a situation like the TMI situation?

20 A Well, they are. But-they're not ones I would want

21 to just give you off the top of my head. They would take

22 more thought. There's not an obvious defect.

23, We soon had enough people at the site. I think by Sunday

24 night there were over 100 NRC people at the site between I&E

O-- 25 and NRR. And with that many people, it did begin to take

O
U~

-

6

$ a



k740207- 21

MM ros I an organization to decide who is going to be where in the
i

i 2 plant, who reports to who. And I think with the exception()
3 of integrating I&E fully into the chain, i t worked ou t

("S 4 f airly well to pass inf orma tion along.
V

S 0 Are there any glaring errors that you made the way

o you originally planned this, set things up when you went to

7 the site, that you f airly rapidly learned just couldn't

6 work?

9 Putting aside numbers, I'm just wondering if there were

10 some things that sounded good to you as you were going up,

11 and just absolutely didn't work; and may be some thing to be

12 avoideo in the future.

13 (Pause.)

14 A one of the immediate problems I recall having was

( 15 this role of just transmi tting information again. I

l o- remember being frustrated on Saturday that I couldn't get

17 off the phone with people in Washington who needer. to know,

18 what was happening. And if you can only get it f rom the top

19 person at the site, then I would not have inf orma tion -- to

20 mee t with t he s ta f f to ge t the information to pass along.

21 So I guess one lesson I have learned is you need separate

22 channels for routine transmittal of information. And you

23 need to preserve some time for the top management to use to

24 sit back and diagnose and analyze what's happening.

25 And there was a tendency I think all along, in the early

.na
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MM ros I part of the accident, to place this burden on either the EMT

(]) 2 or me , until - we just realized that i t just wouldn't work

3 t ha t way.

.

4 0 Just out of interest, let's get a little laundry
w

5 list of the kind of people you wound up providing

o inf orma tion to the President of the United Statest the

7 governor of the sta r s ; the staff of the governor, other than

6 the governor himselft other staff members of the White

v House?

10 A Yes.

|| 0 The commissioner or other commissioners back in

12 Wa shing ton?

13 A Yes.

14 0 Who else beyond that? I su ppose you had to be --

15 well, you tell me.

16 A Congressmen f rom that area.

17 0 You also provided -- you yourself wound up being

res'onsible --le p

IV A They would visit the site.

20 0 Obviously you were also responsible for the

21 various press interviews and briefings?

22 A (Nodding affirma tively.) I think you have about

23 covered the groups.

| 24 There were a lot more of the inf rastructure in each one
L fT
| s/ 25 of thoss. things. In other words, if you would go to the
l

l
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MM ros I White House, f or example, I had a nominal contact with

() 2 Barbara Matthews and she would either call me or I would

3 call her almost hourly. And then there were various people

4 that, af ter she had talked to, would call me for additional(])
5 clarification.

o o From the White House?

7 A From the Whi te House., Somewhat the same thing in

6 the governor's of fice. I would talk to the governor, or

9 some of his staff, and these conversations would invariably

10 lead to other conversations as the information we would

11 relate would filter down the staf f. Someone would need more

12 details or another number. And somewhat the same way with

13 the commission.

14 Occasionally I'd have to talk to somebody on my own staff

15 to get a number or get them to call me back with a number.

16 There was just a constant stream of the phone ringing off

17 t he hook .

16 And then there were demands also to meet with my own

19 staff over problems that they saw developing, and those

20 decisions to be made.

21 O On Friday you had various conversations with the

22 President of the United States, and also Mr. Brzezinskis is

23 that right? Do you remember such conversations on Friday?

24 A I don't recall a conversation with

01
N'' 25 Mr. Brzezinski.
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MM ros- 1 0 Okay. Do you recall a conversation with the

()' 2 President af ter you arrived at the site?

3 A Yes.

(]) 4 0 Did you just have one on that day af ter you

5 arriveo at the site?

6 A No, I f eel certain it was more than one.

7 0 Why don't you just tell me as best you can recall

6 What the substance of these conversations were the President

9 af ter you arrived at the site?

10 (Pause.)

11 A I think the first one I took in a private

12 residence. And I think that's the one where he told me tha t

13 he would make the f ull re sources of the Federal Government

14 available, to tell it like it was, and to get back to him as

,j/ 15 soon as I had a be tter understanding of the situation.

' 16 Then I f eel certain he did call me back sometime Friday,
7

I7 or his staff did, and we soon evolved into calling him twice

18 a day at 7:45 and 3:45. And he would occasionally call me

19 at other -times when he would receive some information that

20 he was interested in.

21

22

23

-24
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MM ros 1 0 Now, I think sometime on Friday you spoke with the

(x/ commissioners by telephone af ter you arrived at the site.2

3 And according to page 118 of the NRC meeting transcript, you

~4 indicated tha t their people -- and I think you're referring(}
5 to the utility people -- do seem to be quite aware of the

o same kinds of problems that we were having this morning.

7 I have always interpre ted this to mean that, lo and

6 behold, when you arrived at the si te you found out that the

Y utility was very much on top of the same problems that you

10 people were worrying about, but didn't know the utilities

11 was on top of before you got to the site.

12 Is that a f air reading of what was in your mind? And if

13 not, what do you think was your impre ssion as respects the

14 recognition of the utility people?

16 A I don't know. I'll have to see it. >

16 (Counsel handing document to wi tness. )

17 (Wi tness reading document. )

10 A Well, looking at the one or two pages preceeding

19 the page you pointed out, and I think what : was trying to

20 reflect back to the commission is that I had met with

21 Herbine and Arnold, and maybe a few other utility people,

22 af ter arriving at the sites and found that they were

23 thinking about things such as loss of the condenser vacuum,

24 what would you do in the plant if that were lost, and what

b's 25 would you do if there were loss of off-site power. And

o)

.
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M4 ros i that they were concerned abou t of f-site doses.

() 2 And I think when I left to go to the site I didn't have

3 any f eel tha t they had even thought about those kinds of

() 4 problems befores and that t he information we were getting

5 back in Washington was more physical parameters and plant

o conditions, than they were plans and programs of the

7 utility.

d 0 Do you remember whether, after your initial

Y conversations on the site with utility people, you concluded

10 that there were any particular problems that were of

11 significant concern to you that the utilities had not

12 thought of?

13 A About all I can remember today is that I didn't

14 think they had given enough attention to various
n
kl 15 contingenciest and that while they might have a thought in

lo their head on what they would do if this pump f ailed or that

17 pump stopped, there was nothing in writing and no

18 procedures.

lY And I remember making a big push to get some wri tten

20 contingency plans, even if they were just skimpy, and casic

21 outlines so that there would be some piece of paper for the

22 operators to turn to if there were subsequent f ailures of

23 equi pmen t .

24 0 Now, af ter you arrived at the site. I think

[Ds' 25 according to one of the' transcripts we have, you indicated

Os- .
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MM ros I that baseo on wnatever you had seen or heard on site, you

(} 2 did not believe tha t there was a need to evacuate s is that

3 correct?

4 A That's correct.
{

6 0 Okay. Now what was -- it's f air to describe that,

o I think, as a change of opinion over the course of the day,

7 i sn' t i t?
'

6 A Ye s, I do c hange my mind.

v 0 What happened? Wha t was the basis f or your

10 changing your opinion?

11 Being as specific as you can, were there certain pieces

12 of information that came in that made you change your mind?

13 Or was it just some different general impression? Or wha t?

14 A I guess it was the f act that the status of the

( 16 core was stable. The core was -- the water level was back

lo up in the cord. It was being cooled through the steam

17 generator. And my staff had looked at the configuration of

16 the plant and f elt it could be reasonably expected to stay

19 cooled in this configuration.

20 And we had also looked a t the containmenti found it was

21 under negative pre ssure, it wasn't leaking through sneaked

22 paths; and that the leakage f rom the letdown system and the

23 radioactive waste pathways in the auxiliary building seemed

24 to be something that could be brought under control by

- 25 actions such as changing the filters pumping back the
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IU4 ros I gases that were in the tanks.

( }) 2 And also based on a briefing by I&E on wha t sort of

3 off-site doses they were findings the fact that the se doses

4 were, in fact, reasonably low. And I guess by that time I{}
5 had some confidence that we could pre serve and improve the

o status of the core from there on out.
J

7 0 Before you went up now, I take it you were

o -uncertain as to whether or not the core was in a stable
y condition?

10 A I think that's a fair characterization. .My

Il perception certainly had been one -- had changed from

12 Wednesday and Thursday of f uel damage, but not extensive

13 fuel damage, to one of Friday of a very serious accident.
.

14 Then, by the time I arrived at the site, my perception

15 was, yes, there had been extensive fuel damage, but things
'

lo were contained and the accident was over in the sense of no

17 more fuel damage was occurring, and we could maintain that

16 state.

19 0 Do you think that something -- knowing what you

20 know today -- was i t some thing that happened between Friday

21 morning and Friday af ternoon that could give you the

22 confidence that the core was in a stable situation? Or was

23 it simply that you finally became aware of f acts that also

24 were there, could have been made available Friday morning
n
(_) 25 that would have given you the same comfort Friday morning

/~S
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MM'ros I if you had hao all those f ac ts available?

2 A It's not just f acts and just my perception of
( })

3 them. I rely heavily on a very competent professional

4 staff. And I don't think they were -- they weren't f eeling{}
S all that comfortable : riday morning when I talked to some of

o the same peo ple t ha t we n t wi th me . And af ter ge tting the

7 people up to the site and having them look into their

o various areas that they're specialists in, and finding that

V they were much more convinced of the stability of the

10 situation.

11 So I don't want to project that I'm sole reviewer of a

12 fact. I was projecting the image that I was getting from my

13 prof essional staff af ter having seen the patient themselves

14 t ha t --

( 15 0 But had the patient's condition changed, in

lo re trospe c t?

17 A tio , I don't think the patient's condition had

la changed. But our perception of i t certainly changed.

IV O All right.

20 By the way, before you went to the site you did at least

21 know that one of the causes of the radiation readings was

22 leakage in the letdown system?

23 A I doubt if I knew that. It was very hazy Friday

24 morning as to exactly what the cause was. I sure didn't

p/
s- 25 know it when I first got the report. And I think we may
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|bi ros I have gotten some reports about it was the letdown system or

) 2 a waste gas decay tank.

3 But ac tually I think i t took some time before we pinned

4 down the cause.

5 0 tiow , according to the transcripts, at various

times Friday there was an effort made involving you and theo

7 commissioners, among others, to try to coordinate briefings

b of the press. Is that a fair statement?

9 A Yes, I think tnere were.

10 0 Friday af ternoon, shortly af ter you arrived, or

1i sometime la te Friday of ternoon, you had a short briefing

12 with the pressi is that right?

13 A (Nodding affirmatively.)

14 0 At or about that time, did you know that there was

15 going to be a briefing out at Bethesda by the staf f, of

10 n ewspeople ?

I7 A !!o , I didn't.

18 0 Okay. You did believe, I guess, at the time that

19 maybe Chairman Hendrie was going to have some kind of

20 briefings is that right? Or what is your best recollection?

21 A I. really don't think I was even aware -- that was

22 furthest f rom my thought what was going on back in

23 Bethesda. I was comple tely engrossed in the site, so I

24 don't recall even being aware of a briefing in Bethesda at

25 the time.
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MM ros i It was really Joe Fouchard who insisted that I leave the

() 2 house I was meeting in and go out and meet with the press

3 just briefly af ter I arrived at the si te to tell them why I

(~T 4 was there and what I would be doing. I think up to that
-()

5 point I had not really given any thought to the question of

6 Informing the press and the public in that kind of role.

7 And he wa s the principal motivator to get me out for that

6 five minutes and subsequently.

V O Okay. According to the NRC meeting transcript for

10 March 30, again referring specifically to page 209, there

|| was a conversation you had on the tele phone sometime -- I

12 think we've got i t at about 7:15 p.m. , and among the parties

13 are you and Mr. Gossick.

14 Ana you said at the time -- and again, you're welcome to

15 read in f ront of and behind this -- but you said, "The

16 utility is a little shy, in my view, of technical talent."

17 You go on to say, "de outnumber them. They are pretty

le t hin . "

19 I take it that as early' as sometime Friday you did

20 develop -- start to develop some opinion as to the technical

21 inadequacy of the utility. I wonder if you could elaborate

22 a bit on what you perceived at the time to have been the

23 specific inadequacies of the technical capability of the

24 u till ty?

25- (Handing document to witne ss. ). s-
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MM ros I (Wi tne ss reading documen t. )

() 2 A In normal i4RR reviews the role of our staff is

3 they ask the utility experts questions about their design,

(} and the utility experts produce the results of calculations4

6 or analyses and demonstrate their views. And I think by

o Friday, in my conversations with my staff about what was the

7 size of the bubble or what was the cause of the release, or

wha t -- you know, asking my staff specific technicalo

9 questions, I was ge tting no f eeling that they had asked the

10 utility this, because only the utility has the detailed

il knowledge to do these kinas of calculations.

12 And my staff was responding that the utility woulan't

13 answer, you know, what was the volume of -- a simple

14 question likes what's the volume of a containment? Or,

f)/ 15 what's the location of the lowest saf ety grades-

lo instrumentation in the containment. Questions that you

17 could only ge t f rom the designer of the plant. He wa s no t

i 18 able to answer. And questions that you would normally

19 ex pec t him to have calculated.

20 I don't recall what the specifics were, but I think f rom

21 my own contacts with him I was beginning to find that I was

22 always talking to the same people in the utility and that

23 they were not able to produce this expert and that expert,

24 as I would have expected them to do.
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Mid ros i Di MR. BERNERO:

() 2 0 Mr. Den ton , I would like to take this opening to

3 go into a series of questions related to industry support of

( }. the licensee, following your identification of this problem.4

5 On Friday, March 30th, that night, or Saturday morning,

o March 31 st, did you did you speak with Herman Dieckamp, the

7 presiden t of GPU , about the need to get industry support in?

6 A Yes, I did.

9 0 Can you identif y more accurately whether it was

10 Friday night or Saturday raorning, the time?

11 A I think it was Friday night. I'm pre tty certain

12 i t's Friday night, bu t I don't have a positive --

13 MR. BALLAINE: Would it have been before, by the

14 way, the conversa tion that you just talked about, t ha t's

o>s- 15 reflected in the tran sc ri pt?

Io THE WITNESS: No. My recollection is it was

17 ' sometime perhaps between this discussion and that pre ss

18 conference.

19 I also remember trying to call the Chairman of the Board,

20 William Kuhn, who was Dieckamp's nominal supervisor. And I

21 think f ound that he was in the hospital recovering f rom a

22 re tinal de tac hmen t. So that's why I ended up talking -- I

23 think up to that poin t I had not met Mr. Dieckamp.

24 BY MR. BERNERO: |

(~h j

d 25 0 You did not know Mr. Dieckamp prior to this time?
'

'
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Mia ros 1 0 No. I think the people I met originally at the

() 2 site were Herbein, and then Arnold, and then Creitz. And

3 then deciding I would call their supervision and I was going

4 to start at the top with the chairman of the board, and he()
S was not available somehow. And I think I had the first

o phone call wi th Mr. Dieckamp, but I had never met him up to

7 t ha t po in t .

6 0 When you spoke to Mr. Dieckamp, did he indicate to

Y you that he had already initiated anything in the way of

10 getting industry support to GPU/ Met Ed?

11 A My recollection is that he supported the idea and

12 way sympathetic and was going to try to improve it; but that
,

13 I didn't come away with any real f eeling of quick action.

14 0 You just used the word improve it. Are you saying

15 tha t -- did he indicate that he was already doing something-

lo and would undertake improvement of what he was doing, based

17 on your recommendation?

18 A I think he did say that he had B&W doing

19 calculations on some thing like this, that he was doing

20 something. But whatever it was, I didn't find very

21 reassuring as in sufficient depth or scope.

22 Q When you spoke to him, were you speaking in the

23 line of NRC telling them to do it, or that NRC was informing

24 GPU that NRC was ' going to do something independently?
ON/ 25 A Nei the r. I think at the time I was just

,
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MM ros 1 inquiring of him wh.3t his plans were and le tting him know

(J~T
2 that we had all these questions that he couldn't answer.

3 And I recall having talked to some people at B&W during that

4 day, and seem to have come away with the f eeling that B&W
)

S was also in a response mode, that they were answering their

6 phone calls, but seemed to know even less about critical

7 parameters than we did before I left Bethesda.

U Q Did you identify problems to Mr. Dieckamp of a

9 specific nature, such as the ones you just discussed

10 earlier?

11 A I probably went somewha t dee per wi th Mr. Dieckamp

12 than I described then, since I was closer to it at the

13 time. But I doubt if I gave him specific technical

14 problems. But I recall having discussed areas with him.

( 15 0 Specific areas where there seemed to be a need for

16 outside or technical support of some sort?

17 A Yes.

18 0 In that conversation then, how did it end? Did

19 you then say, nWell, we expec t you to do something," or "You

20 will go do something"?

21 How did you end that? What position was NRC in with

22 respect to GPU at the end of that conversation?

23 A I guess in that conversation it was more of an

24 inquiry, " Wha t are you planning to do?" And I seem to have

_25 had the' feeling that whatever they were doing was not -

ns-
.
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MM ros I sufficient, and that while they did have some plans and

2 something was going on, i t just didn't satisfy me. |_()
3 I didn't direct him to do any more. !

4 0 So the conversation ended with a f eeling that
(]')

5 although they were a ttending to the problem, you weren't
!

o very hopeful that they were doing a lot?

7 A I guess I would have to characterize that phone

8 call as an information gathering phone call; and getting an

9 answer that really didn't satisfy me and not knowing what

10 the next course of action would be when I terminated that

11 phone call.

12 0 Okay, let me ask some specific questions about

13 what was in your mind then, with respect to this outside

14 su pport.

15 Did you hai'e any concept of how such support might be

lo integrated into the response ef fort? I'm particularly

17 thinking of, did you expect that that outside support would

10 be pu t a t the disposal of NRC to answer these questions? Or

lv primarily put at the disposal of GPU/ Met Ed?

20 A It was the latter. I wan ted GPU to ge t in the

21 mode where they could answer any question my staff raised,

22 to get in a more normal mode of NRC licensee review.

23 0 At that time, were you still thinking in terms of

24 GPU/ Met Ed using their contractors, in other words, Burns

( 25 and Rowe, B&W, the people who had been directly involved

.
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MM ros I in the plant? Or was it a broader concept of industry

2 support -- 1) uke Power, perhaps, or someone like that?
.

3 A I went through two phases. The Duke Power phase

4 didn't come up until some time later.

5 The first phase my focus was on ge t the industry experts

o in fuel damage and hydrogen generation and radwaste

7 treatment sys tems -- all the technical issues that were

8 before us. I knew that the designers of plants, the B&Ws

y and GEs and Westinghouses and Combustions had a lot of

10 knowledge and a lot of capability to solve these problems.

1I And these were the resources I wanted to bear.

12 I wasn't thinking Friday night about the utilties such as

13 Duke Power. I was more thinking about the technical staff s

14 of the t1 MSS suppliers.
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1 O But you were not restricting your thoughts to only

(-
'\- 2 those suppliers who had worked on the plant, it was the broader

3 things, G E. or whoever had er art capability.

' k"
4 A Yes, and I wanted them, they're working at GPO as

5 agents of GPU, my thought being we would ask GPU and GPU would

6 turn to someone who was experts in these areas and could

7 answer my staff's questions.

8 0 Were you part of the formation of a concept of the

9 industry or industrial advisory group as a result of this?

10 Was NRC planting this idea?

11 A We didn't call it that at all, in other words, I was

12 just, Friday night, interested in technical capability, and

() 13 I think Saturday morning I mentioned the same concerns to

14 the President and he got one of his staff on the phone and

15 I identified for them the names of some senior people in these

16 agencies, and I know the industry response group began to

17 appear on site on Saturday and Sunday and I assumed that the

18 White House had played a large role in getting them there.

19 O So Saturday morning you were still apprehensive

20 about the effectiveness of GPU getting this help, and you

21 told the President's staff some for-instances, some good names

(O/ 22 that could be considered.

23 A in'edding affirmatively.)

p
x_) 24 G And ra sumably, then, in your view the White House

Ace Federd Reporters, Inc.

| 25 was making these calls?
!
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1 A Well, I'm sure the White called a number of senior
Cjtf 2

2 executives in those companies. Now I have never attempted-

3 to find out who got called or why the industry group got there.

4 All I know is that, you know, they began to arrive and we

5 moved on to a different class of problems.

6 G At that stage, were you and your staff also making

7 calls to specific experts?

8 A I was only calling B&W. I don't think I called

9 anyone on that Friday evening or Saturday morning other than

10 B&W.

11 0 So you were talking to B&W at a fairly high manage-

12 ment level?

13 A Yes.

14 G Who.

15 A I think I talked mainly to Don Roy.

16 G You didn't talk to MacMillan in that period?

17 A No. Roy I knew from other contacts, and he has a

18 fairly high level in the management of the company, the

19 engineering side, and I would call him quite often to attempt

20 to obtain information and see what they knew.

i

| 21 BY MR. BALLAINE:

22 0 Let me qualify something that you said earlier in

I
i 23 this regard. I think when you were talking about the fact

( that you had asked -- when you got there you asked the utility24

i ce Federot Reporters, Inc.A

25 experts to provide some information, and you didn't seem to be



_ _

40

jtf 3 1 getting the answers you expected to get about plant parameters,

( you referred at one time to the designer. Did you have in mind
2

3 among other things, conversations you'd actually had with B&W

( people in order to find out some fairly basic information about'

4

5 plant parameters?

6 A I think it was mainly B&W that I had -- certainly

the first day I got there the focus of my concerns was the
7

reactor core and the primary reactor systems which was'provided
8

by B&W, and I had not yet gotten that interested in the parts9

10 of the plan supplied by the architect-engineer.

11 G Had you asked questions -- when you referred to

12 utility experts, were you also talking to people who actually

13 worked for Met Ed. or GPU? The people you originally consulted()
14 in an effort to get some basic information?

15 A I guess I''re lost the thread of your question.

16 G Again goi J back to Friday evening when you had

17 arrived and you went around to what you called the utility

18 experts and found that they didn't seem to be able to give

19 answers to some fairly fundamental pieces of information, you

have now indicated that the kind of experts you talked to were,20

21 among others, B&W people. Did you also talk to people in

() 22 either Met Ed. or GPU who you would have expected to be people)

23 who would be able to tell you some basic plant parameter

i-s
) 24 information? i'j q

Am-Pews noww,,,i=. j

25 A I didn't talk to -- let me start over on that one.
'
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jtf 4 1 I think maybe I did talk to some of the other technical staffs

r)
> 2 other than Herbein and Arnold, people they brought in, but I

3 was reflecting more feeling for my own technical staff, that

O
4 the utility didn't have technical staff in some of the areas

5 to talk to.

6 G That's what I was wondering. There didn't seem to

7 be any technical staff to turn to.

8 A That's right.

9 % When you talked to Dieckamp , you weren't thinking

10 that maybe GPU or GPU service staff would bring in their

11 utility sta2 '?

12 A No. By the time I talked to Dieckamp I must have

( 13 already reached the conclusion that we had exhausted the

14 readily-available GPU talent.

15 0 And that it was insufficient. -

16 A And that it was insufficient. We had to go outside.

17 BY MR. BERNERO:

18 0 Let me explore that for a moment. Were you aware,

19 at that time, of the GPU corporate structure that had a

20 repository of technical talent in a parallel company, GPU

21 Service Corporation, where Arnold came from?

/')%\_ 22 A I was aware of it, yes.

23 4 When you said there seemed to be no GPU talent, were

() 24 you under the impression that the resources of GPU Service
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Corporation were being brought to bear already? The people

,

1



42
,

-jtf 5 1 from New Jersey, in other words, as against the Met Ed. staff?

2 A It wasn't in that structured sense again. In other

3 words I was interfacing largely, I recall, with Arnold or

O
4 Herbein, and it wasn't a case of their telling me we have

5 brought the GP -- you know, the Jersey people down, and here

6 they are in a room and you can ask some questions. It was a

7 feeling from talking to those people that they didn't know

8 the answers. Whatever Jersey had to offer had not made much

9 of an impact. So I certainly was not aware of the detailed

10 GPU corporate structure. Iwasjustmobereflectingthefact

11 that talking to the senior officials at the site, we weren't

12 getting answers.

() 13 G Let me go back to these outside contacts. Just a

14 few moments ago in discussion, you said that you gave some

15 names of experts to the White House staff? Was that one

16 individual -- could you name that one individual at the White

17 House staff to whom you gave those names?

18 A I think that was Jack Watson.

19 G And you don't personally know exactly who was ,

!

20 contacted and who wasn't through that channel? I'

l

21 A No, I don't.

() 22 BY MR. BALLAINE:

23 0 .Who were the names you gave, do you recall?

fs
" (_) 24 A I think I identified the companies, and tried to
Aa.-F.e.,c Repori.e inc.

~ 25 name a senior official in the company for each one, but I don't

/-
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jtf 6 1 recall specifically the name I gave him for each company.

2 G All right, what companies as best you recall did |
l

3 you identify? ,

(
4 A I'm sure I identified B&W because even on Friday

,

|

5 night or Saturday morning I still thought B&W was in a response j

6 mode rather than an active mode, and I may have given him by
1

7 that time MacMillan's name as one step up from Roy, who was

8 a contact I had been going through. And I probably gave them

9 people like Ted Stert -- Fred Stern, at Westinghouse, Phil Bray

10 at G.E., that kind of level.

11 BY MR. BERNERO:

12 G When you and perhaps your staff began to call people

() 13 outside -- outside experts, did you attempt to keep a log or

14 a contact record of any kind?

15 A We hadn't by that time. It was.probably a day later

16 did we get sufficiently organized to start documenting what
1

17 we were doing.

18 4 Did you direct anyone to undertake this sort of

19 contact? Anyone of your staff, that is.

20 A Outside contacts?

21 G Yes-
/m

k_) 22 A No, I didn't, not in the sense that we're talking

23 about. I think my staff was calling people that they knew

O)(_ 24 might have answers to these kinds of things, wherever they
Ace Fotforel Reporters, Inc.

25 happened to.be located, but they were doing it of their own
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jtf 7 1 initiative, and I didn't ask any of them to start trying to

2 get an industry response group. That was something the White

3 House was very interested in and readily took on. So I figured

O
4 that task would get accomplished and I didn't assign it to

5 anyone else to follow up on.

6 g Well, on any other contacts that you made, were you -- '

7 could you characterize the contacts insofar as they were asking

8 questions or suggesting to management officials some company

9 that GPU/ Met Ed. could use their help? Were you specifically

10 asking them to do something or asking them to make themselver

11 available or what?

12 (Pause.)

13 A. Well, it's probably easiest to talk about B&W.

14 There was a lot of information and a lot of analyses that we

15 . wanted done that only B&W could do, and in that ce.ae we wanted

16 GPU to get B&W to make them and produce people from B&W who

17 understood these systems in sufficient depth to explain it

18 to us. So in that sense we were trying to get GPU to bring

19 on board prople who could answer our questions.

20 But then in other areas it was a feeling that Westinghouse

21 M M designs PWRs. This is an industry-wide problem you've

'

22 got here, and you ought to get some of the same people who do

23 these kinds of calculations up here from Westinghouse or even

24 from G.E. Not because we know -- because we think that much
: Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 about the B&W ' design, but we're lookihg for the best ideas the
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jtf 8 1 industry can provide about how to get from here to where we

(O\J 2 want to be.

3 G So in essence you did suggest then, to someone like
O

4 Westinghouse that you ought to get some experts in this area"

5 of PWR up here? To GPU/ Met Ed?

6 A Yes.

7 G Basically inviting them to support GPU/ Met Ed.

8 A And the roles were very ill-defined. There was not

9 a set of procedures for how a federal official interacts with

10 a private company and a state government and other entities

11 around. And so it was a very much of an ad hoc relationship

12 with companies like Westinghouse. I obviously couldn't force

() 13 Westinghouse to come to Harrisburg. It was more, you know,

14 persuade them that something was going on that was very much

15 in their interests, and they had a lot of " smarts" in.

16 But I really felt like I got over that hurdle when the

17 White House agreed to exert some influence, and I did begin

18 to rapidly see, in Harrisburg, the formation of this industry

19 group, and they began to function and provide the kind of

20 information that I was looking for.

21 Then it was a few days later that I became concerned about

() the ability of GPU to actually carry out the instructions and22

23 procedures that were being developed by this: industry group

(m
(_) 24 or by my staff in terms of what should be done next, and I

Am-Federal Reporters,'Inc.

25 felt like the operating organization of GPU needed supplementing
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jtf 9 1
and in that case I did call people like Bill Lee and Byron Lee

q(,,/ directly, and they responded, as I recall, the very same day.2

3 And flew there with their own shif t supervisors and began
g
(J to be integrated right into the operating organization.4

5 G To your knowledge, do you believe that you were the

6 first one to contact Bill Lee of Duke Power and Byron Lee of

7 Commonwealth Edison, for assistance, that is?

8 (Pause.)

9 A I have no indication that they'd been contacted

10 before. Perhaps they had and kept silent about it.

11 0 But in those conversati.ong you had with them, is it

12 fair to say you were basically telling them that Met Ed. was

(]) 13 stretched very thin in operators or plant staff and that you

14 thought it would be appropriate for them to come out and bring

15 the appropriate people? Were you specifically asking them

16 to do this?

17 A Yes. I think I asked Bill Lee to come. I knew

18 he operated B&W plants. He had a staff with experience in

19 operating similar plants, and told them it's his problem as

20 to how does he get worked into the GPU organization, but that

21 I thought GPU needed help and it needed help from anybody who

(x( ,) 22 had any experience with B&W plants, and that there may have

23 been people from Duke Power and the industry advisory group

||| 24 somehow that may have kept Duke involved, and I kind of have
Ace Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 the recollection that Warren Owen from Duke Power was at the,
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jtf 10 1 industry advisory group. I may have even talked to Warren about

( whether Lee would consider such a thing or not. .But the2

3 attitudes when you first bring up this radical idea of having

C>)\- 4 another power company come in, you worry about all the

5 infrastructural aspects, who's going to pay and all that

6 kind of thing, forced me to deal more with the higher manage-

7 ment of the company who wasn't as concerned as some of the

8 junior level.

9 I think I did talk to Warren Owen about whether or not

10 Duke would be receptive to such a thing, but I don't think

11 Warren was sure what the attitude of the company would be.

12 G So you therefore went to the highest level of

() 13 management in order to have an authoritative voice with the

14 decision.

15 A And I think one reason that I went to the president

16 that Saturday morning about industry involvement was because

17 I couldn't get to the chairman of the board of GPU. In other

18 words, I felt like it was such a radical idea proposing to

19 a company that they just hire everybody in sight in the nuclear
/

20 field and get them to Harrisburg, that Dieckamp wasn't sure

21 that was what the chairman of the board wanted to do, and
:

() 22 when I couldn't get to the chairman of the board, I felt like

23 I had to move to, you know, another way of influencing the

!

.(") 24 organization.
Aco Federal Reporters, Inc.

New b ckup.25 .Q_ As you were carrying on these contact with Duke



48

jtf 11 1 Power or any other outside organization, did you make an at.cmpt

() 2 to keep GPU/ Met Ed. informed or to coordinate with them in

3 any way about what you were doing?

(~'T f
k/ 4 A Yes, I did. I'm not sure it was fully effective, but

5 I did tell them what I was doing.

6 G And this was through Bob Arnold that you would do it

7 or through Dieckamp?

o.t. #4 8 A Well, whoever happened to be nearest at the time.

9

10

,

11

.

12

( 'i 13\J .

14

15

16

17

18
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20
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g 24
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cr. 7874 1 Q Were you personally or the NRC in general directly
t

01. 1 2 involved in assigning these people when they showed up?

3 A No.

b
4 Q This was done by GPU/ Met Ed. at their discretion?

5 A So much time has passed my memory may be

shifted as to what I did versus what the company did, but my
6

7 perception is that all along the company did not take -- did

not quite see the urgency that I saw in assembling either the8

9 industry group or the operating group. They sort of felt

10 that we could come through it and we were overreacting and

11 that they had to sort of be pushed into accepting all of this,

12 the industry group. But to their credit, once the thing got

(O initiated we played -- I played no role at least in how the/ 13

14 industry organized itself or who worked what shifts or how come

15 we suddenly find the Duke supervisor in the control room where

16 somehow GPU adjusted. And as people began to show up at the

17 site, they checked in with GPU. They didn't check in tith the

18 NRC. They were GPU employees. So, somehow GPU did handle

19 all those logistical matters and did put together an

20 organization that began to focus on the problems and develop

21 PERT charts.about a week after the accident doing all kinds

(7,
'/ 22 of things that we wanted done. And then our role was more of

23 monitoring and urging them on.
,,

( >l 24 But it took just about a week before we did see thex-

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 infrastructure assembled at the site with the kind of drive and
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01c-2 aggressive technical approaches that we were looking for. |

-

Q During this period where outsiders in. increasing
2

|

'
numbers were coming onto the site and taking a role in the

3

response, did you maintain a clear understanding with GPU/
4

Met Ed. that they were still the licensee?
5

A I think so. I guess you'd have to ask Met Ed.
6

Q But from your point of view were you explicit in
7

that?
8

(Pause.)9

A I think I was sufficiently explicit. The question10

11 did come up occasionally that if you're so -- if you, NRC, are

12 so committed to doing it this way and with such massive

13 approach and so forth, are you sure you don't want to operate

j4 the plant? And it was, I think, clearly understood that I

15 relied on GPU to operate the plant. They were always the

16 licensee. It had been some discussion in those first few

17 days should NRC take over the operations of the plant? This

18 was suggested by people in Washington and it had gotten some

19 press attention, but I don't think there was any doubt in the
~

20 people I talked to minds that they were the licensee and that

21 our role was one to concur in all their actions but not to

O
d 22 assume the direct. responsibility for manipulating controls over

23 any procedures.

A
() 24 Of course in.the early-days if they would bring a procedure

Ace.Fede,J Repo,te,s, Inc.

25 over, if we thought.it was deficient and needed a step or two
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j we didn't stand on procedure. We might write in the step or010-3

n
(_) 2 two and give it back to them and say, "Here. Hey, here's the

3 step we think that in order to have an approved procedure you

4 do it this way and this way." And if they concurred, we moved

5 on. So, we didn't deal at arm's length during the first

6 couple of days.

7 Eventually I set up a group to just do nothing but review

8 procedures and got more formalized.

9 Q I seem to recall that in one of the places in which

10 you expressed your views, testimony somewhere, I can't put my

11 finger on it, that you said something to the effect that even

12 when the industry advisory group was at the peak of its

() 13 function that you were still dealing with whatever decisions

14 GPU/ Met Ed. had made. What other decision the licensee made

15 in regulating that decision. Not what the industry advisory

16 group was saying. I can't recall your words. I somehow have

17 the image that you said you were out in the corridor and when

18 Bob Arnold came out with whatever decision he came out with,

19 you still regulated him and not the industry advisory group.

20 A I don't remember saying that, but that's my

21 recollection of who we regulated. I remember meeting with the

-( ) 22 industry advisory group and they would maybe discuss three or
:

| 23 four options for achieving a given goal and'some would be more )
j

| (r^)
, s

24
,,

radical:.than others. And we had observers at the industry )
l Ace. Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 advisory group, people who would participate and add their
.
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010-4 i thoughts to their advisory group, but ultimately it was -- I

(~) |
\' 2 was waiting on GPU to come out with a prccedure for accomplishing ;

!

3 the next step. And what we do is review the adequacy of that

O
4 GPU proposal.which they had lifted out of various options that |

5 the industry advisory group had generated. !

6 Q I would like to turn now to what I might call services

7 or support other than the sort of thing we are talking about

8 now. NRC did assist during TMI in obtaining material services;

9 filters, bricks, transportation, things like that.

10 Did GPU during this period ask NRC for assistance in this

11 or was NRC volunteering this help? Just on the perceived

12 needs.

() 13 A I think it was both. They may have asked for some

14 things, but I think other things that we might have suggested,

15 "What are you going to do in the event of a loss of off-site

16 power? Wouldn't it be nice to have some diesels," and if they

17 couldn't get the diesels or they didn'+. have any we'd say,

18 "Would you like for us to get some?" And they quickly, I think. ,

19 learned that we were a very reliable supplier. But in some

20 things they would make the arrangements, like the filter

21 system, from WPPS. I don't know how we identify that there :were
r(- 22 filters ready to the -- that could be flown to Harrisburg,

23 But once their availability was identified by someone, and I
,

24 think it was probably by GPU, we got the Air Force to fly them-

~ Am-Federal Reporters, Inc. j

25 to Harrisburg. So, we would take care of whatever part of the
,
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logistics that would have been difficult for the company to)l0-5 g

(s' do.s
2

3 O I believe there was a legendary, oversupply of

O lead bricks. Was it your general impression that there was a
4

lot of overreaction or oversupply of things?
5

A I don't think there was any oversupply. At the
6

time we didn't know what we might need. It was like with the
7

robots. We knew there were a couple of robots available ing

the DOE organizations and labs, and we asked for both of them.9

10 It was a feeling in the early couple of days that we had to

11 plan for any eventual contingency, and we wanted all the

12 hardware there that it might take. And the fact that we didn't

() 13 use a lot that got there doesn't bother me at all. I'd much

14 rather explain that we had it there if we needed it, then to

.

15 try to explain why we hadn't asked for it if it did come to

16 need.

17 Q Do you know if NRC has charged GPU/ Met Ed. for any

18 of the support efforts that NRC undertook?

19 A I don't know if we've actually charged them, but we

20 did reach an understanding where GPU would give us a letter

21 saying they would pay whatever it cost. And so we would give

/~') .

ks 22 these letters to our comptroller and I imagine our comptroller

23 has collected from the company, but you'd have to ask them.

D)(- 24 BY MR. BALLAINE: ,

. Acofederal Reporters, Inc.

25 ,Q When was the lelter obtained? Was this well after - -
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010-6 A No, it would be individual letters, like the letterj

2 for flying the filters from Hanford back.

3 Q At the time it happened?

(' A At the time it happened. And we, I think, will
4

5 type up a two line "I will agree to pay for 16 flights of

Hercules aircraft between Pasco, Washington and Washington."
6

7 And go over and get Mr. Decamp to sign it.

It was that kind of letter. And no one knew at the time
8

9 what it would cost. We didn't have any idea what the Air Force

10 would come back and tell you the cost was. So, we would

11 just routinely when there was a big item like that to get to i

12 be sure that we had a record that the company would pay for it.

13 Q And there was an arrangement that you made with
,

14 Mr. Decamp?

15 A Yes. And our comptroller got in on how to document

16 these things. It took about a ucck before the people really

17 got concerned about documentation. The first week I don't

18 think we documented very much in the sense of having the

19 company saying I will pay for it.

20 Q By the way, all of these individual letters verifying

21 an agreement to pay a certain item are with the comptroller
Dd 22 now or.are they copies in the NRC files?

'

23 A Yes.
.

iV 24 LQ They went over to the comptroller s office?-
. Ace fem Reporters, Inc.

25 A. Yes. And one I remember with'the Robot Company, the

s
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)le-7 1 organization that owned Herman was very concerned that if he

I
'

2 became contaminated the company would have to buy him. Maybe

3 you remember that, Robert. And the company did agree that if
7-
G

4 he had gotten contaminated they would have purchased the robot

5 entirely in today's dollars.

6 BY MR. BERNERO:

7 Q If you look back now after these many months on

8 that general support, both the professional staffing and the

9 physical support, can you cite salient examples in your view

10 of examples which showed good responsiveness and those which

11 showed negative or undesirable responsiveness?

12 A You mean support to the NRC?

. 13 Q To the entire emergency response. Whether that

14 support was clearly response to NRC needs or response to GPU/

15 Met Ed.

16 (Pause.)

17 A I think it's fair to say that the nuclear industry

18 was a little slow the first day or two to perceive the need for

19 a. massive involvement and to divert their resources from other

20 tasks, but once it became apparent it was needed I think they
i

21 turned out both from the utility and from the NSS suppliers

(' |
22 and the AE's. The support that we got from the White House |

'"

! 23 was invaluable because that was -- provided the opening door

(~)'
'

x- 24 to systems'such as the Air Force to provide that they just could
; Ace-Feder'$ Reporters, l.w.

25 never have arranged through normal systems. I am sure that

'
.
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|

clo-8 1
if we had to rly things through normal air cargo it would have

'I
2 taken forever to have gotten the filters from Pasco to

3 Harrisburg.
)

4 And they were able to open the FAA doors for landing

5 patterns, special exemptions. So, I considered tnat the White

6 House support was just excellent in the whole arena. The

7 State was also very good in easing whatever barriers there

8 might have been under their control. I guess I don't remember

9 any insuperable barriers that -- toward the end of my stay up

to i there things were slowing down a bit. I do recall it took an

11 unseemingly inordinate amount of time to get the railroad

12 tank cars to the site. That was something you would think

13 would be rather automatic but it seems there we did hit rome

14 bureaucratic roadblock over conditions for there being made

15 available and costs and so forth.

16 So, I think in general the Government did go through this
.

17 phase early on in the first week where anything you wanted was

18 provided. Then by the time I was leaving, the normal govern-
.

19 mental controls had begun to work and there was a lot more

20 need to go through channels and get clearances that wasn't

21 present during the first week.

'' 22 Q If the overall support effort had been initiated

23 earlier than it was, do you think that would have changed the
/~T

'' 24 course of events substantially?
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 : gu 'Well, let me add one footnote to my last answer:
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!

Another support that was really excellent and was not recognized010-9 1

O by me until sometime later, later after the first few days,k/ 2

was the DOE support and the sort of capability they had over l
3

'

4 at the Central City Airport, I believe was the name of it.
|

If that kind of communications hardware that they made available
5

and they flew into that area had been somehow made available6

to the teams we had at the site on Wednesday and Thursday, I7

|think we would have had a lot better communication because they
8

had all kinds of pagers and base stations and ways to relay9

10 information back to Washington.

11 We could have had 12 or 20 channels of communication all

12 the time with people at the site rather than relying on the'

-( ) 13 one or two telephone linkups that we did. And so I think one

14 lesson I have learned would be to get sort of that DOE

capability either within the NRC or some kind of understanding15

16 that DOE would really make it available and integrate it right

17 into our recovery plans early on. So, I think that would have

18 made a difference in our perception of the accident if we'd

19 had it available and~ fully utilized it.

20 Q You mentioned the airport facility. Are you

21 referring to the airport over across the river?'

(V̂)
'

22 A Yes.

23 Q Do you know who made available the facilities over
.

p
k-) 24 there that were used for GPU/ Met Ed. Industry Advisory Group?

Ace Fedorof Reporters, Inc. .

25 A ~ No,_I don't. I think I had been at the site about j
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a week before I visited that Central City Airport and the DGEole-10 j

2 setup. And by that time they were making -- they had a very

3 elaborate operation going and I was really impressed by the

4 communications here and the analysis gear they had managed

5 to bring to the site. I think that's an important capability tc

6 keep in mind and make sure that we have access to, if we don't

have it ourselves.7

8 The NRC has very little operational capability. In other

9 words, if you count the number of geiger counters and portable

10 vans and prior arrangements even for private planes -- in other

11 words, I'm not sure if I needed to be in Oregon by midnight

12 tonight, but I'd have an easy way of getting there. You know,

() 13 we could call the Flying Tiger Airline or something and see
,

14 if they'd make arrangements. But we don't, I think, as an

15 agency, have nearly the capability for operational aspects that

16 the old Atomic Energy Commission had and is still available

17 within the DOE.

18 Q And you seem to suggest that we should either

19 provide such operational capability in some areas or make sure
|

20 that we can tap into.that sort of capability? ;

-
i
1

L 21 A Yes. |

(}- '

'- 22 Q One last question on the organizational support

23 the industrial advisory group and that whole hierarchy.

24 .Do you think if that had been preestablished or established
! Aco Federd Reporters,Inc.

25 earlier that'would have.substantially changed the course of
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)lr 1 1 events?

2 A By " change the course", obviously it wouldn't have

3 changed the accident during that first few hours because,-,

V
4 nothing would have -- nothing in the sense of assuming outside

5 technical support would have made much difference, but it might

6 have led to recognition of the seriousness of the accident

7 much earlier than actually occurred. And I think industry has

8 moved in that direction now that they do have identified

9 technical experts in each specialty and will -- are set up so

10 as to respond as a group the next time there's a call.

11 Q I would like to go down now and close out this

12 whole line of questioning with one line associated with the
O
k'' 13 B&W effort. The potential for an explosion of the bubble of

14 noncondensable gases was a major concern starting around

15 Friday.

10 Were you aware at that time of any analysis that was done

17 by B&W and other organizations in response to this issue?

18 Things that they were doing?

I9 A I talked to Don Roy several times. I think I

20 talked to him before I went to the Ireland and even after

21 I got there, but I don't remember gettidg any feedback that
,_

Iv< 22 assisted me in making a determination about the flammability

23 or detonability of the bubble. It just didn't come back in

24 and somehow we were talking about other areas and he didn't
Ace Feder:j Reporters, Inc.

25 volunteer it or I didn't ask. So, I don't remember getting

any.information in those channels.
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() 2 A I should say I do remember af ter Sunday when we

3 began to find that the bubble was disappearing, I do

4 remember then ge tting inf ormation f rom B&W about how they(}
5 calculated the bubble size and their basis for thinking the

6 bubble was going -- and this sort of thing. But that was

7 kind of af ter the bubble flammability issue had peaked and

8 turned down.

9 0 You earlier said that you were concerned that B&W
>

10 was in a reactive mode. I have here a memorandum. It is

11 actually a National Security Council situation report

12 written by Jessica Ma tthews, which includes a paragraph

13 describing that you met with 50 to 60 industry

14 representatives on April. ist and expressed satisf action that

15 the best minds in the business are at work on the problems,

16 but went on -- this memo goes on to say, The only company

17 which does not seem to be taking the situation at all

18 seriously is Babcock & Wilcox.

19 Let me show you this, first of all. This is Exhibit 3113

20 in the Special Inquiry, and perhaps you would want to read

21 the whole thing (handing document to witne ss. )

22 (Wi tne ss reading document. )

23 BY MR. BALLAINE:

24 0 Why don't you tell us, by the way, whether you've

25 ever seen that before?
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kapMM i A No, I haven't seen that before. I have read that

(} 2 now. I had f orgo tten the question.

3 BY MR. BERNERO:

/~T 4 0 The passage I had marked in red ink about the
(J

S reported occurrence where you reportedly said that you were

6 satisfied on April 1 st with industry response, except for

7 the B&W response, do you recall making that statement at an

6 April i st mee ting?

9 A No, I don't recall that statement. That

10 apparently is a summary obtained from the industry itself

11 based on what I told them when I me t with them.

12 0 Do you recall ever making that statement about

13 B&W's response?

14 A Yes, I do remember being troubled by a seeming

() 15 lack of inf ormation f rom B&W themselves. The first few days

16 up there, and apparently on into April 2nd or so, it just

17 seemed like we weren't ge tting the information f rom B&W that

18 I felt we should be getting.

19 0 But would you characterize that as a passiveness

20 on B&W's part, or indif ference? Did you have a specific

21 f eeling about what was the cause of their not providing the

22 inf orma tion?

23 (Pause.)

24 A I think f rom the very. first day of the accident,

25 we thought that B&W should be a _ good source of information
.
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kapMM i to ask what was going on in a reactor that they had

() 2 designed. And we f ound that they did have someone at the

3 plant, I think the day of the acciden t, and so we had

4 a ssumed that B&W had turned to and had put their analysis{'}
5 staff to work and would be grinding out answers to show what

6 the status of the core was.

7 During the next couple of days I had the f eeling that B&W

6 was not getting even the quality of information at

9 Lynchburg, it seems, that we were getting in the reponse

10 center. And therefore they were unable to do the kinds of

11 calculations. And I knew the B&W organization well enough

12 to know tha t they had the capability to produce a lot of the

13 analyses and results that we were looking for. And I Just

14 got the f eeling, I guess -- a pparently .right up through that

() 15 date, that they had not as a company made this wholehearted

16 commitment to drop everything else that they were doing and

17 turn really their f ull attention to this plant.

18 0 Well, I will read to you, now, Bob Arnold, in his

19 deposition before the TMI Special Inquiry Group, in

20 discussing what he was doing on Saturday, states the

21 following -- or stated the following. Let me read it to )

22 you. Quote, "On. Saturday about noon I recall specifically,

23 I guess a little before noon I met with Harold Denton for a
,

l

24 f ew minutes and I guess got be tter tuned in to what he |

() 25 perceived to. be the technical . resources we had in place.
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.kapMM 1 _ And I heard his concerns that we weren't bringing B&W

2 resources to bear."
{

3 "O As a result of that you made a call to

4 Mr. MacMillan of B&W?"

5 "A Yes, in which I made it clear to him that all

6 resources within B&W that could possibly be made available

7 to this affort, I wanted made-available and in effect

8 charged him -- gave the authority f rom the company for him

9 to expend whatever resources he f elt were desirable in

10 supporting this effort that he had available, and went back,

11 and reported to Denton that conversation with MacMillan."

12 End quote.

13 Do you recall that interchange with Bob Arnold on

14 Saturday around midday?

() 15 A I don't recall that specific words, but I do

16 remember talking with Bob about that kind of situation.

17 0 Did you perceive a change af ter his attention was

18 brought to bear? Perhaps did you understand that he had

19 done this?

20 A I think I understood that he was going to do it

21 af ter that conversation you mentioned. And it was a fluid

22 situation, changing -- but I did have some f eeling for some

23 time that B&W had just not really turned to -- and

24 sometimes, I did get the f eeling they had.
,

() 25 In other words, I remember MacMillan appeared at the
,
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kapMM i site. He brought up a lot of his staff. And my concern was

() 2 alleviated. But when I was not -- my opinion wasn't really

3 based on commitments or agreements to pay. ?t was based

4 more on my staff telling me that they were ge tting answers{}
5 that only B&W could provide. And once they began to get

6 those answers my concern about B&W participation went away.

7 0 Okay. You can't give any sort of watershed time

8 where the thing shif ted over?

9 A No, I don't recall. But I do think by the middle

10 of the week, the week af ter the accident, by some time like

|| Wednesday or so, I did begin to see an organizational

12 structure by GPU and by the industry advisory group that we

.

were happy with. And by observing its functioning,13

14 everybody had a role to play in the GPU organization and

) 15 they appeared well definea. And I think my concerns were

16 considerably alleviated, f rom an organizational standpoint,

17 after that.

18 BY MR. BALLAINE:

19 0 Now, you testified that you when you became

20 concerned about the utility's technical weakness that you

21 first spoke to Mr. Dieckamp and you think that was probably
,

22 Friday night. You also indicated that some time Saturday

23 you spoke to the president about -- I think it's f air to

24 say, the need to get additional technical su pport to the

q(> 25 site.
i
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kapMM i Was there something that you did between the time that

2 you spoke to Mr. Dieckamp and spoke to the president in an(}
3 effort to solve this problem of your perceived technical

4 inadequacy on the part of the utility?{}
5 Was the president the next step?

6 A I think somewhere in there I did try to get in

7 touch with the chairman of the board of GPU, and f ailing

8 t ha t just became increasingly concerned, I guess, over that

9 night, that the level of seriousness from which GPU viewed

10 the need for additional resources other than what they had

11 arranged for, was just not going to come to fruition. And

12 I'm sure that's why I decided to bring it to the president's

13 attention, because the president was interested in these

14 phone conversa.tions.

( 15 What is it that I can -- what was it that he can do

16 through his office that would materially assist the

17 situation in addition to providing equipment and logistical

18 support and so forth. And by Sunday I must have become --

19 Saturday morning, suf ficiently concerned that GPU was not

20 going to make a quantum change in their approach to a

21 | technical pool --

22 0 I wondered, because you had other conversations

23 with GPU or Met Ed or because you hadn't seen any

24 improvement being made.

25 A. I think it was more that I hadn't seen improvement

.
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ka pMM i and whatever ongoing discussions I had had tended to -- the

2 Gpu attitude generally was, I think, in that first few days,}
3 that NRC was grossly overreacting and wanting to get such

4 ma ssive amounts of attention to this problem.

S 0 That wa s the impression you had as to OpV's point

6 of view?

7 A Yes.

8 0 Can you recall anything that was said by anybody

9 that supports tha t impre ssion? Just wonder - your

10 recollection of more specific conversations or steps that

11 were or weren't taken. Something more concrete that

12 supported that impression that you had by Saturday morning.

13 A I'm afraid I can't pin it to any one thing.

14 O Something you were told by the staff, maybe? Your

() 15 s ta f f ?

16 A I think it was probably reflecting both my staff's

17 anxiety level at not having firm f acts available, plus my

18 own assessment f rom dealing with Dieckamp and Arnold and

19 Herbein, that their sense of priorities and urgency was just

20 diff erent f rom mine. They thought they were doing an

21 adequate job with the level of attention they were giving

22 it. And I wanted a much higher level. And I didn't know

23 how to achieve this higher level.

24 0 What was the diff erence in levels of attention
n-

- (,) 25 more in the nature of contingencies, planning for

n
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kepMM i con tingencie s?

Os
2 A Contingencies was my number one concern -- I

3 shouldn't say my number one concern. But it was a high

4 concern.
{}
,

5 0 Is there something else that, you know, you

6 perceived as a difference between what they thought was

7 enough and what you thought was enough?

8 A Another area, I think, was control of effluents,

9 that they didn't have the sense of urgency about stopping

10 iodine and noble gas releases that I had perceived. They

.11 were looking at -- more comparing those releases to some

12 sort of f ederal standards and I wanted to bring them way

13 down to very low levels.

14 So that was another area in which I think we continually

15 had some diff erence in perception of how serious the problem

16 was and especially changing the filters, for example Once

17 we found the iodine filters weren't really eff ective, it was

18 a constant urging on our part to put more men on the job and

19 do more and get it done, and their f eeling that they were

20 doing all that needed to be done. j

21 Q Again, can you poin t to any conversations that you

22 personally participated in with some utility people in which

23 there was a discussion about difference in viewpoint about
,

24 effluents?

( 25 A MyLrecollections have gotten all too hazy after
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kapMM i the passage of time, as to why I did certain things.

2 O Okay. And I dic want to clarify this. At the(')
3 time you spoke to the president it was your. purpose, among

4 other things, to bring to his a ttention your concern about(}
5 the need for additional technical support?

6 A Yes.

7 0 Now, at the time when you told presidential

6 a ssi stant s, I take it, that B&W was one of the potential

9 sources, had you had any telephone contact with somebody at

10 B&W other than Mr. Roy in an effort to specifically get them

11 to throw whatever resources 1they had into the problem?

12 A I may have had some with MacMillan but the bulk of

13 my conversations were with Don Roy.

14 O Do I understand correctly that after those, the

( 15 conversations with the president, that basically something

16 started to happen and the technical support started to come

17 in; is that right?

18 A Yes.

19 0 And am I also correct in understanding that then

20 you didn't have a problem until you realized that now you

21 are going to have a need to start to replace operators, that

22 the hands-on people working at the site, and that tha t

23 happened maybe Monday or Tuesday?

24 .I want to see if I understand the sequence of your

) 25 concerns for the need for additional help.
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kapMM I A I think once the industry advisory group got

-( J 2 working they convinced me that they were thinking about the

3 things that my staff had been concerned about -- what do you

{} do if this or that fails, and how do you get the reactor and4

5 the effluents under control? And it was either Monday or

6 Tuesday that I did turn my a ttention to carrying out t he

7 plans that had been developed by the technical groups.

8 0 Now, wi th respect to this matter of ge tting fresh

9 operators in f rom the other utilities, did you raise this

10 first with GPU and Met Ed? And if so, do they have some

11 initial resistance to that particular idea?

12 A I think it was almost like the industry advisory

13 group, that GPU really thought they could handle it, they

14 had some rescarces they were calling on themselves, and when

) 15 I'd ask them what they were doing they've got an operator

16 coming f rom GPU -- I mean an operator coming from Jersey

17 Central. And maybe they were recalling two operators that

18 were on vacation. And they would always have a response to

19 these questions. They'd have one or two things going.

20 But it was, I gue ss, the difference between what I

21 thought was needed and what they though was needed, was a

22 huge gap. And I think I discussed it with them and kind of

23 had the f eeling that they wouldn't object if some help could

24 be:found.- But they really didn't think that they needed it,
A
kl 25 - or needed to initiate it. At least that's the kind of
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kapMM i perception I had.

I'j.u
. I take it it's also your perception that if youd 2 0

3 didn't do it then they weren't going to bring in the

4 additional support that you thought was sufficient.{}
5 A or they would stick with what they had described,

6 which I thought was not sufficient.

7 0 Do you remember having a conversation --

8 A I think it's f air to say they had f ar more

9 confidence in the ability of GPU as an entity to handle the

10 whole problem than I had, either from a technical or an

11 opera tional standpoint.

12 0 By the way, these conversations with respec t to

13 bringing in other operators, do you think that took place

14 af ter the weekend, Monday or Tuesday?

() 15 I'm just trying to get time. frames.

16 A I think it was probably Sunday night -- kind of

17 discussions. Possibly af ter the meeting with the technical j

18 group and it could have been on Monday.

19 0 You testified ' earlier on that it was shortly af ter
i

20 you got to the site there was the big push to get some kind )
i

21 of written contingency plans from GPU Met Ed.

22 Did you ever get such plans from them?

23 A Yes, they did respond. And our view was that you

24 should have a plan for the major possible contingencies,

A)(_ 25 even if it were just a sketchy outline without everything

,
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ka pMM i filled in. If it just said, pump A trip start pump B

2 immediately, and then D, and then if that f ails, immedia tely{}_
3 do that -- then I do remember they did respond and began to

4 generate these very simple procedures that just had a
[}

5 skele ton of ac tion.

6 So that my concern was if something happened 1 :00

7 a.m. the next morning tha t there would be steps taken that

6 we would concur in.

9 0 How quickly, as best you recall, did they respond

10 to some kind of skeletal procedures? Are you talking about

11 within hours, or a day or two?

12 A I think by -- my recollection is within a day they

13 were putting in place the skeletal procedures.

14 0 Who do you think they were putting those together

() 15 -- by the way -- do you think they went to outside sources?

16 A No, I think they had more the station technical

17 staff or people who were involved in procedures doing it. I

18 don't recall who they had doing it.

19 0 Do you recall a conversation on Friday night

20 involving you, Mr. Fouchard and Mr. Creitz? I'm wondering

21 whe ther you have any recollec tion -- at the time, if you had

22 a conversation involving those parties?

23 A Yes, I think we all three met in the private house

24 on Friday night.

- 25 ~Q .Do you re. call whether the subject dealings with ,
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.kapMM I the press came up at that time?

O 2 A Yes. Mr. Creitz had a proposed press release that
.V

3 - he wanted to put out as a join t statement.

4 0 This was at the mee ting. I think I remember you

5 testifying earlier Mr. Fouchard essentially advised you or

6 stepped in and said, no, that the NRC woulcn't join.

7 A Yes.

6 0 Was there any other conversation at that time

9 about the possibility of Met Ed stepping aside altogether?

10 A I think Mr. Creitz did have - the relations with

.11 the press weren't something I was -- had as a high

12 priority. I remember Mr. Creitz and Fouchard would have

13 these discussions about, should you have joint press

14 releases. And maybe they were saying they planned one at

15 9 200 o' clock tomorrow morning, and would we participate in

a
16 that sort of thing.

17 But at the time I didn't - I just sort of overheard and

18 relied upon Mr. Fouchard to advise me in what our practice I
l

19 should be.

20 MR. BALLAINE: Let's take a recess.

21 (Recess.) |
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pv 104 i BY MR. BALLAINE:

e'~T 2 0 We are following up further on Mr. Denton's
V

3 recollection. Just anything you can remember that was

4 discussed Friday night in the conversations involving, among
)

S others, Mr. Creitz, with respect to dealings with the l

6 press.

7 A I .think GPU was sort of surprised to see me up

8 there and all the retinue that I brought, and I think they

9 had proposed that we have some sort of joint press

10 conferences together. And they had proposed earlier that

11 day a joint press release, and they told us -- I think they

12 even told us that Herbein was going to hold a pre ss

13 conf erence the next morning and shouldn't we have managed to

14 participate in the same thing.

() 15 By tha t time, I think, we had reached the conclusion that

16 this being 7: 00 o' clock a t night, so I had been there for

17 five or six hours, that we were going to do our own thing

18 and they could do theirs and we would do ours. But we just

19 didn't see much opportunity to hold joint ones.

20 I don't think there was any discussion among us three

21 tis t they shouldn't hold theirs. It was more that we

22 weren't going to combine the press conferences in any way.

23 0 Do you remember any other conversations on either

24 Friday or .early Saturday, whether or not involving GPU, Met
( Ed personnel in which there were conversations perhaps, the25
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pv MM 1 appropriateness of just having the NRC handle pre ss

() 2 ' briefings and pre ss conf erences? |
|

3 A I do remember a conversation where GPU told us |

4 they weren't going to have any more. And I remember some
(}

5 discussions with some of the White House staff about the

6 f act that Herbein held one Saturday morning and I held one

7 and there was a lot of interest in the diff erences.
8 But exactly where or when GPU decided to stop or why they

9 stopped, I don't really know.

10 0 The other conversations you have just testified to

11 recalling were conversations that would have taken place

12 sometime at least mid-day Saturday?

13 A Yes, and I do remember Mr. Creitz seemed to be --

14 they also had another public relations person on the staff

1.5 that was usually present when Mr. Creitz was there, but I

16 have forgotten his name.

17 0 But I take it Mr. Creitz seemed to be the guy with

18 the utility who was most directly involved in this press

19 question?

20 A Yes. You have to remember that by Friday, at

21 least, I had not gotten involved until Friday at 7:15 in any

22 major. press conf erencess it was just the minor press

23 conf erence that af ternoon sometime.

24 0 Directing your a ttention now to Saturday, the

.25 31st, sometime during this day, Chairman Hendrie down in-
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pv MM i Washington held a press . conference, and at that time, among

(]} 2 other things, he indica ted that there was at least a

3 possibility -- it was more speculation -- but that in the

('T 4 event of certain situations there might have to be an
-V

5 evacuation up to 20 miles.

6 Tb the bes t of your recollection, had there ever been any

7 conversations in which you were involved in which the

8 r ssibility of evacuating that far out, up to 20 miles, had

9 ever been mentioned?

10 A I don't recall having participated in any

11 discussion of 20-mile evacuation on Saturday.

12 0 or even Friday or Thursday or Wednesday or anytime

13 before mid-day Sa turday?

14 A 20 miles may have been mentioned somewhere along

( 15 the way before I lef t Bethesda, but af ter I got to the site

the hydrogen i ssue -- arose , I just16 and the issue of --

17 don't remember 20 miles being in any of my discussions with

18 the commi ssion.

19 0 Had you at the site, or had any of your people on

20 your staff at the site, given any thought to how f ar out an

21 evacuation might have to be made in the event of, you know,

22 the worst-case po ssibility?

23 A Well, we had -- we had looked at the data in

24 WASH-1400 on core melt times, and using tables -- you could

25 find: tables in WASH-1400 to tell you how many hours you

.
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pv MM i might have before you penetrate the vessel or you would lose

() 2 containment integrity, depending on how many days elapsed

3 since the core was originally shut down.

4 And I remember the State of Pennsylvania brought in()
5 Dr. Neal Wall as a consultant. He was -- he did some of the

6 WASH-1400 calcula tions, especially those dealing with

7 evacuations.

6 So, we meet with him and discuss these details, and I

9 remember agreeing with Dr. Wall one time that in the worst

10 case it was hard to see a need for ev,acuations beyond 10

Il miles.

12 O When do you think this particular conversation

13 took place?

14 A I think it was early on the following week. I

15 don't believe he was there on Sunday. It was more like

16 Monday or Tuesday kind of thing.

17 0 What about, though, as of Saturday, maybe you

18 hadn't focused' on the site, but did you have any distances

19 in mind as the ult ate distance of evacuation in the event

20- of a worst-case scenario?

21 A We hadn't done ay particular focusinq other thann

22 just a knowledge of what was in WASH-1400, that you had a

23 whole range of accidents. And I guess I was f eeling that

24 each day that su.ccessf ully pa ssed, I f elt be tter and better

25 about the situation, and that fission products had decayed
,
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pv MM i of f a bit more and the total amount of energy in the system

(]) 2 was going down.

3 But on Saturday, I f el t the coolability of the core had

4 been established' and that the accident wasn't worsening.(}
5 And while I knew that we were looking at the hydrogen bubble

6 issue, I didn't f eel any big apprehension that evacuation

7 might be imminent, as tha t pre ss story said Saturday night.

8 Q So, anyway, there wasn't any focusina on it, at

9 least at tha t time up at the site on the question of

10 worst-case contingencies, how far out do we evacuate, those

11 kinds of questions?

12 A Not on Sa turday, no.

13 BY MR. BERNERO:

14 0 By point of clarification, Mr. Denton, you

.p%- 15 indicated talking to Neal Wall probably early in that second

16 week and concluding that the worst-case scenario would not

17 require an evacuation beyond about 10 miles. Was that for

IU the level of decay heat present at that time? Or was that

19 re trospec tive ?

20 A I think it was for the level of decay heat at that

21 time, but I don't think it was all that much diff erence

22 between three days and five days, for example. The f act

23 that we had gotten beyond the first couple of days and the

24 decay heat curve begins to fla tten ou t.

; 25 0 Thank you.
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- pv MM 1 BY MR. BALLAINE:

/~' 2 0- Now, Saturday morning did you have a conversation
'ks)

3 on the telephone with Mr. Case in which he mention, among

- (v'y 4 o ther things, that he disagreed with your statement the

5 prior evening, which I think he took as a suggestion that

6 there was no. chance of an explosion and suggest that you not

7 go that f ar in the f uture pre ss briefings?

8 A I don't recall the conversa tion.

V 0 Do you recall at any time Saturday becoming aware

10 of the f act that people in Be thesda were saying, "Look, you

11 can't say as a flat matter that there is no risk of an

12 explosion of the reactor vessel"?

13 A Yes, I do recall becoming aware that Bethesda was

14 doing more calculations about flammability and

15 detonability. My own staff at-the site didn't seem to be

16 unduly concerned about that aspect.

17 I remember my last information I had before leaving the

le site to go to the press conference is that we had a number

19 of days, a week or more, before we would reach conditions

20 where flammability or detonability was a real possibility.

21 I remember raising some concerns about it f rom a standpoint

22 of ignition sources,'that I didn't 'see an ignition source.

23 And that got studied by Bethesda, and the word came back was

24 that I couldn't depend upon that because agitation in the

. ((3/L 25 water and high temperatures and so forth, so I should not
.
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' pv MM i look upon that as an absolute barrier to ignition.

() 2 0 All right, let me try to clarify one or two

3 things.

4 Am I correct now that this concern about the potential(]}
5 for an explosive mix in the bubble involved the calculation

6 of two separate conditions: one, a flammable conditions and

7 then, two, sometime af ter tha t, what I guess we can call a

8 combustible --

9 A I would say "de tonable."

10 0 -- Detonable condition. Is that right?

11 A Yes.

12 Q Now, you just indicated that you had heard before

13 you went to the press conference Saturday night that it

14 would be a matter of days, one week or more, before it would

15 be combustible. I think was your word. In any event, I want

16 to clarify: is it your recollection you were told it would

17 be a number of days before it reached a flammable mixture,

18 before you reached a detonable mixture?. Which was it

19 referring to, the idea of having a number of days, one week

20 or more?

21 A I remember throughout the day the numbers bounced

22 around a bit on what the concentrations were that would

23 permit either a combustion or a detonation in an atmosphere

24 of hydrogen with oxygen added. And the number depended upon

/ 25 the pressure and .perhaps .the relative humidity and a number
'
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pv MM i of things. I sort of used them interchangeably.

I'_h 2 It seems to me the numbers were like five to sevenx/
3 percent at one times and depending on when I said them, I

T 4 was either talking about the combustible one or the('/\._
S de torable one. And the detonable times were always longer.

6 But I can't remember at the moment whether Friday night I

7 was talking detonable or combustible. I would have to look

8 back at the transcript.

9 0 Le t me show you a transcript. This is Saturday

10 night conference now. The cover of this says: " Transcripts

li of State of Pennsylvania Press Conferences" (showing

12 document to witne ss) .

13 For your information, this is taken f rom the governor's

14 press office. This is the entire transcript for the press

(~)
\~/ 15 conf erence Sa turday, March 31,.11:00 p.m.

16 Why don't I start you at the bottom of this page and up

47 to the top of the third. But really, what interests me the

16 most is where, according to this, you say_ there is not a

19 combustible mixture in the containment or .n the reactor.

20 vessel and there is no near-term danger at all.

21 What is.the shortest term you're talking about?

22 Cer tainly days before. I want to clarif y what was in your

23 mind, whether you had in mind it was days before you would

,

reach a flammable mix or whether you had in mind reach a24

\/ 25- detonable mix, or whether you just hadn't really focused on
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pv MM i the dif f erences between the times.

2 A (Reading document.) Well, at that time I knew the(}
3 diff erence between the flammable limits and the detonable

4 limits, and I knew that the detonable limits required more
)

5 oxygen input than the flammable limits.

6 0 I guess I!am wondering what it was that was

7 several days away in your mind, the flammable condition or

8 the detonable condition?

Y A I think, at the time of the press conference here

10 I was really thinking about flammable limits. Then, I

11 think, af ter returning to the site I found out that the view

12 back in Washington was that maybe flammable limits had been

13 r.iached and that detonable limits would be reached in a f ew

14 days depending upon how you calculated the numbers.

() 15 But I think, at the time I was talking here, I was

16 talking about flammable. I say utlammable limits," and I

17 would have used adetonable limits" if that's what I meant, I

18 a ssume.

19 0 Combustible, I take it --

20 A Combustible is the same as flammable. Because I

21 say " days bef ore flammability and many more days before that

| 22 before de tonable limits."

23 I should point out that I think all day Saturday the

24 calculations in this area bounced around. We had telefaxed

b)
\_s 25 to the sites some tests that had been run on the
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pv MM i flammability of hydrogen mixtures and the numbers that were

( }) 2 beinn pulled of f curves varied with the time of day. All

3 the while we were operating with the erroneous assumption

4 about the rate of oxygen input into the bubble. What I{}
5 think was varying during that day was what are the flammable

o and detonable limits, assuming the same one percent per day
'

7 of oxygen.

8 0 Now, according to a memorandum that we have, you

9 spoke with Jack Watson sometime Saturday evening, and you

10 talked about the question of how long it would take before a

.11 decision would have to be made as to whether or not or how

12 to intervene in the reactor vessel to get rid of the

13 hydrogen bubble. Do you recall having such a conversation

14 wi th Mr. Watson sometime Sa turday?

15 A Yes.

16 0 Now, at t ha t time we believe you indicated it

17 wous;f be "several cays" before a decision would have to be

18 made concerning in'.srvention. Do you think you said that?

19 Do you think that's what you indicated during the

20 conversation with Mr. Watson on that Saturday?

21 A I f yo u' v-e go t i t , I don't know why you ask me that

22 question.

23 0 Because it's hearsay hearsay, and I am not going

24 to pin you with j t when it's fourth-hand.

25 A -Yes, I do recall at the time thinking that if we

.
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pv MM i were unable to get the bubble out and we were approaching

(]) 2 either a flammable limit or a detonable limit, whichever the

3 lower limit was, tha t we shouldn't wait right up to the last

4 day, that we should take steps to put the civil defense{}
5 system in a high state of readiness and make a drastic

6 change in the cooling of the core during the daytime hours

7 when.everyone is alert, and you could have all the technical

8 people available in the control room for guidance and you

9 would have evacua tion plans and readiness to go, and you

10 announce that "We are about to change the mode of cooling in

11 the core."

12 And I do recall telling people like Watson that we had

13 several more days to work on ge tting the bubble out before I

14 thought it would be a crisis situation that would demand

( 15 this drastic change in the hydraulics of the core.

16 0 Tha t's wha t I wanted to clarify, that this

17 question of how much time you had really was dependent on.

18 some kind of conclusion as to the detonability of the

19 bubble.

20 A Yes. And that assumed that the bubble was

21 combustible and detonable, and that I would want to take

22 whatever action I could take to get rid of the bubble, such

23 as .to by lowering the pre ssure in the core, blowing down the

24 reactor system, some safe number of days prior to

25 calculating we would actually reach a combustible or
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py MM i de tonable mixture.
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mgcMM i 0 On Sunday, there was a briefing of the President.

(]) 2 inco1ving you and Dr. Mattson, who was present, and

3 Mr. Stello among others. You had previously received some
j

{) information directly f rom Dr. Ma ttson as respects work done4

5 by him and others back in Washington on this explosiveness
:

6 of the bubble' question. What's your best recollection as to

7 what you told the President, just insof ar as this question

8 of potential explosiveness of the bubble is concerned?

9 A My recollection is that I told him about the same

10 thing that I said at the press conf erence at night. Using

.I l conservative calculations, it would be days or a week before

12 we would reach a mixture -- but these calculations looked

13 very conservative, and a number of ideas were being

14 considered to release -- to get the bubble out of the

} 15 r eactor vessel. And I think Vic chimed in and gave some

16 comments, and I believe prank Press asked a f ew questions,

17 and maybe Roger Ma ttson responded to those.

18 I think we lef t him with the impre ssion that it was a

19. serious problem, that we weren't satisfied that it had gone

20 completely away. I think by that time Vic Stello thought

21 the problem was way. overblown, and we hadn't had an

22 opportunity to convince Roger Mattson or the Chairman of

23 Vic's views but lef t the Chairman with the feeling that

|~24 while it was a problem, it could be handled and didn't

25 require evacuation.
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mgcMM 1 Right before the President arrived, we did have a hall

() 2 meeting between the Chairman and Vic and Roger and myself,

3 and I think that's when Vic pointed out the views at the

4 site, that you couldn't ge t oxygen into a bubble at 1000(}
S pounds. And I think that insight had been passed over back

6 in Bethesda. They had sort of taken the oxygen input number

7 and had moved on to do calculations, assuming that that was

6 the correct number.

9 Q I take it, though, at least --

10 A We were still acting -- I think when the President

11 a rri ved , we were still acting on the presumption that we had

12 aays, even under the conservative assumptions, before a

13 drastic change in the status of the core would be required.

14 0 Am I correct, though, that the view that was

15 passed on by Dr. Mattson was that you could already be at

16 flammability and that indeed there could be a burn because

17 of some kind of possible ignition source, so at least in

18 tha t respect there was -- viewing everything most

19 conservatively, a possibility of burn that day?

20 A I think that was a view we found out that they had

21 when they arrived at the site. The moment it was mentioned

22 that your oxygen assumption has Just got to be off of this !
1

23 kind of case, I think their -- Roger's concern -- had

24 already gone down considerably.

( 25 0 So I take it you didn't pass on to the President

.

.

.s .

. ,- 'b
~

>

)

, ~.

w $ n

. . . A 1



_ - - .

D74 08 03 87

=mgcMM i this particular theory ' that, "Look, by the way, we might be

() 2 at flammability and there could be a burn under this or tha t

3 condition today"?

4 A I don't think we implied it could be today. I-( }
5 telt we lef t him with the impression that it was some days

o off, even conservatively calculated.

7 0 Directing your a ttention to the following Tuesday,

8 I have a record somewhere of somebody testifying to a

9 conversation involving you, Mr. Stello, Dr. Ma ttson, and

10 Mr. Dieckamp, in which you complained that GPU did not have

11 a plan for getting to cold shutdown. Does this relate to

12 the thing you testified earlier, or is this some other

,
13 complaint tha t you had a t that time, if indeed you recall

14 any such conversation?

Ci 15 A I think the later complaint or the one you are

16 mentioning about cold shutdown was a desire to more

17 aggressively bring the temperature of the system down and to

18 establish, for example, ndtural circulation cooling mode.

19 And I think the utility was somewhat more inclined to

20 continue to cool the core the same way it had been cooled

21 f rom Wednesday af ternoon on.

22 0 Well, what if anything happened af ter you

23 indicated in substance that there wasn't a plan to get to

24 cold shutdown?
(~8kJ ' 25 :A The company did come. up with a plan to lower the'
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mgcMM i ' tem pe ra ture . The reason for lowering the temperature is to

(} 2 lower the pressure in the system and lower the po ssibili ty

3 of a pipe break or equipnent f ailure interrupting core

4 cooling. And they did devise a plan to go to natural(]}
S circulation, and it was a satisf actory plan. So the company

6 eventually did re spond.

7 0 Okay. Over the course of Friday, Saturday, and

d Sunday, you spoke on a number of occasions to the Governor

9 or members of his staff. During this time, did you ever

10 tell the Governor or his staf f or run through with the

11 Governor and his staf f the possible ways in which the

12 hydrogen bubble might be removed and what that might mean in

13 terms of having to plan for evacuation, things like that?

14 A Yes, I did.

() is O Can you tell us some of the specific alternatives

lo you discussed with the Governor, to the extent you can

17 recall, as to how you might go about getting rid of the

18 bubble and what that might mean insofar as evacuation was

19 concerned?

20 A Usually I would take one of the staff members with

21 me to brief the Governor, and I think I took Mr. Stello and !

22_ Mr. Mattson and maybe others so that the Governor could see

'

23 some of the f aces, and I would have my staff describe

.
24 usually something that they were closely working on.

) 25 But as I recall with regard to removing the bubble,-we

.
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mgcMM i had talked about several ways of trying to reduce it through

'() 2 venting of the pressurizer, for example, or increased
'

3 letdown flow ano those kinds of systems. But I think our

(]) 4 thought was that if we couldn't remove the bubble through

5 those means, we'd have to resort to depre ssurizing the

6 primary system -- in ef f ect, going to very low pressure and

7 repressurizing the system with emergency saf ety systems.-

8 I don't recall the specifics of the plan that had been

9 devised for that.

10 0 Was there ever a time Friday, Saturday, Sunday,

11 Monday when something in writing was presented to the

12 Governor or maybe something was written, transcribed? As

13 you explained things to the Governor, there would be a

14 written record of the kinds of alternatives you were

O 15 discussing with him?

10 A I don't recall writing anything. I don't recall

17 giving the Governor anything that we wrote. We would pass

18 on the the Governor copies of things that we may have

19 obtained from GPU, for example, and I think their plan for

20 bringing the reactor to cold shutdown is something we would

have taken copies to t e Governor's of fice about and21 h

22 explained to him what they contained.
,

23 0 Tha t wou'.d have been much later, I gather --

24 sometime Tuesday or af ter .auesday?

-(
25 A' Yes. ' And then th'ere was the overall Commission
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mgcMM i plan with regard to evacuation that was brought up to the

(]) 2 site by Chairman Hendrie that we gave the Governor.

3 0 Okay. I just want to show you what's been marked

4 in deposition of Commissioner Gilinsky as 5105. Is that the(]}
5 document you just referred to in testimony? Take a look and

o see if it does look familiar.

7 (The witness examined the document.)

8 I'm sure that't the beast.

9 A Either this document or a very similar one in

10 format and substance was brought to the site by the

il Chairman, and we did give a copy of it to the Governor and

12 explained how it would be implemented.

13 0 By the way, is that type of document some thing

14 that you had asked to be prepred? Was it your impression

{>T 15 that you had originally made the request that some thing like, s-

16 that be generated, or was it something that was initiated by

17 NRC people back in Washingto:. Bethesda?

18 A I think it was originated in Bethesda. I think

19 the site's input was more in trying to decide what sort of

20 actions would be required -- in other words, back to the

21 contingency planning type .of thing -- that we were

22 interested in contingency plans so that if something

23 happens, if the pump f ails, what do you do next. But we had

24 not developed it to this extent.
,Q
(/ - 25 So we had probably played some role in some of the items
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mgcMM i in the table but had not requested the development of the

() 2 table. I think that was requested in Bethesda.

3 0 Let me see if I can clarify that. My impression

4 is that you had been -- the site people had been working on{}
5 a contingency, but more of if this f ails, what do we do to

o compensate for that. You hadn't, however, focused

7 necessarily on evacuation implica tions.

6 A That's right. Or how many f ailures would it take

9 to prompt a call for evacuation. Yes.

10 0 I think tha t this Exhibit 5105 indicates various

.I l circumstances under which you a t the site as Senior NRC

12 Official would have the authority to recommend evacuation

13 and in what situa tions somebody else would, such as the

14 Commissioners or the Chairman of the Commission. Is that

15 right?
_

16 A Yes.

17 0 Am I correct that this is the first time that

18 something was ever put in writing to try to memorialize your

19 authority concerning evacuation versus the Commission's?

20 A I think this is the first -- that's correct.

21 BY MR. BERNERO:

22 0 Mr. Den ton, I would like to pursue some general

23 questions with you now, these things that we have. First of

24 all, is it common now for' operating licenses of reactors to
G
k/ 25- be issued a bit at,a time -- that is, a few loading license,
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mgcMM- I then a f ew percent power, then a f ew higher percent power,

O 2 and so on up to f all power? Is this a common or ordinary

3 procedure now?

4 A. You used the word "now." of course, we haven't]
5 issued the license -

o 0 I'm ref erring to recent history, in the cast f ew

7 or two - two, three years at the most.

6 A I haven't attempted to -- I don't know the answer

9 to that. I know licenses have been issued both ways -

10 completely clean licenses tha t permitted people to load,

il fuel, and go to full power, and also that in some cases

12 where there were outstanding issues involved, they would

13 prohibit the issuance of a full power license but would

14 permit the issuance of partial power licenses. Ne have done

15 t ha t , so I think it's been a mixed practice.

16 0 In your experience, has the commercial operation's

17 statu's of the plant had any significance in the regulator

18 proce ss?

19 A No, it hasn't.

20 0 Have you ever been contacted by a member of a

21 utility that was awaiting action cn an operating license in

22 one way or another with a statement or an explanation of a

23 n.eed to receive a license or an amendment to a license in

-24 ordi . to f acilitate some financial step of that company,

25 some financial procedure?-
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mgcMM 'l A I remember only one instance like that.

2 'O Could you tell us what that is?

3 A I have some memory that there was such a request

4 made during the start up of the reactor in Arkansas --

5 Russellville.

6 0 The Arkansas nuclear one in Russellville,

7 Arkansas?

6 A Not that one. It was a test reactor. SEFOR,

9 something about SEFOR going critical in Christmas of one

10 year.versus January the next year that made a big

11 diff erence, and I do remember -- and I wasn't holding the

12 job I hold now, but some sort of push was on to try to

13 complete our action so that a license could be issued in one

14 year versus another year. But tha t's the only -- and I

15 think that plant has been decommissioned or is no longer

lo operational. Tha t's the only instance I remember where --
,

i
17 0 But you don't recall an instance of that sort with ,

)
18 a commercial reactor? ;

,

19 A No.

20 0 Let me turn to another question. In your earlier
|

21 deposition with us, you spoke of a heightened awareness of
i

22 sociological costs of evacuation. Does this suggest in your ;
I

23 mind the possibility of reviewing the EPA Protection Action |

24 Guides and in some way modifying .them?
13

' (Pause.)V .25
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mgcMM. I A Not really. I think it suggests more that to

() 2 accomplish evacuation of the type envisioned in that EPA

3 Action Guide, you need to be very selective in siting and,

4 that it's very hard to accomplish those actions if you site()
5 in densely populated areas or areas that have special

o institutions that are dif ficult to evacuate.

7 0 Well, it would seem that there are already a very

8 large number of reactor sites commi tted, either with

9 operating reactors or reactors under construction, and there

10 are no direct controls of the development of dif.*icult

.11 f acilities near them such as prisons or old people's homes

12 or things like that.

13 I don't understand your commer ~ them in saying care would

14 have to be taken in the implementation and therefore the

15 siting where it appears we have these sites. .
,

!c A I was thinking more in the future than for

17 existing sites. For existing sites, it tells me that you

18 have to look caref ully at the states' emergency plans to be

19 sure they could accomplish with any kind of reasonable

20 certainty the actions that are in the EPA guidelines. My

21 own feeling about the EPA guidelines is that they don't

22 a ttempt to do a balancing of the cost of evacuation. They

23 Lare more' set at what sort of radiation levels - perhaps

24- they do, but . I was not involved in their development. And
-

%) 25 I think they.just tried to balance radiation risk and some -
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mgcMM i sort of vague f eeling about evacuation costs rather than

() 2 doing it on a case by case basis.

3 0 Do I ga ther f rom your previous testimony and your

4 present discussion that you f eel that the question of{ ';
5 evacuation decision is highly site specific -- or situation

6 specific is perhaps a better word?

7 A I have the feeling that the NRC as a body doesn't

6 have very good information about the cost of a local

9 evacuation, t ha t this sort of knowledge is possessed by the

10 local and state governments, and to recommend to the state

11 to evacuate without knowing these other f actors, a state of

12 readiness or the adequacy of their evacuation plans is a

13 bit presumptious. And that's why I tended to take the view

14 that we have an obligation to inform the state as to what

( 15 the cost of not evacuating might be and let the state make

16 the balancing.

17 Suppose a state was also. fighting f orest firest and dams

18 and floods in some other part of the s tate -- things of

19 which we would have no knowledge perhaps. So I think i t's

20 really the elected official who has to balance the cost of

21 evacuation against the radiation savings that might be made,

22. and it's our role to make sure he's f ully aware of what the

-23 risk of radiation exposure might be and the uncertainties in

24 those estimates. .

~25 Q- Let me turn to an even more general area. The NRC

.
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mgcMM i has operated for quite some time with the presumption that
\

(_) 2 the licensee for a nuclear f acility is primarily responsible l

3 for safety and that NRC will rely on an audit review and an

4 audi t inspection of that licensee to gain the necessary[]}
5 a ssurance tha t the public health and safety are protected

,

6 properly.

7 Do you think in hindsight now af ter Three Mile Island

6 tha t we can continue with this basic f ramework for

9 regulation?

10 A Yes, I do.

11 0 Now in the saf ety review of plants, there has been

12 an evolution over the years of what people sometimes call

13 the design basis accident a pproach to reviewing the

14 acceptability of at least the nuclear reactor for

15 licensing. You have participated in this in the past.

Io Do you f eel that this system can continue the use of a

17 spectrum of design basis accidents to arguably envelope the

18 saf e ty threats within a plant design?

19 A I don't think it's adequate just by itself. And

20 you may recall that in the floating nuclear power plant

21 a ppli cation , I- f elt we r.eeded to look beyond design basis

22 accidents, and we did look at core meltdown accidents in

23 order to compare the risk of such plants to land based

24 plants. I also think when it comes to siting, you need to

25 look beyond design basis accidents, and in the Perryman case
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mgcMM i we did run the so-called CRAC code which calculates

() 2 consequences f or various core melt situations, so that !

3 could get a much be tter comparison of the relative merits of

4 - alternative sites for accidents beyond the design basis. In'{}
5 other words, _I have some concern if you just stay with

6 design basis accidents, you are not able to discriminate

7 among alternative sites as well as you might with other

6 a pproac he s .

9 So when I say we can stay with the audit approach -- and

10 the answer is, yes, I do -- I didn't mean to imply that we

il stay with exactly the same system of audits that we had.

12 I'm thinking maybe we should audit differently and look in

13 different areas. Bu t ,whe ther or, no t an audit is adequate, I

_

14 think we can do adequate reviews with audits as opposed to

15 doing a t.ull blown review.
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A A grest deal of our audit review of a licensee
,

'

W/j|gP
2 both for his performance and design analysis is based on the

3 establishment of proper quality assurance techniques. We
-.
/\
V

4 have a highly developed code of quality assurance requirements

for licensees.5

6 Q Have you ever considered the possibility of applying

7 our own codes to the NRC staff itself?

8 A Yes. The thought has often been raised that we

9 couldn't -- as to whether we'd pass our own standards. And

10 I have considered whether or not we should adopt further ways

11 to assure that we do an adequate job.

12 Q And other ways to audit the audit?

13 A Yes.

14 Q If you proceed with a refinement of the basic review

15 approach, whatever amalgam of design basis accidents and

16 separate considerations, would you expect to include in that

17 a more specific role of the Commission in individual licensing

18 cases? Do you think that would be useful or appropriate?

19 A Well, the Commission has indicated that they do

20 want to be more involved in the issuance of all new licenses

21 and are considering ways to reach down into the process and
;r

\J 22 actuslly have the Commission make the final decisions. It's

23 an awkward form to do so under the existing framework and

(O
'/ 24 ex parte rules, but I am sure a structure can be devised so'-

Aes Federot Reporters, Inc.

~25 that they can make each decision.
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1 Q Well, what I'm really seeking is your personal

2 opinion of whether the Commission should come into individual'

3 licensing cases as against coming into the delineation of how

4 you would refine the licensing practice, the general or

5 underlying basis for refined licensing techniques.

6 A I think there is something to be gained by having

7 the Commission get more involved in the decision to issue a

8 license. Now, how they narrow the issues down from all those

9 that are potentially to be considered in the application to the

10 ones they want to focus on is not clear to me. But I think

Il the granting of licenses is getting so political, and I use

12 that term not in the pejorative sense but in terms of people

O is who fever or do not fevor the 1seuence of e 11 cense, I thinx

14 it's proper to be made by officials of the Commission.

15 Q By that you mean the Commission itself personally

16 identifies with the Commission?

17 A Yes.
~

18 Q Not a staff official?

19 A Yes, right.

20 MR. BERNERO: That concludes the questions I wanted

2I to ask.

OV 22 MR. BALLAINE: Mr. Denton, we have no further

23 questions for you at this time. We greatly' appreciate your

patience in coming back for a second day'for more questioning.

.25
| .As this is a.~ continuing investigation, we can only adjourn

c y .
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it for now, but we think it's highly unlikely that we will010-3 1

V]/
have to call you back for further questioning.

2

3
Again thank you very much.

O l
THE WITNESS: I guess there are two things that I4

5
should call to your attention on the record before we terminate.

6 The staff has published the second and final report of the

lessons learned study. I want to be sure you are aware of that
7

and we are transmitting it formally to you.
8

MR. BALLAINE: Good. |9

10 THE WITNESS: Yesterday the epicore did begin

11 operation at the site. That's all. ;

12 MR. BALLAINE: Okay. Thank you very much.

13 (Whereupon, at 11:50 p.m. the hearing was

14 adjourned.)
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