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VOICEs (Okay, The date is November 28, 1vi9, It
is 10805 a,m, We are in an nffice on the second floor of
the administratinn buildina at ANO in Russellville,
Arkansas,

Prasent is John Anderson, refueling coordinator

and actinag auality contrnl manager at ANO for Arkansas Power
& Lights also Stephen M39s with the law firm of Housa,
Holmes and Jewell, representing APAL.

Prasent for the NRC [MI Special Inauiry Group are
James Creswell and Frederick Hur,

@ Ur. Andarson, we’va aiven yni a cnouy of 3 dncumaent
entitled "NRC Special Inquiry Group Aitness Notification,"
Have you raad the document?

And. VOICET Yas, 1 have,

CP VOICES Un ynu understand the information
contained in it?

Fhﬂd. VOICE® [ understand it and [ don’t think of any
questions.

Cp VOICE® Okay. If we could start onut, you could
give us a brief nistory of your nuclear=related experiance.

(Qv\d- VOICEt Let?s see, The dates, it would be bhack

about 1987 when [ was assistant superintendent at our

-

Ritchie steam electric plant, fossil unit, when was
selected as part of nur nuclear prngram,

So I came to Little Rock far a cnuple vears as a
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mechanical enginear at our general nffice, workina on the
nuclear program, Then | was assigned chief guality
assurance coordinator for the nuclear project for APAL, And
if my memory saerves me riaght, in early 1970 | was made what
was then called plant superintendent of this plants and
served until the middle of 19/8, at which time | was made
the refueling conrdinator there, and [“ve given you that,
50 that’s the time history., Did you have nther
thinas you wanted?
<:) VOICES | think that’s satisfactory for the

introduction., Jim may have some more specific gquestions,
But [411 turn it over to Jim,

34dﬁuf// VOICEs Mr, Anderson == Jim Creswe]l]l speaking --
could you aive us an idea of what vour responsibilities were
as a plant superintendent?
/;LMJ- VOICEsS Well, it was complete charge nf the
plant, all the people at the site working for APAL, involved
with the plant, reported to me, Sn I had adninistrative
responsibilities as well as overall site responsibilities,
including some construction responsibilitiss. But
pasically, [ was concerned with the plant oer se,

(:7 VOICEs 0Okay, As a plant suparintendent, who aid
yot report to?

F?rpd. VOICE: [ reported to == our nrganization has

changad in Little KHock, But I repnrted to our Little Rock
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head office, to the director of power prodiuction, and later
on to the vice president in charqge of production, which was
the generatinn and construction department, which came into
beingt and some intermediate titles in betwesen there,

(5 VOICEs Okay., Mr. Anderson, who specifically cid
you ieport to in the time period nf say September of 19/4 to

the end nf 197572

And. VOICE® I reportad to Bill Cavanaush during that
periond,

C:) VOICEs Okay, sir., Now, you mentinned befnre that
yot were a QA conrdinator,

,4Looﬁ VOICE: Yes, for the construction nf ANO=1,

C? VOICE® What were your duties as a QA conrdinator?
/thoi VOICEs My duties consisted of the QA effort »f
APAL. I was in charge of that.

CD VOICEs | see,
Akqd, VOICEs It was a3 small nrganization., It consisted

of auditing and of really == [ had snme inspectors, also,
who were stationed on the site, And I had site
responsinility as well as off-site responsibility. [ went
around to the manufacturers and andited their proarams,
looked at their shops, raviewed all af nur vendors”
programs. I’m not saying I did this all persenallvs | was
responsible for their proagrams, including the

architect=-enginear fonr this unit, the Rachtel Corporation,
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S0 my responsibility, in a nutshell, was all of
the QA-type rasponsibilities for APAL as in renard to the
nuclear plant,

(j) VOICEs Okay, sir. You mentioned that vou had
some responsibilities in the area of conducting audits at
manufacturing facilities, Did you personally conduct ar do
you know of any audits that were conducted at the Babcock &
Nilcox facilities, either at Lynchburg or, say, ¥ount Vernon
in Ohio?
ﬁ%qd, VOICEt Yes, indeed, | have, [ have conducted
audits at the Mount Vernon facility, and also the -- what is
it, the Canton facility?

Q@ VOICES Barberton?

AQ,K;, VOICE®s Barberton facility. And Lynchburg, the
general nffices, yes,

CD VOICF:s During any of thnse audits, did you review
the design or construction of the pressurizer for ANO=1?

AJWCJ- VOICEs [ doubt it. [ doubt that | went into
detail.d engineering. However, | did == in that
responsipility, we reviewed == a small staff reviewea
engineering work of B&W, and in that capacity [ don’t
remember whether [ == [ do not remember whether [ reviewed
the pressurizer or nnt.

Q VLUICEs Do you recollect ever observing the

pressurizer during construction?
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2 L;b VOICEs You did do that?
3 ,d/lo/ VOICE®t Yes, I did. The installati.n, you’re

. 1 talking about, during construction?
5 O VOICF: At the plant here?
5 Aad.  woices  ves.
/ O VOICEs Yes. [ was speaking more like its ==
5 during its fabrication.
9 //’17(% VOICEs No, | don’t believe that | == | remember
10 the steam genarator as well, but [ dan’t == and | remember
11 the pressure vessel (Inaudible), [ mean, well, [ don’t
12 rememoer whether [ saw the pressurizer nynder constriuction or
13 not. [ don’t remember,

. 14 @ VOICEs Okay., Mr, Anderson, [’m aning tn show you
15 a copy of a memorandum from the Babncnck & Wilceax Company
16 dated September sth, 1974, from a Mr., Kaylin, the site
17 operations managar for BAW, addressed to you, I17d like for
IR you to look at that and refresh your memorvy.
19 Hnd. VOICES Okay,
20 (Pause,)
21 w/(—;,;c/ VOICE® Yes, | == my memory is rafreshed,
22 Q VOICFe: Okay, sir,
23 (Laughter,)
24 O VOICEs In this memarandum, Mr, Caylin is poninting

. 25 out that they had a test at Three Mile [cland which showed
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that their pressurizer level dropped to 33 inches, as
indicated by their level instrumentation., He further says
that it was probably compounded == this response was
compounded by a turbine bypass valve sticking open. And he
says that evaluation of data of transients from other
plants, like 0Oconee lnits | and 2 and Three Mile Island Unit
Iy confirms that relatively low levels in the pressurizer
may be reached before a trar {ent is turned around, He
further points out that the .ower tap at Arkansas {s 40
inches abnve the lower tap at TMI and Oconee | and 2, and
that the pnssibility exists that the leve]l indication will
be temporarily lost during a significant reactor cnolant
temperature tiip, pressure transiant,

And he recommends that you increase the normal
operating level in the pressurizer tn 210 inches. And he
says, if you have any questions abnut that, g2t back in
touch with him,

Ahat == Mr. Anderson, what did ynu do with that
memo after you got it?

/4L1Ja VOICEs This memo was brought to the attentinn of
my staff, and we had considerable interest in it. So we
analyzed or we studied it. WNe lonked at it, We did the
normal things you do whenever vou find somethinag that youlre
immediately interasted in in a plant that’s starting up.

G? VOICE: Well, how did that informatinn strike
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2 /;b“j VOICF* Well, in one sense | -- what we had pushed
3 B&W for was to be sure and let us know of thinas that you
. 4 find at other plants., Don’t stick them in your files
5 somewhere, 5n, in the pnsitive note, this was ==
5 65 VOICFs How’d you go abonut t .at, Mr., Anderson,
7 letting BAN know that you wanted to know abnut these other
] -
9 ,.9’,1_&. VOICF®T Well, we had meetings with them all the
10 time during that period and earlier, particularly earlier.
B And [ had come from a startup of a supercritical fossil
12 plant, and so | reconnized that a lot of these thinags
13 weren’t getting from one customer to another of the
14 manufacture~ of, in that case boilers, in this case NSSS
. 15 systems, And other people, not just me,
14 S0 we in these meetings tried to make sure that
|/ B&W knew that they needed to get this information rut. I
18 don’t know if this was a result of that., [ just know we did
19 that, and from this I thought that was a positive note, to
20 say that, veah, we’ve got this concern. Sn that was my
21 reactiont [t was a positive thing that they had brousht
22 this to our attention,
23 (3 VOICEs [ see, Lo yvou remember whn ynu talkad to
24 at B&W during these meetinas and expressed this concern that

. 25 they provide you with information aoout what’s aqoing on at
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Azﬂdé VOICEs | can’% name any names, That’s besen ton

long ago, But we were in like dozens and dozens of
meetinas, as you know, during the construction phase and the
beginning of operation phase., I’m sure that any number of
perople at BAW wera knowledgeable of our concern., But I
don’t have any names,

Cj VOICE: Do you recollect any instances where vyou
felt that B&W hadn’t apprised you nf problems that they’d
picked up on other plants?

/§C7dﬂ VOICEs Well, I can’t think of any specifics at
all, you know. But during the years to follow, if this is
pertinent, what I think was the most important meeting that
I attended was the B&W users meeting, whereby the
superintendents and managers all ant together. And wa ==
duringy == I remember any number of times == not me
particularly, but others have saidt Be sure and keep
letting us know of these site-related problems,

[ don’t know if {t was brought up, any specific
instances whare they ware not., But we all recoanized this
thing that we’ve been talking about. Vendors tend to want
== or tend to not bring out, maybe, some of their troubles.
I think BSW’s been better than the ones [“ve been familiar

with in (Inaudible;.

So I don’t know, [ don’t have any specifics, and
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I don’t at all == but as [ say, [ remember the users meeting
at which this also came up with myself and various other
superintendents saying, be sure and keep us informed of what
others are doing.

(:? VOICEs Okay, sir. Now, lnnking at that memo,
now, you said you contacted your plant staff. wWhno were the
types of people that you would contact over an issue like
that?

/?40& VOICEs This would normally == would come == |
w&ZEG normally bring up something like this at == what we
had at that time was a group supervisors meeting. We had
seven or eight group leaders under mvself and the assistant
superintendent, whicn covered all nf the areas. And we met
right alona.

And alsn, the plant safety committee would have
beean aiven this kind of information. Probably specifically
the operations manager would have bean given this
information,

Cﬁ VOICE® Okay. Next I’m goina to show you a
document here that looks like it’s a routing sheet to the
plant safety committee from yvourself, and it has 3 written
statemant here, "inreviewed safety question documented in
P5C minutes," And the initials on here are “GHM.* Could

you identify who that is, please, sir?

/7L)d: VOICEs Yes. That’s Gordon Harvey Miller.
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Q VOICEs Okay. Do you recall his making a comment
like that?
fzaJ: VOICES No, I don’t quess | specifically remember

that exact comment, [ just remembar the total situation, I
don’t remember specifically that commant,

Cj VOICE: The next document [’m agoing to refer to is
A memorandum from Sordon H, Miller, chairman of the PSC ==
that’s the == the PSC {5 ==

/427d{ VOICEs Plant safety committee,

QD VOICEs Plant safety committee, Addressed to
you. And this is dated October 2nd, 1974, And | Aaunte from
about the second page of this document, [t sayss

"The PSC feels this is an unreviewad safety
auestion, since nn analysis appears to have been conducted
to verify that pressurizer will not a0 solid durina a load
re jection without reactor trip, thus also causing potential
loss of pressurizer level indication. The PSC recommends
that B&AN be requesi.ed to justify the location of the low
level tap at ANO based on the Three Mile Island Unit | and
Oconee | and 2."
Do you recall what action was taken as a result of

the plant safety committee concerns in this area?

f?r}dﬁ VOICES T thirk in generalities | remember, ves.
de were == the plant safety committee, they reported to me.

And | was very concernad at the situation, becausa it had
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beern brought up. So the actions that were taken were to try
to get something moving on this, to resnlve it, And we ==
and | dealt with Little Rock tn get them involved in this
evaluation and requested == and of course, on the site B&W
was involved as well, knowing our concerns,

+0 yes, that was the action that was taken, We
involved Little Rock and BAW in this,

C;) VOICEs 0Okay, sir. Lookina at the next document
here, a memn from yourself to Mr, William Cavanauah, dated
Gctober 15th, 1974, you state thatt Considerable ANO staff
review, including that of the plant safety committee, has
reasulted in nn specific recommendatinn as tn whether to
chanae our pressurizer set point to 210 inches, as
recommended v the referanced B&W letter, We hesitate to ao
to the higher setting becanse of the possibility of the
pressurizer going solid under certain conditinns. Please
investigate this B34W request.

Cnnsideration should be given to the reason that
the ANO pressurizer lower tap is 40 inches higher than Three
Mile Island and Oconse | and 2, which aives us less
indication of pressurizer level, When vour review is
Complate, I recommend the B&W request he raviewed by the SRC
to determine that no un - 7iewed safety questinn exists,

Okay, Now, you’ve asked 3 auestinn heret Why is

the ANO pressurizer level lowar tap 40 inches higher than
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these other plants. What was the respnnse to that,

Mr. Anderson?

AZOIC VOICEs At that time | don’t remember ever getting
a satisfactory response from BAW on why that was changed.,

ca VOICEs Okay, sir. What was =-- you say a
satisfactory nne., Did you recejve some comments from them?
Fo . VOICES 1 think I asked and asked here. We all
asked and Little Rock asked, and we talked back and forth.
[ really == it seems to me like they may have said that == |
don’t know what they said, A]l I remember == you know, all
[ can say at this point is that they ware telling me why
this was.

Now, whather == | sajd satisfactory. I’m svre
they had, you know == must have given some reason. L |
never qgot a == [ never got what I call a satisfactory
response to that.

CT VOICEs Does that happen tn you very often, that
you ask a aquestion like that and ynu don’t get a
satisfactory response?

/zOAL VOICE®: 0Oh, yeah, My son in chemistry right now
== (Inaudible),

CQ VOICEs Okay. I could appreciate that in your
personal life, But in regards to the operation of this
nuclear power plant, do you have any similar type »f

experiences?
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QV\A' VOICEs [ don’t know, [’m sure | must have, When
you’ve gnt nine jillion things, yru’re bound to end up with
some nf these type of things. Hopefully, they all qget
satisfactorily answered, you know, in some periond nf time,

[ don’t know whether | answerad you or nnt.

<} VOICEs Let me ask ynu another auestion, then,

Mr. Andarson., In looking through this correspondence that [
have here on this subject, I see the wnrds “unreviewed
safety guestion" appear several times, which lends a great
deal of significance tn this particular issue that we’re
discussing,

Jo you or have you customarily received
unsatisfactory answers on issuass of this type in the past?
ﬁ)na‘ VOICEs Well, [ didn’t mean tn savy that we had an

unsatisfactory answer to the issue, [t’s more kind of a
side auestion as to why it was there, you know, which really
[ suppose doasn’t have to be answerad, as long as we can =-
[t?s shown that the parameter == {f it’s no safety factor,
or answered == | don’t know that we could require an answer
of anybodv (Inaudible) or not.

To me, while [ really wanted the answer, out of

Curjosity and all, I was much more interested that we
resolve the big picture than | was in why did you change

ours differently from the earlier models in these units, you

see,
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(3 VOICE: But wasn’t this, this auestion the result
0f a8 review and a decision by the plant safaty committee as
a body?

in. VOICE® This auestinn af why the level tap is 40
inches higher? I believe they == [ believe == maybe [’nm
not sure about that, but | remember asking the question
verbally many times, | think | asked {t in writiny. And I
belijeve maybe the plant safety committee aid, ton. Riaght
now [ can’t recall that for sure, to say that that question
was asked, [ believe it wae,

C:) VOICEs Well, there is correspondence that
indicates that Mr, Cavanaugn asked more than once the same

juestion of B&W,

ﬂlwmil VOICE1 [ believe that?’s correct,
(Pause,)
(:Q VOICE: Well, BAW’s made this recommendatinn to

inCrease the level, and your plant safety committea has
taken a look at it and they have an objection to that., They
feel i{t’s an unreviewed safety auestion, without any
analysis.

50 what’s the next thing that happens?
Fnd. VOICE® Well, the next thing that happens is,
before wa do anything, we get that reviewed, We get that
question reviaswed,

(:P VOICES And that review consists of what?
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;}HA' VOICEs Well, that review consists of the
enginearing, normally now, an engineering review and a
review by the plant safety comaittee, They review these
unreviewad safety questions, 5o as | remember it, we asked

thal that be reviewed by the plant safety committee, this

problem,
Cb VOICE® Okay. What was the result of that review?
and, VOICE:t Well, in the bin picture == [ don’t

remember the times or the details == the plant safaty

committes did review this situation.

@) VOICE® What was their determination?
And, VOICEt No unreviewsd safety auestion,
Cb VOICES And then they submitted that to vou or to
your =
ﬂ;nd. VOICEs Well, I’m a member nf the safety review

committea, Yes, [ don’t remember if they submittec i_ to
me or I got copias of all the safety review committee
maating minutes, And | can’t say that | was there and

involved or whether [ got the minutes or just what happened

there,

Cb VOICE® You don’t recall whether yonuy objected to
their decision?

Fq“é‘ VOICES No, | don’t recall.,

Co VOICET This is all taking a little bit of time,

and the plant is 30ing through startup. What’s happenina
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L)AJ- VOICEs Let’s see, what {s happening at the plant
to address this problem? [ guess it was more what we talked
about, sending it off and talking about it among ourselves
and the staff talking about {t, more than == that’s the
thing, I aqiress, that happened,

(:3 VOICE: But [’m asking more to the effect, is the
operator having to take any action to counteract this
tendency tn lose lave]l indication?

K),qd, VOICES Well, during == during our early
operations, we indead found that nur pressurizer lavel
indication did go nffscale low. And so they were aware,
They took == thay were aware of it and they tonk necessary
action, veing aware of this potential problem,

(3) VOICEs What was that necessary action,

Mr. Anderson?

6311d. VOICES Aell, I auess == | think what we did was
watch to see == we watched to see that it did not get us
into trouble, Now, there were some actions taken during the
whole period there of time,

(I) VOICEs Yes., I’m trving to understand what thnse
actions were,

Ar\d. VOICE®s All right, now, Say it again so [ can qo

back specifically and see if [ can answer,

<:> VOICE® Sure,
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‘JAJ- VOICEs [’m not sure [ can answer, but [ can try.

(p VOICEs Okay, Let ma gno back and res’ate tha
nuestinn, Ahile all these reviews are taking place, there
is 2 pronlem under certain conditions at the plant where you
will lose prassyrizer level indicatinn, Now what [’m asking
your {s, specifically, was the nperatnr given any
instructions during this period of time to take any actions
to deal with the problem?

KQv\d. VOICEs dell, | don’t remember specific
instructions that were given to do this a<tinn other than dn
your normal things well and keep this == keep aware of this
potantial problem of going of f the scale at the lower end,
The things that you do, we more or less wanted to make sure
wa did all those things,

Cb VOICES Well, what are the thinas that you do?
ngui VOICE® All of the things that you do during a
trip, do you mean, or what?

CP VOICE®  You said there are things that ynu do to
address this particular problem, What are those things that
you do?

/gvxd. VOICET Well, ona nf the thinas you can do is
start additional makeup pumps,

C> VOICEsS tikay,

/qnd. VOICET Make sure you take your proper action on

your letdown system,
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2 ngwd. VOICEs Or throttle it. I don’t know what the

. 3 procedure {s, Whatever the procedure {s,
4 (:3 VOICEs Was there a procedure change made during
5 this time period to instruct the nperators to do that?
6 fqqu, VOICEs | don’t know whether there was or not, |
/ meant == you know, when | knew you were coming, I meant to
8 find that out and look back and see, But as far as my
¥ memory goes, | can’t tell you. 1 wasn’t that involved in
10 that much operational precision detail.
11 (2) VOICEs But your perception is that the nperators,
12 if they had a probleam, would start an additionnal chargino
13 pump and isola*e letdown?

. 14 Ay\d. VOICE* Yeah, it needed it, and we did start
15 additional makeup pumps on various orcasions, as we tried to
15 see the whole ramifications here in this,
1/ Cp VOICEs Okay. I’m qgoing to show ynuy another
18 document now, This is from a Mr, Kaylin, who was site
1y operat ons manager for BAW, directed to you, dated October
20 29th, 19/4, And the subject i{s the acceptance criteria on
21 pressurizer level, Would you take a lnok at that and
22 refresh your memory?
23 (Pause, )

' 24 Qnd- VOICEs Yes, [’m familiar with this.

25 (Pause,)
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/ngd. VOICEs [ may have to refer to i{f there are
detajiled questions, because | don’t == [’m not memorizing it
or anythina. I’m just familiar generally.

<:P VOICEs Okay, sir. Mr, Kavlin states in this memo
that a recent scheduled reactor trip at ANO=I1 from 40
percent full power resulted {n pressurizer level varving
from 180 inches to & minimum nf 34 inches, He says the test
procedure acceptance criteria for pressurizer leve]l limits
== for prassurizer level limits the variation in lavel to
180 inches plus or minus 140 inches, which puts the leval
reached during the trip slightly below the minimum,

[he 40-inch level is above the highest pressurizer
heater bank, and is the heater power cutoff., That would
infer that the level reached during the trip was sufficient
to cut the highest pressurizer heater bank off, or perhaps
all the heatars,

Do you == could you comment on what the
significance is of that statement, that is, that the heaters
would cut off?

/grwd. VOICES No, I don’t quess ! can.

Cp VOICEsS Would that tend to remove the pressure
control capability of the pressurizer?

ﬁ)v\d. VOICEs Yeah, [“m not really == [ would think so.
[“m not really -'ble to comment much nn that, I would think

SO
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Q VOICEs Okay, sir.

It sayst During normal pressurizer operations the
level must be maintained betwean 40 and 320 inches
indicated, for the entire system to automatically restore
the design reactor cnolant pressure and pressurizer level,
It further states thats During reactor trip, the only
requiremant which should be imposed nan the pressurizer is
that the level remain between zern and 320 inches
indicated,

Ha sayst Tha location of “he instrumentation is
such that you ensure sufficient volume of watar {n the
pressurizer at zero inches, and that a steam bubble will
still exist when the level {s at 320 inches on the high
side. He sayst The design of the pressurizer i{s such that
the volume of water remaining in the pressurizasr would not
be sufficient to keep all the heatar banks covered during
the cooldown of the reactor conlant following reactor trip,
but was sized to Kkesp the lower head comgletely full during
a reactor trip rrom 100 percent full power,

He sayst The acceptance criteria and your tast
procedure should be revised to apply only to normal
pressurizer system operation, and another acceptancas
criteria of zero to 320 inches indicated be established for
a transient associated with a reactor trip.

What did you do with this memo onca you recejved
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2 fglqg, VOICEs Oh, gosh., | can’t remember., You know,
. 3 you’re asking me to remember back many years ago, and I

4 can’t. [ don’t know what [ did with it specifically.

5 &) VOICE: 1t appears that the =-

6 ,q,\,d, VOICEt [ assume wa == ynu gn ahead,

/ Cb VOICEs [t appears that the acceptance criteria

8 was changed on the test and then yoni signed off on the

v test.

10 /qud, VOICEs I believe that == [ imagine that would be

11 right, yes. 1 imagine == what 1 was gning to say == |

12 imagine what we did is == «e had 3 test working group

13 during this startup and init.=! operation period. And what
. 14 we probaoly did == what we did, I imagine, was take this

15 urder cConsideration in the test working group and do nur

16 homework and look at it and sees if we could change our

1 acceptance criteria.

18 (:> VOICE®S So your percaeption is or ynur recollection

17 is that the test wnrking group approved that chenge?

20 ;3/14- VOICEs My perception is that the test warking

21 aroup approved that, ves,

22 GD VOICEs oOkay., Wers you relying predominantly on

23 them to make the technical decisions as to whether the test
. 24 was adequate or not?

25 A9, VOICES Well, on the test working group?
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(:b VOICEs Yes,

‘qud. VOICE®s Well, we looked to them., We put a lot of
responsibility on them. And it’s not like it was
unreviewad, and {t’s not like nur nperational aroup did not
get {nvolved, and {t’s nnt like our Little Rock group didn’t
get involved on this, the whole picture, the initial writing
of the test procedure as well as changes,

But yes, I in the end had to sign off ~n these,
and of course | tried to stay aware, too, and see that the
proper review was given, But we did have considerable
expertise on this test working group. S0 we == we put
considerable responsibility on them, yes,

C;) VOICEs Mr, Anderson, do yniu recollect at any time
dquring this review that anyone mentioned that there miaht
possibiy be some design deficiency associated with not being
able to meet the acceptance criteria?

ﬁ;yxd. VOICEs | don’t == no, | don’t remember that, I
just know that we all, once we got tn digaing into this
thing, we all == [’m talking about the staff here == we
wondered, was this == why this situation was, And we wanted
to get to the bottom of {t. WNe wanted to be assured, and we
wanted to know that there was oy wasn’t a problem,

But no, I don’t specifically remamber anybody who
or anybody bringing up that question,

@ VOICEs Mr. Anderson, what I’m trying to
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understand, ! quess, is thist Why would the test be
approved {f there were sti]l]l these nutstanding concerns and
auestions?

‘;vtd. VOICE®s Aell, you know, thare are == that’s what
the testing program is for, I think, to see {f == you go
through the tests and you analyze them and yvou lnok at
them, And {f the turbine generator has some problem that
might not be according to th: test, you analyze that and you
sea {f indeed the original speacs werea wrong, or if you need
to ad just those, or you need to tiaghten down nn them, I
think the same thing would hold true to an NSSS systam, You
ao through these tests, and obviously everything yonu write
down originally, even to how you do aach one of thess tests,
has to be ~ltered,

So you go through a review nof all of these, and {f
there are adjustments that have tn be made, you dn the
proper things to Jet those ad justments madae, and yonu’ra
aware of the significance of some of these, Snme are much
more significant than the others., Sn you just do your ==
you co what your responsibility is. If vou hit a2 brick
wall, you stop right there until vou net something
resolved,

I don’t == I’m not sure [’m answe' inag it, but [’m
trying to.

<:> VOICE:s Did vonu have a chance to talk to
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2 ‘gusé. VOICE® At that time, | haven’t qot the sliahtest
. 3 idea {f I did or not. | just dor’t know, [ imagine [ did,
4 but 1 don’t know,
5 CD VOICEs Okay,
6 (Pause, )
/ " C? VOICES Next [’m gning to show you a memarandum,
“ aqgain from Mr, Gordon H, Miller, chajrman nf the safety
Y review committee, {o yourself, dated February 3rd, 1975, and
10 the subject {s Arkansas Nuclear One plant safety committee
R meeting., This mestinag terok place January 28th, 1975,
12 (Patse,)
13 Ga VOICE®T There’s a statement in this memnrandum
. 14 under the subject of new business which statest The
15 committee reviewed Latter NDC=2183., That would have baeen 2
15 piece of APAL correspondence?
14 VOICEs (Inaudible).,
18 G} VOICE® And it sayst pressurizer Javel set
19 point. And did not concur with loss of indicatinn
20 statement, Committee views this as an unrevieweu safety
21 question.,
22 E%“‘d' VOICEs [ don’t remember details, but aenerally |
23 think I know it.
. 24 @ VOICE® Okay. Did you ever consider, during any
€ | step of this process that we’va gone throuah in discussing
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this correspondence, at that perind of time, notifying the
NRC of these problems?
%%»xcL VOICEs [ don’t have the slightest idea, I[’m sure
that they were here all the time during that period, and
they knew what was 730ing on, and we talked with them, And
you know, with a jillion and one problems, as you know, when
you start up a plant, And {t’s not like you record all the
conversations and whether {t was documented we talked to
them or not., | Just don’t know, But [’m pretty sure they
must have been aware of this problem, They were right here
with us.

I would say my auess is thay knew,

(:) VOICES 1’m not necessarily calling for you to
have documentation that you talked with them. [’m asking
you, say, did you ever call them into ynur office and
discuss this issus with them?

(%VHJ- VOICEs [ don’t know, | swear, ! could not bhegin
to remember that far back. [ might == no, nothing comes ton
mind that [ can say [ called them in my offica and talked tn
them about this.

(;) VOICES  Are you aware ==

(Gap in recording.)
WQ VOICES Are you aware of anyone an your staff
communicating these problems tn the NRC?

Qﬁnd, VOICEs From my memory, [’m not aware if they did
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or didn’t, You know, | just can’t gn back that far and come
up with that kind of detail, I wish I could, but
( Inaudinble),

C:D VOICE: Okay, sir. Let me ask you thist How did
you normally with the NRC inspector as far as problems are
concerned? Did you ever talk to them just informally about
some of these problams?

é;ﬂdo VOICE: They interfaced in their good == ynu know,
their gond time, as opposed to me, they came to certain
meaetings, I remember, you know, and were welcome, And they
talked to my staff and myself. But it was more == my
interface was more like if problems came up, then they
would come in and talk.

And then they always == back then they didn’t have
a resident inspector, and they woiuild come in in this periond
of time, «warly all the time they were here, But they
would come in when they got here and they would exit
interviews with me., And any problem they would have, if they
would have a problem getting any information or if they
would have a problem of any kind, th=y came in to me., And
then we would talk avbout plant status, and that [ reember,

But I cannot in any way remember whather the
precise subjact was brought up or not, [ csure don’t.

VOICEs Okay, sir.

Fgfni. VOICE®* I’m just guessing that it certainly was,
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Everything else was., [ don’t know why that shouldn’t have
been,

(Laughter.)

/9,,&, VOICE®S Whether we wanted %o talk about it or
not. No, we talked to them, We talked to them, had
communication with them,

(:> VOICEs In your opinion, in your judgment, as a
standard procedure would you have discussed a matter like
this with the NRC inspector?

/élaa. VOICEs Well, there were not just this one
problem, but many of them, of course, during any startup,
and we were no different. And we discussed with them, 24yt
[ == there was not like at that time any checkoff sheet,
even mentally a checkoff sheett Have I told him everything?
It was more that they set their pace, what they wanted to,
and they went to the meetings and they went in the plant,
and they looked at the record. They did things more than
depending like me or some staff member telling them
precisely what it was,

They, in their sensa of independance, if that’s
the right word, and wanting to set their own pace, they
wanted to say what we’ll look at, so that they didn’t aqet
influenced by us to look at something while something else
was going on. And they more tnok the initiative,

Faar then we did sit down occasinnally and talk.
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But there was no == | had no mental checklist that [ would
try to keep that would say, have | told them about this
problem or that problem, other than the requirements for
reporting things. It was more their type initiative, [
would say,

Qb VOICEs Okay, sir. The next memo-andum I’m going
to show you is from ynurself to Mr, Cavanaugh, dated
February 6th, 1975, And you states Below are comments on
regard named subject, the subject being the Unit |
pressurizer level set point, as listed by the plant safety
committee, You saidt [ concur with the plant safety
committee and == and I’m auoting this out of context: As
far as the plant safety committee is concerned, when all
pressurizer level indication is lost, then there is no way
to know whether the core is covered with water, and
therefore a safety question exists which is unraviewed and
probably not easily snlved,

Ahat do you mean by "probably not e2asily solved®"?

fgr}J, VOICET HWell, it turned out easier than 1
thought., [ just didn’t think this might be any easy
solution to this kind of == or any =asy way to define all
this properly. [ guess right at that time I just didn’t
think it would be something that could come abnut averniacht
by the waving nf a wand,

And you know, during operations we like to have
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everything perfectly good, s0 that there’s no way we can
ever get in any problem., And engineering has to look at the
details of can we do this kind of thing or not.

So in the process of our normal feeling of, hey,
let’s qget == let’s make sure that everything here is
totally right == we were concerned about this. And so,
specifically, it did not seem up tn this pnint that there ==
lJust exactly what the final ...olution might be and how we
could do that,

Sno we worked at it. We talked about it. We were
concerned, We didn’t right all see how that if that
pressurizer dropped out below the chart, below the zero on
the chart, for ona instant, we didn’t ¥know where it was, you
see. And at the moment we didn’t realize there were other
parameters that might assure us that we would be all right,
which we later on began to see,

So we were just expressing our concern and tkat we
didn’t have == we weren’t able to nffer anvthing that would
wave this wand or that would get us started non a solution
that would be acceptable tn myself and to the plant safety
commi ttee, It looked like a tough problem at that time ton

finally resolve,

CD VOICE: What made it so 2asy to esolve?
FLLS. VOICET Well, we were later on shown, and after

enough talking and analyzino and seeing, figuring, studying,
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we were able to see that, if we could not conl down the
reactor coolant == and | don’t == [ mean, [’m talking
something you prooably know a lnt more than | do about the
whole thing == but if we could simply not conl this, the
reactor coolant inventory down rapidly, if we could keep it
warmer, then it would not shrink as much and it would not
disappear below the chart, the zero nn the chart,

Now, we knew we had lots of leve]l left in the
pressurizer, But tn an operator, when it’s balow the zero,
you know, you just don’t like to see that as an operator,
S0 ==

Cp VOICE: DiY your operator == axcuse me,
Mr. Anderson. Did your operators conmplain about this, not
having enough level indication?

f9i7d? VOICE: | don’t remember that they cemplained

about it. They were involved in some of the talking on

this.

"

W VOICEs Were they concerned about the loss of
level ?

{;ﬁ,;oﬂ VOICEt Oh, ves, they were concernsd,

/‘.

{7) VOICEsS [t is one of the major parameters that an

operator looks at during a transient, is it not?
/?Qyzaﬁ VOICES Yes.
(Pause,)

CD VOICEt Okay. The next document is a transmittal
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from Marshall L. Pendergras, secretary of the safety review
commi ttee, to the members of the safety review committee,
The subject was Arkansas Nuclear ine, Unit |, safety review
commi ttee meating minutes of March 3rd, 1975. In this
document it’s stated:

Follow=up action was recommended on the 28th
January minutes. The plant safety committee reviewed
Letter NDC-183, pressurizer level set point, and determined
it to constitute an unreviewed safety questinn., The SRC,
which {s =-

a'

%jy?d» VOICEs Safety review committee, the Little Rock
== the off-site committee.

{4] VOICE® == had previously reviewad this letter and
found it == found it to not constitute an unreviewed safety
nuestion. Since there had heen little communicatinn between
any plant safety committee members and safaty review
committee members on this matter, thers was some confusion
about i{t.

More information will be gathered and presented at
the next SRC meeting.

That tends tn indicate that there really wasn’t a
firm position on the safety review committes’s part at this
point in time as to whether it was a3 safety == unreviewed
safety auestion or not.

é3v\&. VOICEs [ don’t ¥now., [ guess what [ remember
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is == what [ think [ remember is that the safety raview
commi ttee had said that there was nn == vyou know, we had
asked for a review of this question. And what | remember
was that they came out with the answer that there was no
unreviewed safety question here,

(I) VOICEs How would you have known that?

ng1¢~ VOICEs Well, as [ say, [ was either == [ was a
member of that committee, and then == [ don’t say I attended
all the meetinas all, but | g0t all nf their minutes, both
in the normal process of sending them to the plant and as a
member. So [ would have gotten them in either one of two
ways. Ur maybe =- maybe it was that. | don’t remember.

(;) VOICE: Well, do you recnllect whether thay asked
you to do anything else, or just more or less stay in that
state there, where there was sor™ . confusion?

(Pause,)
f3/7d. VOICE: HNo, [ don’t remember, [ don’t remember,
I just rememner that the big picture was that they had said
no unreviewed safety auestion in the end,

CD VOICET Next document here, dated April 15th,
19i5, from Mr, Cavanaujh to yourself, subject, Arkansas
Nuclear ne, pressurizer leva]l set point., And it sayst
Attached is reference three from B3W, which provides their
answers to PSC comments on loss of level indicatinn in the

pressurizer fnllowing reactor trip. From that letter {t can
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be seen, as long as water remains in the pressurizer the
core will remain covered and the high pressure injection set
point will not be reached. [f the pressurizer empties, hiah
pressure injection will be automatically initiated due to
the rapid pressure drop mentioned in their letter.

How did that memo strike you?

(Pause,)

fqud, VOICEF:t Well, we == in the big picture, we were
concerned that we understood and knew what would happen, and
we agreed == [ don’t remember how this one struck me, But
we began to understand batter what they were talking about
as we corresponded and as we communicated with tham, So i%
was a qgradual understandino oan our part of what == | mean,
we got acrnss our concerns, | think, and they gnt across --
and Little Rock worked with us. And 838%W finally
communicated with us.

It was a growing process on all our parts, 1
think, And we b 3an to get a better handle on the whole
picture, the handle being that no longer on a normal trip
would it =~ | don’t say it’l]l never 750 below zZeros [“m
saying that as this progressad on and as we had trips, we
did not go below the zero mark in a normal trip on the
pressurizer,

S0 it all began to come toaether in an

understanding of what we did have here, a bhetter
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understanding.

C:D VOICEs HNext I’m going to read from the minutes of
plant safety committee meeting that took place on April
29th, 17/5., In unreviewed business, it’s stateds

The committee reviewed the letter nf RB&W to
Mr. Cavanaugh dated April 3rd, 19/5, addressing pressurizer
level set point per your raagusst, Mr. Anderson’s request.
The letter was reviewed and committee concurs that this
answWers the test deficiency.

Ahat daficiency are they referring to? Any idea?

F}vﬂé. VOICET No, but I imagine it’s the test that
required 40 inChes, that the level nnt gn below 40 inches,
I imagine. [ don’t know.

C;) VOICE®: So at this point you would be resolving
the test deficiency from the reactor trip?

Ag¢1d- VOICE: I quess, | aruecs,

G) VOICE: Okay,
59'13- VOICEs Without researching I can’t say
specifically ves. But I think.
Ci) VOICEt And this sayst
The plant sslety committes feels that it’s
juestionable that this is satisfactory for oaperation to
allow the level to go off=scale. The only way to maintain
pressurizer level on=scale is to initiate high-pressure

injection uprn reactor trip. Recommendatinn that the
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safety raview committee review this, considerinag the high
pressure tn the reactor conlant system thermal sleeve desian
cycle limitations.,

It seems to me that you and your staff are,
throughout these correspondence, raising issues, raising
concerns,

,1-?.4&. VOICE® Yes,

Cb VOICEs And you’re forwarding them on up into
corporate headauarters.

Qad. VOICES Yes.

(:p VOICE: You’re acting with some tenacity abhout
this subject. You have a concern here, (ver and over and
over again it’s demonstrated.

Jo you feel that those concerns were adenuately
addressed?

/quJ. VOICEs [ believe they were, [ think they --
well, you know, as the correspondence seems tn show, we
didn’t back away from it. Nobody seemed tn back away from
it. We kept working on it and working at it, and our
concerns were transmitted, and tenacity indeed was shown,
and the answers were forthcoming and the proof was in the
pudding of the later trips, it seems,

[ don’t say everything about this plant ar any
plant or aj schonl bus or anything =alse is perfect., But

yes, if you soek less than parfect, which you have to ==
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nothing == nothing is perfect. And the fact was that we =--
As we went on, we began v resnlve this to the plant’s
satisfaction,

We weren’t == we weren’t willing to let it go
until we == by somebndy in BSW sayina, hey, we’re the
ultimate, we know it’s all right, so you quys just take our
words on it and let it gn., We weren’t willing to do that.
So we kept our tenacity., We kept anv auestions we had, And
we wnuld keep referring back and tryina to get the answer,
until we finally got the thing resolved to our
satisfaction. Whether i{t’s perfact or not, [ don’t know,

C:; VOICEs In July of 1975, it would appear that B&
finally did an analysis, a auite extensive analysis here,
consistiny of some 31 pages of text and drafts, about this
subject. Do you recall what was done after this analysis
was received as far as Arkansas Power & Light was concerned?

;;vﬁd: VOICEs No, I don’t. You know, I can ai’e vou the
big picture, I think. But the sequence, without a detailed
stuay, I don’t believe I can give vou. [ think I[?ve
answered what you asked, I’m not sure, | know we did have
a considerable analysis and [ know we have == did lnok at
the injection, as we looked at our cantrol room and our
safety valves, and we looked at all the parameters, and we
did things. And Jjust the seaquerce of it, I don’t know,

<:> VOICE®S Do you recollect a visit to the site by
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Mr. Jim Finney of B&W in the spring of 19752

QA8 VOICET No.

& VOICEs [ believe it was May of 1975,

Ckwni. VOICE: I don’t recollect specifically.

Q VOICFs Do you recollect ever talking to a BAW
employe: about that you were still considering this i{issue to
be a significant safety ¢ ncern and considering reperting it
to the NRC?

F}V\Q" VOICEs No, I don’t. That doesn’t coms back to my
memory right now., I’m not saying I didn’t, because many
gallons of water have been und-~r tre bridge. And no, I
don’t specifically remember == [/ve talked to Jim Finney
many times, you know, and I couldn’t begin to separate out
the time and the date you mentioned.

Cb VOICEr I have a document here from Arkansas Power
4 Lioht addressed to Bechtel Power Corporation, which I
assume was the architect-engineer for your project.

F%v\d. VOICE: VYes.

(:? VOICEs A letter from Mr., Cavanaugh to Mr. Stoker,

who was the pro ject manager.

pfv\g. VOICEs Yes.,

QQ VOICE: It’s dated August Sth, 1975, The subject
Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 1, pressurizer level transmitter
modification. Can you == there appears to be a strinag of

correspondence jinvnlved with this subject. Can yot give us
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your recnllections of why Bechtel was contacted?

ZAV\J“ VOICEs 1 can give you the big picture, I think.
As a result of looking into the situation of tne pressurizer
level going below zero on the chart, and recongnizing that
other BAW NSSS systems had a lower tap for the pressurizer
level transmitter, since we looked at things that we might
could do about low ring our == or increasing our readings,

lowering the lower tap, if you will, so that we could read

lower,

And one of the things we considered and had
Bachtel to look at was what could we do, One of the thinas
that came yp was tapping into the lower part of the surqge
line below the pressurizer level, the line that attaches to
the lower pressurizer, And there was a possibility of
connecting onto a drain there to give us an increase in
level indication,

And as I remember, they were asked to look at the
possibility of attaching this pressurizer level there, and
they did look at this. And in the process of evaluating
this, there were, [ qguess, two thinass One is I quess we
began to get a handle on the whole thing and maybe not need
its and the sacond thing was that, to ao this route, you
have to consider that on a trip the velocity out of the

pressurizer through the surge line will affect == the

prassure differential between the twn that makes it surqge
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out would affect the level indication, since the level
indicator is a pressure differential device, and would mzske
it read incorrectly to the low direction when the surge was
out of the pressuyrizer. And as | remembar it, that was the
basic reason we did not go to that system there,

S0 we were looking at all, we thought all the
possibilities that we could look at,

(Pause,)

(Ep VOICEs The last piece of correspondence that I
found on this issue was dated December 10th, 1975, in a
letter from “r, Smith, the project enagineer with Bechtel, to
Mr., Cavanaugh. The subject was the pressurizer level
transmitter modification, and it statess

During the November 20th, 1975, AP&L-Bechtel
Engineering coordination meeting, we promised to suomit a
proposal to resoive the pressurizer level indication
problem. Our proposed solution is tn provide a new level
transmitter, to be installed as shown on the attached fiqure
and used in con junction with the existing level
transmitter.

And he gnes nn to describe the phenom2anon that
you’ve been discussing, where it can give you erroneous
readinags and so forth, Apparently, one of the thinas that
you wantad to do with the level indication was determine

if the BAW calculations were accurate, by actually
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Aad.  VOICEs I forget that.
<§ VOICEs wWhat =- what was done arfter this? This

sayst Please advise if you want us to proceed with the
detajiled desingn,

#jmci VOICE® Well, what I remember was that it was
Jecided not to go with this lower level tap, because of the
-= you know, you can haye too many indicators on your bonard,
and if you don’t trust one ynu’re a lot worser =-- worse —=-
"worser" == a lot worse off than you are without it. You
ought not to have it if you don’t trust it. Seo what |
remember was that [ believe we just decided rot to go with

Now, I don”’t remember being in == I don’t remember
this, the detajils nf how we decided nr when or anvthina
else, And [ can’t even swear that’s why we deciged that
way., PBEut that’s what sticks in my mind.

G VOICE: [Is that where the issue died, roughly
around the first of 19762

fgy\d. VOICES [ wouldn’t Y%Xnow the time frame at all., I
believe that == around the first of 276, Maybe so, pretty
well,

/¥
&4) VOICEs Okay. I want to chanage the sub ject now,

S""}}’\d‘l “"{;‘L' ()qu.

Qp VOICE: 17d like to talk about an event that
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2 is it was 1974, It involved the failure of an EMOV,
. 3 electromatic operated valve,
4 (Fnd: VOICEs Right.
5 (:) VOICEs And [“d like to net your recollections of
A what happened during that event.
7 fgnoﬁ VOICEs Well, if it’s == ] know a little bit about
1 electromatic relief valves, since for 30 years now =-- 30
o years agno [ first woas involved with electromatic relief
10 valve and have dealt with them through that time to one
11 degree or another, originally doing some actual tests on
12 them, and safaty valves, too,
13 f#hat 1 recall was that our address to the
‘ 14 electromatic relief valve during hot functional testing --
15 we call for a test of that ralief valve, and in the process
15 of testing it this relief valve stuck open., And so, by the
14 proper manipulation, we closed off the block valve ahead of
14 this.
12 Of course, that’s, as you know better than I do,
20 that this electromatic relief valva is not a code safety
21 valve, and the reasnan {t’s there is so you can close off and
22 work on it and repair it. So that then you can open it back
23 up and uyse it instead of vour code valves,
’ 24 Hell, anyhow, this failed apen, So we closed off
25 the block va ve, and then we worked nn it, and [ think we
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found that the pilot == this thing isn’t == well, you know
how they work, This has a pilot on it, and the pilot
discharges snmewhere, and it discharaged in, essentially into
the quench tank, into the line from the safety valves and
this valve that goes to the gquench tank,

Anyhow, we found that it went into there., So that
was changed tn go to the reactor building atmosphere, the
pilot valve and the discharce line., And that’s all =--
that’s what comes to mind., But I’m not sure that’s either
what you had in mind.

@ VOICEs Do you have 7,y idea when the event
actually happened?

f%nc% VOICE® During hot functional testing is the only
time, as I recall, it happened, before we ever went
critical,

Cis VOICEs Okay, Now, it appears that the desian
change that was made tn reroute the vent from the pilot was
made in September, around September 18th of 1974, which is
after you went critical and started power ascension t=sting.
(Fad.  vorces Uh=hmm.

(b VOICEsS Now, what was the condition of the valve
since it had failed in hot functional testing until it was
repaired?

/é&n{ VOICEs [ don’t know whether we had that block

valve closed off thare or not, [ assume we did,
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<:> VOICEs Did the plant safety committee review that
decision tn do that?

/Q‘..d, VOICE®: [ just don’t == I just don’t know. I
don’t know., It would not take that. It would not take
their review in a situation like that.

VOICE®T Okay. Is there anything else you could
tell us abnut that event that you recall?

Av\,d. VOICEs No.

(:? VOICEs The impact on the operators when it
happened, or anything thazt happened in the plant? Any other
equipment damage that happened?

/Q‘de VOICEs Not that | recall. Not that | recall.

Qp VOICE® Do you remember whether the test that —--
when the valve fajiled, were the tests worked out
satisfactory, satisfactorily?

F%q&, VOICES [ haven’t thought about that since it
happened and [ could not begin to tell you without some
research, [’m sure it did. In the p.s¢cess nf doing our
tests, we looked at all the tests and got them all properyly
signed off.

C? VOICET RBefore you into initial criticality and
power operation, you should have, what, test deficiencies
like that cleared up?

F%v\d. VOICEs Well, I don’t know about ones like that or

not, That’s not a code safety valve, [t’s like excess --
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not excess valuel that’s not a true statement., I[t’s a
desirable == {t’s a desirable feature rather than any

reaquired fsature,

S0 I doubt that we would have required that

something like that == you know, it’s like something on the

secondary system that you can do without, maybe. That may
not be a good comparison. But it’s something that ynu can

do without. So I don’t think that we would require that to

be signed off, finished,

Q VOICE: Well,

documentation for that test and we can’t find the recorde in

before we went critical.
we’ve been lonking at the test
there where

the valve failed., Mayhe we haven’t lonked at it

close enoudah,

s

VOICE®  You know more than [ do absut it, It’s
been a long time aqgo.
C:) VOICEs Okay., At this point I’m going to turn it

back to Fred
Hess

about the plant safety committee and the safety review

and see if he has further auestions.

VOICEs Let me ask one question. We talked a lot

committee., dould you tell me what is the plant safety

Committees, what are its responsibilities, and what is the
safety review committee and what are {ts responsibilities,

and how they relate?
4
fgn&

generally,

VOICEs HWell, that’s a lona speech there. But

the safety review committea, the off=site
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committee, {s composed of individuals who cover the spectra
of the things you do at a nuclear plant, and it is a big
review committee that does audits and looks at records, the
necessary records, and who is interestsad that the safety =--
that the whole == averybody invo ved with the company and
with anything else, anybody else that?s here, that they
consider safaty as a prime factor. And with this expertise,
they’re able to lock at the whnle coverage of thinas that
they’re chartered with.

And they, for instance, lnnk at certain
procedur=ss, and they look at pontential unreviewed safety
questions. They are the assurance in the setup that says
the plant is operated according to all the standards and the
Codes and 13 operated safety, and isn’t bypassing thase
things and isn’t in trouble because their QCR organization
is not functioning or functioning wronaly, or their
perating group doasn’t have the training, or something like
that.

S0 that’s the safety review com.ittee. But of
Course, we have in our tech specs the sgscific reauirements
of what they do and the details and the way they operate,
And we have had a charter and have one now, which defines
precisely what they do, And they lork at == well, for

instanca, they look at the minutes of the plant safety

cCommittee,
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And there’s always been nna or two or three
members of he plant safety committee on 1he safety review
commi{ttee, So they communicate in that way and by the other
ways of correspondence and by their cominag up here
periodically,

Now, the plant safety committee is concerned with,
again there, they’re whole == 3]l nf their reaquirements are
in technical specifications, and what they do and how they
do it. And they == that qroup consists of knowledaeable
individuals, again, in the fields that the plant deals with
== health physics and operations and the various phases of
management and all,

And they’re charged with responsibilities of

looking alsa at any unreviewed safaty questions, lnoking at

n

procedures, at special, for instance, work plans that come
UpPe 0 that we are sure that, from the plant == well, from
the plant as well as other places == we are sure that things
ara done according to our tech specs and codes and
standards, and they’re done safely, And a lot of thinags vou

come acrnss, like in the work plan, von know, it could say,

repajir the == let’s ~ay, make it, repair the code safety on
the pressurizer n - something. And in their revi  they”/]l

make sure that the proper conditions are there &and that the
plant safety is not lowered and it’s done at the right time

and all of that
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S0 they look at special problems submitted by the
plant manager, at his request,

C:) VOICEs Is {t fair to say that both aroups
basically perform the same function, but maybe the plant
safety comnission == committese == performs it on a more
datailed lave]l than the safety review committee, and the
safety review comnittee is an nverview committee on a
corporatas level?

A

Mnd, VOICE: [hey do that, yes, HBut the safety review
commi ttes looks at a lot bigger == the safety review
committea lonks at all the things that are not just
on=s5ite, But generally speaking, the plant safety committee
louks at things on=site in detail, whereas the
Corporate~leve]l nff-site comnittea, one of their functions
is to look t the plant safety committee to see that it is
performing. But they look at things off-site and they =-

acurity is a good example. The plant safety

comnittee doss not look normally at like industrial safety
or so much at security. But the safety review committee
off=site is charged with enough audit to see that security
15 performed properly, an audit function. The plant safety
committee doas not audit security.

(EQ VOICE® Okave 1 have no more detailed Aauestions.
[ aquess {f vonu have anvthing ynu wauld like to state, anv

comments you’d care to make, we appreciate them at this
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time,

VOICEs | don’t think of anything, except to say
that we hope that we have cooperatea tn the btest nf our
knowledge, A lot of detail, I have to confess, I just
don’t remember., [ could look up perhaps some of it and get
it if I had to. But I hope that’s not interpreted to mean
that we weren’t to == [ wasn’t tryina to remember, because [
was., And so in my case, in our case, we’re trying to
Cooperate with you and give you what you want, and we hope
you et it,

VOICES We certainly appreciate that, and | think
we recognize it was a long time ago. We’re askina you about
some specific things many years aqgo.

dith that, {t’s now 11235 and we’]ll terminate the
interview, #We thank you very much for your time and vour
effort you put forth this morning.

VOICES Thank vou,

(znd of recording.)



