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PROCEEDINGS

Whereupon,

DONALD GENE ANDERSON
was called as a witness and, having first been duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows:

EXAMINATION

BY MR. HEBDON:
Q On the record.
Have you read and do you understana the letter that

Mr. Rogovin sent to you concerning this interview?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any questions or comments concerning that
letter?

PN No.

Q will you please state your name?

A Donald Gene Anderson.

Q What is your current occupation?

A I am a principal inspector with t“c Vendor Section

. Branch, Project Evaluation Section.

Q What was your position in early 19792
A The same.

Q How many people reported to you?

A None.

Q To whom do you report?

A Cliff Hale.



s~2 ,’ Q what is his cosition?

2 A He's Chief, Program Evaluation Section.
3 Q All right. Would you describe your employment

4 || history, inciuding your positions held at the NRC?
5 A Do you want me to give you a resume or =--
6 Q That would be fine, and then if you could just

7 || briefly describe your employment, Just to have it complete.

8 Q Okay. You want AEC and NRC or just NRC?
10 Q Okay. 1965-66, I was employed by the AEC as a

11| reactor inspector, Division of Compliance, Region II, Atlanta.

2 || My inspection responsibilities were the recsearch reactors in

13| that region and also, BONUS, which is in Puerto Rico and

:Ai Carolina Tube Reactor, which is in South Carolina.
|

15 || MR. HEBDON: For the record, this document is a

lbi personal qualification of Dorald Gene Anderson and I would like

171 to have it included in the record at this point,
18 | MR. FOLSOM: Insert 1.

XXX 19 (Professional gqualifications for Donald Gene

20 | Anderson was marked Insert No. 1 for Identification.)

I

2 |

|

Ace Feders! Reporters Inc. |




A

10

1

12

20

21

22

23

24
Ace-Feders! Reporters Inc
25

THE WITNESS: Then, my present employment with NRC
began when the NRC began in January of 1975. And I was
originally a reactor inspector. 1 had responsibilities for
Arkansas-1, ANO-1. I was principal inspector on that plant.
I assisted in the other nuclear power plants in our region,
which are Fort Saint Brain, Cooper Plant in Fort Calhoun.

And I also was responsible for inspection of some research

reactors in Region IV.

Okay. Then, in 19 =-- let me look at the bock. Let's

see. In July of 1976, I transferred to the licensee contractor

vendor inspection program, which is now the Vendor Inspection
Branch, and was responsible for Westinghouse. I was principal
inspector on Westinghouse, principal inspector on NABASCO.
And I assisted other inspectors on inspections of the other
architect engineers and nuclear steam suppliers. My
responsibility in this position is to evaluate the guality
assurance programs of these architect engineering firms and
nuclear steam suppliers, in particular, their engineering
design activities.
BY MR. HEBDON:

Q All right. First of all, I'd like to ask you some
questions concerning an event that occurred at Davis-Besse in
September, 1977. I am particularly interested in any

knowledge of this incident that you may have had prior to the

accident at TMI, specifically, prior to March 29th, 1979, What
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knowledge did you have concerning the incident that occurred
at Davis-Besse on September 24th, 19777

A The only knowledge that I had of that was a meeting
that I attended at Babcock & Wilcox because I'm now principal
inspector at Babcock & Wilcox. I attended a meeting at Babcock
& Wilcox. Llet's see, February 14th, 1979, in which the
Davis-Besse transient was discussed.

Q Now, is this the Davis-Besse transient that was
discussed at that meeting? Do you recall specifically when
that transient occurred?

A No.

Q Do you have any -- is there any possibility that
that was a different transient that was referred to at that
meeting and not the one that occurred in September of '777?

A They discussed -- I am not sure of the date of the
transient that they were discussing.

Q All right.

A I know it had to do with -- it had to do with
pressurizer indicator loss at Davis-Besse, Toledo Edison plant.
Q There are two transients that occurred at Davis-

Besse that are of interest to us. One occurred on November
29th, 1977, and one occurred on September 24th, 1977. And I
believe that the one that they were referring to at that meeting
was the one that occurred on November 29th.

So, are you aware of other than the transient that



sls-5 | || was discussed at that meeting? Are you aware of any other
2‘ transients that occurred at Davis-Besse?
3 | A No.
4 Q All right. Bave you ever discussed concerns by
5| Mr. Kelly and a Mr. Dunn of B&W associated with that incident
6& in November of '77, or were there concerns about the adequacy of
73 pressurizer level of the indication or the adeguacy of
81 instructions that would be given to operators concerning

94 pressurizer level indication?

10 | A I don't beiieve I know a Mr. Kelly or a Mr. Dunn at
11 B&W. It's possible that in my sections of B&W, that I have

12” run across them, and obtained documentation as part of my

13 inspection routine. But I see maybe 200 people there, and I

14| don't remember, you know -- the ones that I have interviewed.
15‘ Q Mr. Dunn, I believe, works with ECCS Analysis Group.
16| In fact, I believe he .is the head of that group.

17 || A Okay. We conducted a series of inspections in

18 | 1978 that had to do with computer programs for ECCS Analysis.

19 But -- and I was scheduled to go to B&W for that meeting, which

20 1 think was in August of '78. But, I had’
21 Y— so I was not able to attend. And I would have

22% probably met Dunn at that time, if I had gone, because I'm sure

23/ if he's in charge of the ECCS Analysis Group, that they did

o] savasoton sia. POOR ORIGINM

Ace-Feders! Reporters, Inc. |
25 Q But, ycu have no knowledge of any concerns that were



raised by people at B&W concerning the instructions that they
had been given to the operators about how to interpret
pressurizer level?

A Not specifically. The only knowledge that I have of
that is the meating of February l4th, They discussed this and
they discussed ti.at the operators had manually run back the
controllers on the -- during this loss of level transient. They
had be.n manually running back the controllers on the charging
pumps for the primary reactor coolant system as part of a
method to raise level back in a pressurizer, after they had lost
level due to a rapid cool-down.

Q We'll get into this a little bit later on.

I am a little confused. Why were they running back the charging
| pumps to regain level?

A No. No. They were running back the controllers on

| the charging pumps, I .guess, to increase the flow of the

I charging pumps. Maybe it's the other way around. They were
increasing flow of the charging pumps to get more water into the
primary coolant system to raise the level in the pressurizers.

And they were doing this manually.

: Q Are these the make-up pumps for the high pressure

22 || injection pumps?

23 A They'd be the make-up pumps. The charging pumps for
|
1

|

the system. The high pressure safety injections are for action

24 |
Ace-Federa! Reporters, Inc.
25% conditions. These were just normal make-up that they were adding
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to the system. And they used these pumps to raise level in
the pressurizer,

Q During transients?

A Yes, sir. During this rapid cool-down transient that

they had been experiencing in some of these B&W plants.

Q Okay. You keep mentioning this meeting in B&W.
I'11 get to that in a little more detail a little later. But
1'd like to try and cover some preliminaries first.

Were you aware of an investigation of concerns

raised by a Mr. Creswell of I&E, Region III?

A Not until February l14th, 1979,

Q You had no knowledge of it prior to that time?

A I didn't even know Creswell, no.

Q Now, how did you become involved in the meeting in
February?

A 1 was the principal inspector for Babcock & Wilcox.

We were notified by Region III that an inspection team was
coming in to meet B&W on the l4th to follow up on some

concerns I had had in Region III. And so, my management felt
that it would be appropriate that since I had scheduled inspec-
tion for that week, a regular inspection, that I take time off
from my regular inspection and sit in on the entrance meeting
and see what the purpose of that visit by the people of Region
III was.

Q Okay. Could you go ahead and describe your
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invoivement at that particular meeting? !

A Yes. I attended the entrance meeting. And I guess
there were -- there must have been five plants or somewhere -~
five plants, I guess, that were generic to the Davis-Besse
plant that were experiencing some of these same problems that
the Davis-Besse plant had. And Fhe Babcock & Wilcox people
were there to present a chart presentatinn of the transients
that had been experienced.

And utility representatives were there from I think
all but one of the plants that were involved. And I attended
the meeting. The meeting was also attended by a Mr. Foster
and a Mr. Kohler from Region III. It was their responsibility
to be the:e for this particular meeting and follow up on what-
ever concerns there was about the transients.

And so, I had already been there from the day before,
because I started my inspection on the 13th, February 13th.

And then, I just took time out from my inspection on the
morning -- I notified the people from Babcock & Wilcox that
when they were ready to have the entrance meeting, to notify me
and I would like to be present for that.

So, I guess it was about 10:00 o'clock in the morning.
I had already been working a couple of hours on my normal
inspection routine when I was notified that the meeting was

about ready to start. So, I went down to the conference room

where it was being held and sat in on the entrance part of the
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meeting and some of the presentation that B&W, personnel were {
supplying to Kohler and Foster. And also, to the utility |
representatives that were there.

And I took some notes at the meeting. This would not
be a part of my regular inspection report because Foster and
Kohler were responsible for the meeting and for the presentation
by B&W. And I assumed that this information would be used in an
inspection report prepared out of Region III.

And my purpose in being there was just that I was
the principal inspector at B&W and it was kind of a coordination
thing for me to be there, to see, you know, what they were --
what sort of information they were looking for while they were
at B&W.

After the entrance meeting then, I -- it was noon Or
it was just before lunch., So, Kohler and Foster and I went to
the cafeteria to eat together, and there was also a B&W
representative that was there at the table with us, But ==

Q Excuse me., Do you recall who that person was?

A No. I don't have any idea who he was. Could have
been Stan Klein. I don't remember. But then, I had known
Kohler previously in one of NRC's DWR training programs that we
had had here, a two-week training program. And that was back
in '75 or '76 that I met him at one of those meetings, And I
guess I'd seen him once after that, and I can't remember

where, but it seems like I remember seeing him somewhere, Maybe
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he came to R. ‘on IV for a meeting or something. T
I saw him there. But, it will be probably three '
years since I1'd seen him., So, we just renewed acguaintances,
you know, and then I didn't attend any of the other parts of
the meeting during the day. I went back to my inspection
activities, because I'm required to -- we follow an inspection
procedure in I&E, and I'm required to complete the reguirements
of that procedure.
So, I had my own work to do. But, I did notify them
that when they had the exit meeting, that I would like to
attend the exit meeting to see if Kohler and Foster had findings
that they'd identified during this meeting or what kind of
resolution or the concerns, you know, or what have you.
Q What transpired at the exit meeting?
I 1 guess Kohler discussed what they had found at the
meeting and that they would document their -- the information

that they had gained in an inspection report. And that they

. didn't have any findings, any items of noncompliance. And that

it was a routine exit meeting. There was, as far as I knew,

| there were no real findings or real resolution that had been

obtained by this visit.
Q What was your understanding of the concerns that
caused this particular meeting to be held?

B The only thing I got from attending the meeting was

that there had been some transients at Davis-Besse and these
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other plants, including Arkansas-1. Some transients in which

relief valves had lifted and had failed to recede, Some rapid
cool-down transients after turbine trip, loss of pressurizer
level, things that appeared to be generic to all of the five
plants that were carbon copies of each other.

Q How was that then translated into a concern? What
was the content of the concern?

A Well, after attending a morning meeting, I realized
that it was pretty -- sort of just an informational meeting.
So, after lunch, I asked Kohler and Foster if they would just
move me into a private conference room SO that I could discuss,
you know, what they were really there for. Because it didn't
appear to me that any -- that it was the sort of thing that
you'd come all the way to Region III to follow up on. That
they had gotten the information at Davis-Besse and that the
things that B&W told them all have been supplied, you know, in
a report or what have you. Because it was all information
that was presented on the part that I saw, was all information
that was just presented on charts.

And T don't know what transpired in the afternoon
I don't know whether Foster and Kohler went to look at the

calculations that suppor ed the analyses or what have you,

The exit meeting was at 3:00 o'clock, which surprised me, because

1 thought that, you know, it would require more time to really

follow up on the things at B&W, the analyses that had taken
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2 So, I got with Foster and Kohler andwe went to a ‘
1
3 || private conference room. And I said, Joel, you know, what are

4 || You really here for? This doesn't seem like much of anything.
5“ And they indicated at that time, that there was an inspector

¢!l in Region III named Creswell that had expressed some concerns

7 | about this -- these cool-down transients and loss of pressurized
8 levels, and so forth. And that they were there to follow up

¢ |l on his concerns.

10 Q Did they explain or expand at all on this, on what

11 || the concerns were that Mr. Creswell wanted considered?

12 A Nothing, except that they related to the rapid

|3‘lcool-down transients.

)4% Q Did they give you any indication of whether the
lsgzconcern was associated with loss of pressurizer level indication
légihighs?

17iE A Yes. Oh, no, I am sorry. Go ahead and ask the

}a;‘question.

:GII Q I believe you mentioned that they did indicate that
2c: the concerns were also associated with loss of pressurizer

21 | level indication?

22 A Yes, but it was at the low end. It seems like it
21 || was dropping out the bottom rather than going off scaled high.
24[ Q Did they expand on that at all and tell you why it

Ace Feders! Reporters Inc
25 | was felt that that might be a2 concern?
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|

2 || that would be a concern as far as, you know, operating a i

3 || nuclear plant because you don't know what your inventory of |

4|l water in your primary coolant system is, at least I don't know

s|| that after you lose pressurizer level.

H Q Was the concern with loss of pressurizer level

7! indication or with actual emptying of the pressurizer?

F £ I think from what I've got at one time, it's actually

9| a physical emptying of the pressurizer. Not all the way, but

10| down to a level of -- let's see. I've got 35 inches. That's =--

11| oh, one event at Toledo Davis-Besse three. One event, there

12| was only forty-five inches left in the pressurizer. And I think

13| low or low, low level or something is like 125 inches or 80

14 !inches or something like that.

15i; So, that was way below the instrumentation that the
|

lb¥ pressurizer could sense.

17; Q Did you consider that to be a problem?

18 | A I am not that technically competent. I don't insgect

0

 the plants any more. So, I didn't feel that it was really, you

20 know -- my judgment, they were following up on this thing and
I

21 ‘that was their responsibility. My only responsibility in this

22 ‘whole thing was just to see what they were there for and just to

23>icoordinate with them while they were and to ensure them, if

7‘!ithey needed any help, or if I could get anyone from B&W with
Ace-Feders' Reporters, Inc

35'!them, that, you know, I would be there to help them on that, as

1

%!
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2 Q when you had this discussion with Mr. Kohler and |
3 || Mr. Foster, we've seen some references made to the possibility |

|

4| that Mr. Kohler made a statement to the effect that Mr. Creswell

ﬁ |

5 || was a troublemaker and they were there to shut him up.

|
|

6 A That is exactly right.
7 Q Do you recall any other details about that or when it

8 occurred and in what context it was said?

9 A It occurred in a meeting that we had privately between

‘oi§xoh1er and I and Foster. And when I asked them what they were

"

11 | there for, they told me about Creswell. And they said he had

12 | written several memos and had concerns and he had kept beating

13| this thing to death and that there were some people, I guess

14 | in Region III, that were -- that did not agree with him. And

15 | that they had been sent to B&W to shut him up.

16 Exactly. Those were the exact words Mr. Kohler
‘7i:“3ed'
;3:' Q Did they give you any indication of the context in

i | which that was meant?
20 | A When somebody says they are going to shut somebody
21 lup, it seems to me that instead of resolving a concern

22 || objectively, that you are going there to just resolve a concern

23’period. You know, and it's -- it left some concern with me that

|
24 a region would send inspectors to follow up on concerns of

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc '

25Lanother inspector, a fellow employee, you know, to shut him up.

|

i |

l
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And I felt that if I had been sent there to do that,

1 would have gone in objectively and tried to see if I could

1
r
|
|
\
|

understand what the man's concerns were. And then, after I had
accumulated :nough information, you know, to make some sort of
judgment myself, then to determine at that point whether or not
the man had legitimate concerns or not. |

Q Other than the statement made by Mr. Kohler, was
there any other indication that the -- Mr Kohler and Mr. Foster
were taking less than an objective observation c¢f the concerns
that had been raised?

A Well, when I had heard that they were coming on the
14th and after the presentation in the morning, I felt that
probably they'd be there twn or three days following up on the
items that were discussed at the meeting. Because on N triple
§, when you have a problem and you bring it to their attention,
they are going to that meeting of that sort with charts, and so
on. They are going to try to impress you with the fact that
they have analyzed this problem and that it is not a problem.
And that your concerns are not really justified.

It's -- these people are in competition with each

other and =--

Q Excuse me. Which people?
A N triple S.
Q In competition with whom?

A Each other, combustion engineering, Westinghouse,
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B&W, the ones that provide pressurized water reactors. It's
not to their advantage to have information in the PDR or in
the public that indicates that one of their plants is
operating any less safe than the other. Because their sales
depend on the safety of the operation of their plants.

It's like the Pintos with the gasoline tanks on the
back. That didn't help Fords selling Pintos any more. And jyou
don't want that sort of thing if you are a nuclear steam
supplier in the public record. Because it could hurt your
sales.

And my feeling is that the nuclcar steam suppliers
have a tendency to kind of whitewash most of the concerns that
the NRC or utilities or ar.'’one else has by pr2senting a dog and
pony show, as some people call it, for the benefit of the
NRC or the public, to resolve a gquestion. And the only way
that you can really resolve it objectively, as an NRC
inspector, is once they presented the information to you, to go
deeper and look and see the analyses, the calculations that
they have to support what they're telling you.

And if you don't go that far, you're really just
getting a superficial view of the thing. And it was surprising
to me that they could come in at 10:00 o'clock in the morning,
spend the whole morning in a presentation, eat lunch and at
3:00 o'clock, be completely finished with their -- with the

concerns such as have been indicated unless they had a lot of
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prior information that had already -- their judgment was alrzady

made on what the problem was. Because for something like this,
the only place that you can really go to see 1f there have been
design changes or reanalysis or anything of that sort to

establish the safety of a system, B&W is the only place that

|
you can get that information. Because they're the nuclear steam

supplier. And they have the analysis groups that perform those
sorts of analyses.

They use computer codes, do hand calculations, all of
the engineering techniques that are necessary to substantiate
any information that they have regarding transients or problems
that they're having in a nuclear plant. So, the main thing was
that the time that was spent there, I don't feel was enough to
really objectively find out if there was substantive information
that backed up the response that B&W gave them in the morning
session.

Q Did Mr. Kohler or Mr. Foster give you any informa-

. tion as to whether their concerns were principally associated

with the technical content of the analyses or simply the --
an attempt to identify what analysis had been done and waen
they had been done?

A I am not aware of that., I don't know -- Would you
repeat that again?

Q There's some indication from discussions with

Mr. Kohler and Mr. Foster that their principal concern was not
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so much the technical content of what had been done because |
of their perception-that they had already been rather extensivel&
analyzed by NRR. PBut, their concern was more on the issue of

what had been done and whether a timely evaluation of these |

issues had been done, rather than trying to get into actual

technical content of the analyses.

In fact, I think Mr. Kohler even admits that he's
not a thermodynamics expert and wouldn't have been qualified to
assess the technical merit of the analyses in the first place.

A So, they were just following up on the procedural
aspects of the thing?
Q Correct.

A Okay.



30 02 0l
kapPL

> w N

21

Q Now, if that were in fact the case, do you think
they could have accomplished that in the time that they were
there?

A Sure. That’s possible if they knew that NRR had
already peen to BiN and had gone through the calculatinns
and analyses and nad confirmed that they were correct.

IThen, their meeting, coming in there later, would have o22n

just a procedural thing, but I don’t know why they would

confirmed thnat suoporting celculations verified that ths
problem, you know == that it wasn’t a problem.

a w2ll, in issues such as tnis tnere’s two possicle
gquestions tnat can De asked. One is the gquestion of whethesr
there is an unreviewed safety issue, whether or not thar2’s

a technical content or a technical marit for determinztion

that an issue is or is not an unreviewed safety issuz.

ct
‘

Tnere is also the guestion of whetner or not

w
2
e
ct
-

determination, re;ardiess of non it eventually come
was perfoarmzd in a timely manner.

A Riant.

J 43w, it is my undarstandinz = and pleass Iorract
me if you don’t ajres, out it was my understanding that
Mr. Zohler and 4r. Foster, their fealiny was that tnsy ware

there primarily t» determine if the analysis had dean done

in a8 timely manner, T2akingo as & 7iven the fact that Az

POOR ORIGINAL
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results of the analysis which had Deen done confirmed by NRR
was that thare was not, in fact, an unireviewed safety

issuz2. So their principal conCern was simply whether or not
that determination had been done in a timely manner.

A Then why was the meeting in the morning technical
in nature? Because the BaW presentations had to do with why
the problem was occurring, what action BaW was teking,
design action they were taking to correct the problem. Why
it was not generic to all plants and, you know, if it ware
only reporting that, we’re talking aoout — it seems lik2
the meeting got a little too technical for tnat part of it.

- N211, ajain, I don’t want to attempt to overwnzlm
you with my understanding of what’s J0in3 on. Obviously,
the purpose of this is to g2t your perceptions of what’s

.

q0iny on. 3ut, as I understand it, there was some sonfusion

on BiW’s part and Yr. Kohler and Mr. Foster’s part adout
exactly what that meeting was all adout.
Naw, did you perceive any confusion such as thzt?
A Y2s., | perceived that from tne bejinninz Dec3use

wnen Konler and Foster and [ arriveu for ths mestinz, th2r2
was considseraole animosity oy the utility pe2opl2 that wara

there, Decause == let’s se2, the utilities wanted to know

‘Why {egion 3 had not gone tarouzh all of thz otner r=g9ions
in notifying the utilities, why Re3ion 3 had called 5is 203

assked B&/ to notify tne utilities. 3ecause the utility

POOR ORIGINAL
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people that were there felt like — that the NRC format for
this sort of thing would be to notify regions in which =
like Arkansas-1, notify Region 4 which in turn == the
principal inspector at Arkansas-! then — or yes —
Arkansas-1, would notify the people at Arkansas=1 that tnere

was going to pe a meeting at Ban,

And that was the concern of tne utilities, that
the notification of the utilities had not been “ros2r.

Q Wnat =— excuse me, go ahead.

A And it just seemed as if there was 2 lot of
nostility at the pezinnning of the meeting. And ths fact is
Foster said, I’m sorry if we stepp2d On anyoody’s toes. Angd
to kind of auiet the utility people down b2lause thare was =
lot of animosity and discussion, and so on, in the
oejinnind.

o In your understanding, wno rejuested that tne
utilities o2 ther2?

A [ think later on, I saw — the fact is after I
gave deposition to the Three Yile Island Commission, tn2y
sent my deposition dack to me with the attecnments that we

had 2ind of oreez2d through when I wa2s at th2 Commnissione.

3

roster to

@

-
Ve' s

1

And none of them was 2 letter, I peli ”

<

someoody at 33w tellind them thet tney ware coning in for

tnis meetin3j.

And 1 guess once that happened, tn2n, the 2203le

POOR" ORIGINAL
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at BiW notified the utilities that the NRC was coming in for
this meeting and maybe the utilities felt like, that the NRC
was trying to sneak in and find out more about their
particular plants from BAW without first notifying the
utilities that they were going to De there.

You know, there’s quite a bit of interplay between
utilities and NRC and NSSS as their architect=engineers and
there’s certain formalities that everyone tries to ooserve
as far as setting up meetings and making sure the right
people are tnere for the meating and seeing if the ytilities
would like to send a represantative, and so on.

Q wall, is there any current practice that would
imply that an NRC inspector in & rejion can’t 90 to 3in TO
discuss a 32neric concern oOr can’: 30 to any vendor to
discuss a 32neric concern without naving representetives » 94
all of the olants that are involved with thzt vendor
present?

A [ think first, he nas to notify taz utility tnst

3’s going to do that. [ don’t think h2 would 20 to Zaid
witn & concarn without first notifying the gtility
reorasentatives tnat, I am going to 3&3% to follow up on
this.

Q w21l then, how do you do your inspections? Jo y2u
nave to notify &ll five or six Baa utilities every tine

you’re goini to 30 to an inspection at 3ai?

POOR ORIGINAL
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A 1“m not a reactor inspector. [ inspect BiW, So,
I don’t have to notify the utilities. My responsipility is

to BinN. That’s my inspection responsibility.

Q But you inspect Banw?
A Yes.
") If you inspect B&W, that would seem to be of

interest to people who own 334 plants.

A N2 don’t have to notify them.

y Ahat’s the differsnce between you 30ing to insdect
the BAW and address concerns and a regional inspecto: from
Region 3 coming in to inspect Ban with unaddressed concarns?

A W21ll, that’s a concern that I navs. dy concern is
that 1 am a principal inspector at BiW. And as far as 1’0
concerned, that’s my plant. And tne way the HRC op2rates is
they can send inspectors, ragional inspactors, into ban 9T
NRR can send inspectors into bam witnout my a2ven knowing
about it. [ can oe &t westinghouse anc som220Qy will asi
ne, Jid you now that there are five guys hare from 2= In=l
are also inspecting?

3ut, we wouldnt’ dare go into a3 nuclear olant in =
rejisn. | woulan’t dare go to Ranchs S5e2Co to 95 & +uality
assurance inspection there without first clearing it thrauza
the rejional office and throuzh the inspector who’s th=2
principal for this plant.

8ut, | think that’s a proolem witnin the 43C taat

POOR ORIGINAL
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needs to be resolved.

BY MR. FOLSOM:
Q Would you notify BAW if you were going to Rancho

Seco to make an inspection of some aspect of B&W plant

performance chere?

A ! am the principal inspector at BaAA,
Q I understand that.
A Otay. | inspect the engineering activities of all

plants that are under construction right now oy Ban. If 1

am looking at Eellafonte, I don’t notify TVA that I’m
ir .ting at BaW at bellafonte. That’s my inspection
resonsioility. Jow ==

Q Ooes Bad know that you’re 3o0in3 to Bellafonte?

0]

A I look at Bellafonte test snainesring activitiss
at 3sd4. | aon’t 39 to any of the plants.

* I see,

A But, & resioneal inspector wno is 3 princisal
inssactor at Uavis=Besse, for instance, can -Om2 fntd Saax

witn my == with no knowledg2z on my oart.

]
mn
ct
(9 ]
J
J
ot

Q And it’s vour undarstanding th=st he na
344 or the Jtility that he’s cominj there

A [ was inspector at Arkansas=i. | wouldn’?: have

(8}
W
b‘
=
(8

J
m
o
e

gone to Bapcock & Wilcox to follow u2 on a con
nad at Arxaasas unless the people at Ar.ansas knew I N2

I was going therz.

POOR ORIGINAL
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Was . at your personal rule?

Inat was a regional rule.

A regional rule?

Yes, sire.

#as that an NRC rule?

If it’s a regional rule it’s an NRC rule.
Within certain limitations, yes.

~

Tne regions promulgate activities of 14, NRC, and

whataver rules they have for inspection of the plants ar=2

NRC rules.
-
regions?

A

[hey’re made in the rejions.

Jo you know whether that rule is pervasive of sll

Befare an inspector can follow up in an activity,

an AE or N355 for a utility that he’s p. sncipal of, that he

notifies th2 utility?

d

A

Y25.

| don’t know. | 4now Keazion 4 has that

restriction.

-

BY Mni. HE3DONS

[nat’s not auite the Ccase we nave nere, [ney

weren’t really ooin3 to specifically address Davis=sessae.

[hey were

* ~

77ing to address a generic concern that aoplied

all s&4AN conzarns.

A
Q

W3, five plants. Only five.

[nere’s only six 540 plants, aren’t there? ALl

POOR ORIGINAL
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sut one. In fact — well, for the — it’s not really

particularly important but for the sake of argument, I asked

to gat information from all B&W plants. And as I understand

it, there ware two that had never hed that type of

transient, one or two that never had that type of

transient. And so, they didn’t provide anyone and that’s

the reason it wasn’t ever /body.

S5, Kohler and Foster first of all, Kohler is not

a principal inspector on any B&n plant. He is not a BaW
inspactor on a plant. He wasn’t at the time.

A Kohler?

o Konhler.

3 xay. | didn’t know that.

Q Faoster is an investigations specialist. He’s not

an inspector at all. I still don’t understand how tne

systam can function if these are the ground rules.
and ~oster told £4d they were comin3 down tn2re to discCuss
some generic concerns associated witn Bss plants.

well, we have to notify all of the utilities. That’s fine.

That is Ba¥'s proolem.

But, why would th2 utilities De distressed peca.s=2
of tne fact that they weren’t notified througn the Isz
rejgional = each through th2ir own IiE regional office tneat

this meetiny was 30ing to 0Oe held, tney wer2 told it was

goinz to be held? ahat difference did it make to tn=m NOW
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they were told?
A You’ll have to ask the utilities.
Q Didn’t that strike you as an unbelievably
cumbarsome way to try and hold a meeting?
A If that’s the the utilities feel it works, I guess

you’1ll have to resolve that with the utilities. If they
have concerns aoout people coming to B&W to look at
engineering activities on their plants, well, I guess we
eithar have to tell them it’s none of your business and 30

in any time we want to, or else try to coordinate activities

through then.

o But you go in any time you want to and lnok at
poan?
- No, 1 don’t. I sand == I notify tnem by pnone. |

follow it uo with a letter saying tnat I[’m coming, wnhen [’m
coming. Th2zn, when [711 be there. Then, I come regularly
on a four time & year_basis.

3¢ MR. FOLSOMS

W Us they always know wnat you’re coming for?

A Tnen | always loo< at 2ngineering activities. I
look at the design ectivitizas of baw. If I oring s»mebdoly
alonz with me that’s going to look at procurements or
audits, I notify them that I have somebody coming z2lona that
will be looking at pr .urem2nts or andits. 50 that at tn=2

entrance me2ting, tney <an nhave the proper people
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represented there, so inpection can get off in a hurry and

we can get to work right away.

Because too many times, you arrive. People are on
vacation. You don’t get to see the rignt people. And
that’s wny we notify them.

Q You don’t have any unannounced inspections?

A We don’t have any unannounced inspections, no.
And there’s really no reason for it, because when you say

you’re goinj to look at design, you’re talking about a

million documents. And there’s no way that tney can clean
up tne whole design area in & two-week period of time pefor2

vou get there.
o Now, let’s say you wanted to go down and look &t
one of the plants tnat is actually under construction oy

BiN. That’s still in tne d2sign pnase, early in

construction.
A Yes.
< First »f all, hav2 you ever done that?
A No. We’re not allowed to Jo that in our 3Jroug.

ROk LN ==

Q If you were looking into the design of 2
particular system and for wnatever reasons you wantea to 30
see now it actually looked =

B I felt lice =— that I need2d to g2 in?

o You felt like you neeaed to actually go see wnst
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this thing looked like. Are you telling me that you would
be prohibited from doing that?

A I am not saying 1 would be prohibited from doing
that. | am saying we have not done that. What you would
have to do is, you have a construction inspector in the
construction group, in the regional office. They have
construction inspectors. TIne inspectors, construction
inspectors, are the principal inspect s at thecse
construction site.. And some of them now are regional
inspectors.

Now, if you wanted to follow up o1 a aroolem that
you had identified == if 1 wanted to say that [ had

identified at BaW, at South Texas projects, for instance,

well, that would pe WNestingnouse == then, I would have to

notify my management that [ woula like to g2 in there., «ae
would h: ‘e to coordinate it through the principal inspecinr
and his chief in wnatever region we wanted to go into, to 23
to the plant to do whatever we wanted to do.

But, it’s never been done yet.

” Auld ysu have to tell Ban?

A [#m sure == I don’t know if I/d have to, out [/~
sure that I would tell them. I woulo tell them at an exit
meeting that I/ve identified a problem. It’s goin3 to
require that I go to Arkansas=l. Inat [’/m 20in3 to aave 10

coordinate it throujn my local == my Rejion 4 mana’2nent.
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request that in my regional office to the Operations Chief.
And then, h2 would coordinate it through his resident
inspector at ANO~1. And then I would go to Arkansas-l.

And the way that would work is that I would
|
|

But there’s more than just me leaving B&w and not
telling them anything and taking the next plane out and
landing at Little Rock and dr 'ving up to ANO=1 and walking
into the plant and saying, I/m here to look at follow=up on
some information. It just doesn’t work that way.

Q All right. But your statement of what there’s
more of all relates to within the N+AC and has notiang to do
with whether you tell Ban, You have to get clearances
throuagn your own line managsment and then wnatever crosscut
problems witnin the agency might oe involved?

A Yes.

r

Q But that has nothing to do with notifyin3y 33% th:at
y w’re going to do it, does it?

A Well, if all of tnis that you’re saying 15 trus,
then why was there antagonism between the utility oaners
that were present, and why did Mr. roster say I’m sorry if
we stepped on your toes? [ mean, if he felt lize h2 hau
don2 this in all 3995d faith, why did he say that? |

woulan’t have said that.

[ would have said, It’s none of your damn

pusiness. #e’ll come up here any time we want to. That’s
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exactly what 1 would have told them. And we don’t operate

like that.
BY MR. HEBDON?

a Nell, first of all, Mr. Kohler was, as I
understand it, unaware that the utility representatives were
going to even be there. It’s his perception that he never
asked that they be there. He was simply trying to get some
information and nad never had any intention tnat tney would
pe there, and in fact, was quite surprised wnen he walked in
the room and saw them there.

A I know that.

Q S», could that be a plausiole exolanation of wnat
ne was apolozizing for? That he was apolozizing for tn2
fact that tney w2re there bacause he had not = he nad not
rejuested tneir presence and that he was a little 0it ta<en
apack to find all the time and money and travel time ana
airline tickets and everytning alse that had been spent to
get these p20ple here from all over the country, wh2n h2
really nad no desire that tney De tnere?

A Inat’s not a judgnent I cz2n make. I don’t know
wnat was in his mind. I am not Mr. Xohler.

- N21l, my juestion was, why was ne apologizinz, 2an3
what I’m wondaring ==

A Faoster is the one who was 2pologizing.

’ Foster or Kohler. Is that a pl2usiole explanation



for what he was apologizing for:

2 A No. 1 don’t have any idea. But, the fact that he
3 said, I’m sorry, we stepped on your toes, to me appears that

- somehow, he felt that he had done something that was

o) inaporopriate and wnen they raised opbjections to it,

5 previously, maybe he realized that maybe he hadn’t really
/ gone througn it, taken the proper action to arrangs2 this
3 meeting. I don’t know.

7 Q Well, anyway, that’s neither here nor there.

10 Anen you do your inspections, do you actually

i review the content of the d2sign an2 anzlyses or do you
12 reviaw more the procedures dy which the design and analyses

13 are aone?

14 A For the last year and a2 nalf, I have Dbeen

12 revi:wing tne actual design. I[’/ve oeen looking at the

35 actual calzulations, the actual computer codes, th2 outdut
4 of computer codes. vae pean paying very little attention
13 to gquality essurance, produrual reguiirements to doing it.

| v Sometimes it =— sometimes | identify deviations

2 that fall out in tne process of doina tnis, out I &m more

2\ \ yterested in the technical details of tneir desion. [ a0
22 desian verification, ‘s exactly wnat I do now.

23 a You mentioned that you’ve never besn to 27y of tn2
i 3an 2lants as part of your inspection progJram.

20 A BiN, yes. Arkansas~l, I was principal insoector




there,

o 1 mean, since you’ve been part of the vendor
inspection program, you have not peen to any B&W plants?

A Noe.

d Do you find it at all difficult to inspect or to
assess design and analysis work on systems that you haven’t
physically seen?

A It is a problem, yes. MWnat I“m looking for is
mainly, Joes & single calculation which provides input to &
larger design analysis, is that calculation correct?
Zecause soonar or later, NRR will get the design analysis.
They’ 1l net the final numbders.

dnat 1 am really interested in is the calculations
that are performed oy hand, Dy an engjineer, checked Dy
anstner enijineer and verifi2d by a~other on2, are the

technical contents of that calculation correct? 32c3use if

the input is incorrect, then the sutput is no cood. Inout

in is only as goad == the output is only 2s 2003 35 tn2

17 input.

2) 3559, 1 look at individusl calculations and desin,
21 verify thoses, follow up on ine verifyer.

22 - Jn you look at those calculations on an suait

23 pasis, or d> you attempt tc review 311 of tnhe calculations?
24 A Just on a sampliny basis. That’s 2all we Can 30.

2o [nar2 ars tnousands of ¢slculations. It would oe imoossiol»



30 02 16
kapPL | to do it in a lifetime, one person.

2 Jd So then, your purpose is to basically serve as a

3 quality assurance check on 2 sampling basis?

4 A Not gquality assurance. Quality assurance means

- that you’re assuring that the procedural rejuirements have

5 peen met, and so on. [’m doing & technical audit, is wnat [
i am doing. I am looking at the references that are used in &
3 calculation, the equations that have bean used, assure tnat
s the numoers J0 into the ejuations correctly to provide tne
10 input that goess into the computer codes, that provides {he
R desian analysis.
1< J How frejuently do you find errors?
13 A We’ve been finding errors guite freguently. sven
14 thoush a calculation is prepared dy 2n individual, checkzd
15 by an individual and verified by another onz we still fing
1> errors in the calculations.

14 o Suostantive errors?
13 A Same of them have pbeen, I felt, yes. Just

|7 recently in an inspection at Browninz Route, I had nad some
2J response sp2ctra that had been used, response sjectra tahat
21 was in a reoort that generated information for the ~5A3, w33
2z diffaerent tnzn tne response spectra that was in the report.
23 And the fact is, it was less conservativa. 50 1 h20 a
24 concern, than, aoout whether or not tnis less conservative

2o response spactra haat been us2d in tn2 orocurement »f
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equipment, because all the specifications, design
specifications, have to identify the response spectra that
that pump or valve or whatever must oe subjected to. Also,
the construction of the containment, the containment base
mat, for instance, has response spectra that it is designed

to.

And this response spectra was less conservativa,

I did not feel that ! was technically qualified to really do
this sort of an analysis. So I requested from NRR 3
specialist in this area. And a2 Dr. Rafan went down to
Browning Rou e with me, and at that point, he didn’t fezl
that ne was really qualified at that time, o do it.

So, he took about six calculations back with nim
to Bathesda that had been & system that had been designed
using less conservative resosonse spectra. And it had Dbe2n
re-analyzed to assure that the incnrrect response spectre
had not undardesianad the system tnat was Dbeing fapricat=d
down there. And in particular, it was tnhe snield dnor 921
the reactor containnent ouilding.

And on my last inspection of Srowning Route I
received, finally receivad a letter from Dr. Rafan in which
he had performed ths analysis = 8 verification of tnese six
calculations. And ne felt that eacnh == that the
calculations and the desion of that structure were

consarvativa.,
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So then, I was able to close the item. And |
feel like these sorts of things are definitely substantive

technical design information.

G If you’re identifying these substantive problems,

are you taking any general actions to improve or to minimize

the possibility of these kinds of errors being made?
A Yes. One of the things tnat they have to do in

their corrective action is to identify generically any other
systams that may have been purchased, may have been
faoricated that were based on this report that had
non-zonservative response spectra. And that’s one of tn2
things that the architect-en3zineer is required == we rejuirs
of him in his response to us.

And he then looked at all specifications relatinz
to S5outh Texas project, to assure tnat the correct response
spectra that wes in the rSAZ, was jdantified in each of
thess design soecifications.

And they found == that’s how they identified tne
~ne for tha shield door. And also, there was part 5f th2
reaz-or fan cooler system that was purchased to less
sansarvative resoonse spectra. They re-analvzed those t«d
systems and found that in n2itner case was the system
undardesizn2d.

[hara’s a lot of == in the design of nuclz2ar

olants, tha-e’s a lot of consaervatism tnat’s put into tn2



design by AEs and NSSSs.

Just apout every time they turn acorner, they add
more conservatism. They’re lucky because when they finu on2
of these things in error on design, if there’s not a way
they can go back and take some of the conservatism out and
re-analyze the thing, they would be tearinjy cut systems Or
redesigninj and repuilding systems to meet the desian
critaria.

Q [ think we’ve gotten a little far afield. Let’s
see if we can get back to specific conca2rns of Mr. Creswz2ll,
rostar and i{onhler.

dnat was your opinion of fne jeneral compatence

and maturity of Yr. Kohler?
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A Oh, 1 think he’s an excellent reactor inspector.
He was. And he did very well in those courses that the

Inspection 3 Enforcement, you know, provides, the PnR

coL.se, the one I was in with him. His questions in class
wer2 very clear. He’s a very technically competent person.

Ther2’s no doubt in my mind that he’s not. And I tnink ne’s

from the nuclear navy. I tnink he’s got that packaround
experience., [ think he has an engineering degree.

Tnere’s no question in my mind that Kohler is not
very competant. He’s probaocly one of the tog, or was on2 of
the top, rezctor inspectors that we navs. I don’t kxnow what
nhe’s doing now, dut ==

J J> you fesl that ne would oe involved witn an
effoart to =—— and mayoe this is a oit of an overstatzment ==

shitawash tne concerns of a fellow inspactor?

L Taat’s a nard gquestion. That’s & moral auestion

]

tnat an individual must address himself to. I am not sur

w

that if my nanagement didn’t put pressure on me 19O whitawa
cancerns of anotaer inssector, you <now, thzat I mignt not D2
forced into & box to do that. 1 don’t Know.

[~3t’s a moral auestion tnat sometimes you C3an D°
intinidated into whitewashing anothear individual. If thare
are a2noujh p20ple around that say, e doesn’/t Xnow what
A2’ t2liiny 3pout," and you feel lite you nave to 33resz

with the majority, even thouzan you nzay feel that mayoe tn2

POOR ORIGINAL
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guy does have legitimate gqusstions. So, | don’t really
know. I don’t know how to answer that.

Tnat’a a moral quastion that [ wouldn’t know now
to answer. [ don’t know how I would react under a similar
situation where 1 am put under pressure by management to 20
sut and intentionally find a2 way to discredit somebody. I
don’t know. And I don’t know if that’s what happen:ad in
this case.

3 Otay.

A All 1 know is I just have somes gut feelin3s aopout
what did happen, and that’s all I can say.

J One of the things that I pelieve came out in tne
course of tnis meating was & discussion about an earlier
incident that nhad ozcurrzd at Arkensas |l. UJo you recall a
discussion >f that particular incident?

- Yas, There were two events reported on aovemd2r
11, 1974, and May 9, 1975, that were of 20~ to 30=s2cona
duration. And it had to do with st2am relisf valves not
rezediny or sometning, sefetys sticking, or I am not surs

exa

- A

L8]
w
4y

Y

ly what that was. But this was a presant tion, part of

+ = e SR
- 9 i.)w

[
Wi

presantation, to Konler and rostar.

¥ Ware you involved with Arc¢ansas Nuclear 3s 2n
insp2c ~r wasn tnese events occurra3i?

A {950

- Jn you recall the event at all, ssparats from the

POOR ORIGINAL
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discussion at this meeting?

A The one on Novembar 11, 774, 1 was not the
inspactor at that time. The one on May 9, 1975, I nad just
taken over responsioility for Arkansas in April, the month
pefore. And 1 guess, apout == that would have peen my
second inspaction there, sometime aoout that time period.

And it seems like, in my memory, we got a letter
from some formal naval officer who nad a home on Lake
Uarn21l, and they had been lifting safetys on Arkansas |
pretty regularly. And he wanted to know about the
qualification of the people that operated tnat plant becaus?2
ne was concarned that they must not know wnat they were
really doing, because if thay had to lift the safetys all
the time == and that’s the only thin3 in my minds tnat is a
re:nllaction of wnat anything that nad to a@> with anythins3
like that.

and I 3°n’t even %now if | reviewsd a licansee
avant reJort related io safetys or somethin3j lize that.
[t’s besn a lona time.

» J» you recall any discussicn at tnat time of any
sonz2rns oy anyon? that oressurizer level indication n=2d
sean lost during those transients?

A Na. 1 don’t rememoer tnat at all. AnG n2sides

tyat, I w~3 so immature in My judament at tnat time, 1

orooaply would not have known what tney were talkinjy aoout
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pv PL I in the first place, because I had only Deen with the NRC for
2 -- lot’s see — four monthsi and my previous experience with
3 - in the nuclear industry, had been the operation of

4 research reactors.

2 And so =- and I was in the process of being

5 trained at tnat time in I&E, PWR sch»ols. So, I can’t

‘ answer that question.

3 o All right. You mentioned, I believe, earlier,

s something to the effect of one of the topics that was being
10 diszussed at the meeting was a questi 'f safety valves

1 lifting and recedina?

12 A Y2s.

13 | Wes that primary safety valves, Or secondary

I safety valvas?

15 A I’m sorry, 1l can’t answer that. I peliev2 it was
15 steam relief velves, becaus: that’s what I nave got here. I

4 nava got "steam reliefs did not recede," and then [’ve got

13 wsafaty. stickinj." Anao this was at Three !ile Island,

1 Units ! and 2. And there ware two 2vents of 30 secConds

N apart.

2i ‘ Jo ynu aave a cate on that?

2< A Jatification to tne WRC was 11715/ /8.

23 o All rijnt. By th2 way, I think you’ve De2n

24 qusting her: off anc on fron some notes you took during tne

22 nestinge. ould it oe possiole to 32t 2 cody of those notes?
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A Yes. And you can get them from Malilory. He says

he has an extra copy. At the Three Mile Island deposition,

they made copies of this, and he has an extra copy. 5So, he

said he’d be happy to provide you all with that, if you

requasted it.

o All rignt. Fine. We’ll get that from him.
Mr. Mallory, from the general counsel’s office?

A Yese.

o Did you have any subseguent discussions witnh
ur. Kohler or Mr. Foster after their visit to BaW?

A On, boy. Let’s see. I think I called Joel Kohler
and told nim that I was == that I nad been asked to come to
the Three Yile lsland Commission to give & deposition. And
1 think I told him exactly what I was going to have to say.
I think I did that tne week that I wen. to the deposition

for ‘hre= Mile Island.

- Wnat did you tell him you wers going to have to
sav?

A The business about "shut nim up.”

- All rignht. Do you recell either at the priefing

that you participated in or at the exit interview, 2xit
meeting, did ¥r. Kohler or ‘r. Fester give any indication of
what the results of their investigation was going 1o b2?

A Tne only thing I can rememder is it was sometnina

to the effect that we’ve Jotten tne information we cCame
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for. And we are satisfied, you know. And that’s apout all

of the information I remember them giving me at the exit

meeting.
Q Did they indicate that they were satisfied with

the information they had received or they were satisfied

tnat they had resolved the concerns that were raissd?

B No. Thay didn’t say that. I think they were
satisfied with the information they had received. And they
wantad to tnank B&W for giving them the information and
going to the trouole of preparing it, anc so on.

3ut thay did not indicate what the final
resolution of the thing would be. They indicated that there

would be an inspection report which would document the

meeting.
J Jid you receive a copy of that inspection report?
4 3. First time I saw it was Inree Mile Isla-ag

deposition. They snowsd me a copy of it.

o Jid you fimd it unusual tnat you aian’t raeceivas 2
copy of it2

A It’s the way the system works. I would think it
woulc be == it would have been nice if 4r. {onler nad sent
me & copy of tne inspection report so I could have found out
what the resolution of the whole proolem was, since I, you

know, was initiated to the problem somewnat that day.

o Nare you at all curious aoout how it came out?
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pv PL | A No, because I have got my own work to do, and
2 following up on someone else’s concerns had already been
3 their responsipbility. And I go out on inspection every
4 other week, and I come in and write an inspection report on
- the week 1’m there, and I just don’t have time to follow up
3 on anything else like that.
‘ I dor’t think that they had any responsipility to
3 sena me an inspection report.
4 - Any not?
10 A Because it was a Davis-Besse inspection report,

11 and | suspect BaAN —

lz o A:re these to be associated with an issu= that

13 might have been 3eneric to S8an plants?

14 - Y2s.

15 - Aouldn’t you have any involvement with th2t?

15 A Wall, it would be nice if we coulc 90 in and

17 follow o 5n things l;ke that as part of our normal

12 inso2ction routine, but we don’t do it that way. n2’ve 2ot
1~ inspaction procedures that we inspect to, and there are

2y certain rejuirements in those inspection procedures that you
2i nave t» meat during the tims that ysu’rs th2re. And you

nave got 20 percent of your time can be spent in individual
25 inspection 2fforts, and that sort of thing, I feel like is

sort of thinj tnat woula probaoly take you at l2ast a

w

24 tn

22 vea: to follow ud on, to loox at the calculations tnat
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support the information, to verify those calculations, to
assure yourself that the design input that had to be changed
or whatever in the redesign of the systems or reanalysis of
the systems was correct.

Q I guess I find it a little di fficult to understand i
how here two inspectors from Region 3 have come to Baw, for }
whom you’re the principal inspector, and they”/ve raised 2
concern that possibly B&n has failed to perform a timely
analysis of a generic concern, and they’ve neld me2tings
there, they’ve taken the time and effort to come down there,
so they obviously feel it’s at least to some extent a
significant concern. And then they go off and they leave
and they go back to Region 3 and you, &s the princioal
inspector, are first of all orocedurally not provided with
the results of that analysis, nor are you == nor do you feal
in your manuate or your charter of what youw' re supposed to
be doinj there, any need to find out how that whole matter
came out. oW =

A Stranger things heve happ2aned in the NRC. I aon’t
thint there’s a lot of coordination detween dJdifferent
reaginons, oetween nesdjuarters, on tnings like tais. I taing
thera =- somehow there’s a flaw in the system that maybe
it’s administrative or somethinz.

But 1 know that | inspect2d, as part of my duties,

in tne authorized inspection agency activities, I want to
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pv PL I the State of Oregon to inspect their authorized inspection
2 agency, and I came pack and I wrote a report on that
3 inspaction, and I attached a memorandum to that inspection,
4 which raised some concerns that I had and some feelings that
2 I had acout the authorized inspection agencies.
5 Our director was interviewed and they asked him
/ som2 loaded guestions about what he thought about the
3 authorized inspection agencies. And he gave them an
y opinion ==
19 < Excuse me. Interviewed dy whom?
1 A See, | guess == was it a newspaper?
12 o 0Lay.
13 A Okay.
14 3 5o ahead.
ia A And they had a c~py of my memo, and tnen tney
12 said, "w21l, how is it that you’re the director of that
14 rejional office, and here’s a copy of a memo where one of
13 your inspectors, wnho is actually don2 the inspection, has an
| » entirely different opinion of the system than you do?" And
20 somehow, taat memdo nad gottan out of our office without our
21 regional director even knowing it existad,
22 It came to wayne lfeinmuth, in headauarters, and,
23 far some rezson, the regional director didn’t even <now of
24 its 2xistenca,

23 55, things like tnat, I an sure, I feel like
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happen all the time, that the people who actvally are
involved and have the responsibility for a particular
inspection or activity, sometimes tne information in an
inspection report is not enough to get strong concerns in
thos2 things identified to the proper people, because not
everybody reads all the inspection reports, except maybe &
chief reads it for technical content and corrects the errors
in the report, and then it may go = after that, it may go
into the PDR without the regional director, you know, Or
anyone else seeing the thing.

And 1 guess this memo that I am talking aopout
probably was the same sort of thing, and if he had known
apout ths mems, he may have had a better feeling for the
systam, I don’t Kknow.

f2. FOLS04t Can we take a break?

Mi., HE3DONS Yes., Let’s 3o off the record and

(srief recess.)
2. HEBDOJ® Go back on tne rescord.
3Y 4R. HEBOONS
o yaat was your opinion concerning the significance
~f tne issuss that Mr. Creswall raised?
A Nat being able to really technically evaluzte what
nis concarns were, it appeared to m2 as if they were relzted

to [nree 'Mile Island, that the concerns that he had == and
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pv PL ] then after Three 'lile Island, that there was some
2 relationship petween the two.
3 Q In what way?
4 A Oh, 1 guess, pressurizer level, for one, because
S that was a problem at Three Mile Island. Let’s see. And, I
5 guess, the relief valve or safetys, or whatever, not
/ receding, was probaoly associated.
3 J Llet me explore those a little bit, if we could.
7 In what way did you see — do you see &
19 relationship between Mr. Creswell’s concern about low

1 pressurizer level during a coc -down transient and the

12 accident at TMI?

13 A Tne accident at TMI also nad a rapid cool=down, I
14 understand, after they got == finally aux feedwater 20inz.

12 [hey had depressurized below the point 3t wnich they aot

15 safety injection. They had a slin3 in the primary coolant

14 system. 3omne of these same things, [ guess, were what I

13 inferred from the Davis=besse incidants.

|+ If you have to manually operate a motor controller
2J on a valve for a system which supolies water to your primary
21 conlant system, it appears tnat mayde at Three 4ile Island,
22 if they nad done something of tnis sort, maybe they coulg

23 have gJotten some water back into tn2 system.

24 < Could oe something of wnat sort?

25 A tanually opereting the valve controllers on tne
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makeup pumps, the charging pumps to the system that could
have goften some water back into the system this way. They
turned off safety injection, which cut down == cut off a
source of supply to the primary coolant system.

Q I’m sorry, | guess I still dont” understand what

motor controllers they’d be operating to do what.

A Nell, there must be valves on the charging
system —

Q Yes.

A — That can be opened up to allow the charging

pumps to force water into the primary coolant system.

Q Wnat would have caused tha2m to do that? They had
already snut off the high=pressure injection pumps.

A I juess they had to turn them bacx 9n to do that.
[hey had shut off the hijah=pressure injection because thay

turnz2d on safety injection an =

" [sn’t taat the same thing?

A Tne plants that we learnsa about were Westingnous=2
olants.

o )Xaye

A And BaY plants arz somewnat differant. 59,
samatimes I 3et tne two confused.

J Well, isn’t tne safety injection system on &

westingnouss: plant and ths nigh=pressurz2 injection system on

3 san plant 2ssentially the sanme svstem?

POOR - ORIGINAL
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A On a Westinghouse plant, the safety injection
system, hignh=pressure safety injection, is your charging
pumps. And in one mode, it forces porated water from the
pbit into the reactor coolant systemi and the other mode is
to just provide makeup for the primary coolant systam.

< Yau also mentioned that you felt that the safety
vea.ve issue had some relevance to the TMI. In what way?

A w2ll, they =- the PERC on the pressurizer liftad
and == or PORV on tne pressurizer lifted, and it didn’t
recede. So, they lost coolant into the relief tank. And
they finally olew the rupture disk. And s> it was a cas2 of
relisf valve not receding and leakinz. And I am not sur2
whetner what they were talking about at Baw was your stea
safetys leaking or wnhether it was tne PORVs on the
pressurizer. 1 didi’t pick that uo in the period of tim2
that 1 was, you know, listeniny to tne discussions.

J All riant.

I am sure somebddy nas analyzed

-
L
W
wn
y—
Q
8]
w
ot
-
W
or
.

Sreswell’s concerns and hava seen if they do relate to tne
T.I. 1 navan’t had the tim2 or I haven’t had the t2chnical
information availanle to do that myself.

3 Cartainly. That was just 2n attempt to Jet your
sersoectiva, not an attempt to Qet any detailed analysis.

A If I had tne technical infarmation to loo% at,

sassd on = | have naver evan seen 21y >f Creswell’s

POOR ORIGINAL
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reports, you know. The only thing that [“ve seen is a memo
that Creswell wrote. That’s attached to my Three Mile
Island deposition. And it doesn’t really give a lot of tnhe
details of nis concerns.

[t’s a poor Xerox, in the first place. You can
hardly read it.

And the otner thing is it doesn’t identify his
concerns at all. It doesn’t give the dstail of them. So,
it would be impossiole for me to analyzs what his real
concerns ars anc how they —~elate to Three Mile Island,
unless I have availsoility to that information. And I feel
liks somepody elss is responsible for that sort of thina at
the present time. TInhey’re oound to De.

2 All rigzht.

A Yau know, that’s anotner thinys After Three 'file
[sland, why didn’t regional directors or somebody in
rejinonal offices call in all the inspectors and sit them
down and t2ll them exactly what had happena2d at Threse dile
Island, the exact details of the thing?

[ went on an inspaction to Westinjhouse after thszt
aad nappanea, And vYestinghouse had had som2thin? 1iks: S
of their encineerin3y staff in a confarence, in whizh th2
detzils of Three 4ile Island were descrioa2d in the meetina,
to apprise 3ll of tn2 enjin2ers there of what had actually

hepp2ned. ~or one thing, for puplic relations. BSezaus2 you

POOR ORIGINAL
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nave people that are going out in the puplic and somebody

pv PL

2 says, "Hey, you work for the NRC. What happened at Three
3 Mile Island?" And if peopl2 cannot, Yyou know — {if a guy
4 indicates that, you know, "I don’t have any idea what

> napp2ned at Three Mile Island,* they think, "And you work

S for the NRC?" You know.

/ But we didn’t have any single inkling. The fact

3 is it was as if management was tryiny to keep the details of
. the thing away from everyone.

i I think there is a == there is a 3ap there. I

i thin< that after an incident of this sort and this

12 majni tude, tnat everyone that inspszts, whather they inspect
13 a nuclear plant or anything elses, anyon2 that’s in an

14 insosction capacity and is interfacing with the pubnlic

15 should have some sort of training 3s to whal nappens in

15 tness sorts of evants. WNe’re not all stupia, anc somatimes
1 they treat us es if we were all == you know == don’t navs: a
1= nead to %now. That’s exactly wnat it is.

17 o N21l, do you thint that tnat particular incident
2J is somewnzt symptomatic of the relationsnip 2f the various

2l gyaits witnin 4&C, tnat ther2 is very little

é2 cross=fertilization of information?

23 A [ think so. See, I was with the AzC bpack in tae
2+ time when tnere ware 18 inspectors altosetnar. It was 3
2 closa=knit sroup 2t that time, ana when anytnins na2spen20,

POCR ORIGINAL
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everybody knew apout it, because it wasn’t that hard to
di~saminate information. But now, the thing is, the NRC has
grown to such a size that I guess it’s hard to really get
the information &around to everyone.

3ut there should be an attempt to do this, I
feel.

Q I would like to ask you some much more general
questions aoout tne way the NRC and the way I&E functions.
Soma of these things, I think, we’ve 2already talked apout to
some extent.

Wnat is your general percaption of the
relationshio oetween IAE headquarters and IsZ regions?

A [hat’s == | think there is some feeling of
susaiciun Da2tween tne two. [ think that the regional
~ffizes nav: a fealiny of independence, &and l4E headjuarters
prooczoly feel as if they promulgate the policy which they
d2. And tha2n sometimes, ine resionzl offices tand to drés
thei- feat 2 little, I thing, aoout new policies tnat come
tarough, because 2 lot of p2ople don’t like change. Thev

jet in a 3roove of doing things, axd thay don’t like for new

thinas t2 come alon3 that ceuse “hem to have to spenc mare
tima to learn & n2w system.

And 1 think there is a sort of a feelin3 Detwean
the rejional offices and headjuarters that h2adauartars just

is providiny mor2 work for the regional offices, or

POOR ORIGINAL
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something of this sort.

It’s a parochial sort of thing that always exists
in a situation like this, where you have the headguarters
offices located somewhere else and then regional offices out
in the field.

[ see this with the authorized inspection
agencies. ror instance, Hartford Steam Boiler, they provias

the authorized nuclear inspsctors =t the nuc lear plants now,

®

and they have sevan regiona’ offices in the United 3States,
and the headauarters office is in Hartford, and there is a
lot of ill fealinj oetween the rejional offices and the
headjuarters office pecause they feel lize the headjuartars

~vays forcing undaue requiremants on them that acgc

—

office is a
to their time and just caus2 extra work and effort, you
LNOW,

An3d | remempder on: time, we had an old friend of
mine that nad been in.Resion 2 that was now at nheadjuarters,
and ne2 c2me out to our regional office to explain
anforcement actinn. That was his responsibility in
aeacgusrters. And they just Deratec him somethin?
tarrioly. [ney really raked him ovar the chals.

And 1 feel like there should be mors esprit de
sar>s batwesn tne people in the ~22, and not so much feelin3
that here’s a guy tnat’s just cominz out and he’s tryina to

add more work for our schedule and n= doesn’t reall; know

POOR - ORIGINAL



pv PL

& w N

what’s going on. And I think that’s the regional offices”

feeling about headquarters, that headquarters, ycu Know,
those peopls there are way back in Bethesda, they sit in
rooms at desks and just sit there all day long and that the
regional office is really tne one that does all the work ana
actually promulgates the activities of inspection and

enforcement.

So, I think there is not a gocd feeling, as far as

[ can see, oetween regional offices and headauarters. And I

don’t see tnat this has to oe. I tnink that there should De
mors coordination and more feelinj of cooperation petwean

the two.

Tnat may not be a flaw in the system. I don’t
know. But it propaply doesn’t help if people have feelings
livs that. I’m sure it doesn’t increase the frequency of

inspection 2ffort.
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. 6380 1 Q Have you ever been discouraged from using a strongly
:-1 2 worded statement to describe deficiencies that you found?
3 A No, I don't use strongly worded statements, anyway. |
4 Q Have you ever had any perception that -- that the

5 || management of the I&E region were discouraging that sort of

6 || usage?

7 A Only to the extent that -- where you might be

8 expressing your own opinion. I think -- 1 don't think opinions
¢ | have any, you know == you've got reguirements. If you've got a
j0 | finding against a requirement, use that requirement in your

11| findings. And you should not express personal observations or

12| opinions.

13 1| And I think there's been -- there's a policy about not
f ; S C rwp
14 | expressing cpinions and findings. But sticking to the facts

15;

! and addressing their requirements.
1sﬁ Q How does one express opinions?
17 || A You don't really express opinions in inspection

18 | reports.

1 Q How do you express them at all?
20 | A Do you have an example in mind or =--
2N | Q I think this particular utility is incompetent and

|
t
22‘ shouldn't be allowed to operate a plant. How would you express

23| that?

24 A Well --
Ace-Federa! Reporters, Inc.

i
25} Q How would you bring that to the attention of your




1.'2 ‘

10 |

11

12

13

14

15 |

16

17 ||

21

22

23

24

Ace-Faders! Reporters, Inc. |

25

|
H
|

li

59

managemnent?

A I guess you'd either go to your chief and tell them

I feel like this utility is incompetent and not capable of
operating. But, I think the first thing you would be asked is,
you know, is that a personal opinion?

Do you have anything to indicate that ihat utility is not
competent?

Q Let's say; he's been inspecting that particular
facility for a year or so and Le has a large number of documents
in compliance in his inspection report, and that sort of
conclusion has to be subjective. Incompetence is a very
subjective term. How would an inspector go about expressing
that concern to his management?

A Let me just address not utilities or plants, because
I don't inspect those.

Q Vendor.

A Let me address in AE or N triple §. If I had
identified a large number -~f deviations and an architect-
engineer and really felt that they weren't responsive to my
concerns and my findings, and that their corrective action was
not being completed, that they were identifying in their
letters of response that they were going t take whatever
corrective action and then I'd come back on another inspection
and they had not completed the corrective action, then, I

wouldn't have any feeling at all about now going to my
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1s-3 ) | management and telling them that this is the case. This is

2 | the problem that I am having with these people. And I am that
3| I would get complete cooperation from my management as far as
4| writing some sort of a letter to them telling them that in our
5 || case, that we withdraw their letter of approval if -- approving
¢ || their gquality assurance program if, you know, they didn't

7|| start completing the corrective action that has been described,
g | and so on.

9 Probably, we would even have a management meeting. My

j0 | chief would go along with me and explain to the people that

11 || they were not performing the duties that they were inspected to

12 || meet.

13 1 Q Could you put that formally in a memo to your

14 | branch chief?

15 || A Sure. Yes., I'd have no problem at all doing that.
16 || Q All right. ' What is your perception of the

17| relationship between I&E and NRR?

18 A Ther= again, I think it is the same sort of thing
191 that == it is aot really like we are all NRC. 1It's more like

2¢  all separate organ:zations and jockeying for positions, I'm at
|

21% the very bottom. So, I am giving you a bottom looking up to the

22l top. I don't know. I don't have an overall management view of

23 || the whole thing.
| |

24 | So, I don't know whether there is a lot of cooperation
~a$¢munqnnutum1
ZSL between NRR and I&E or whether, you know, there is sort of an

|
i;
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%
sls-4 1 || obstacle between the two organizations, even though they are all
, | within NRC. |
3 Q Based on your perception, how effectively does the
4 || current ISE and NRR relationship facilitate the feedback
5| of operational experience into a licensing process?
6 A You mean identifying LER's at plants and then
7. following up on those and --
B Q Well, in a general sense, how aware is the technical
9 !| reviewer in the Division of the Systems Safety, or how aware is
loi the technical reviewer in the Division of Operating Reactors

11 || to the corncerns sad problems that you are seeing as a vendor

12 || inspector?

12 A You know, we write inspection reports and the

14| inspection repcrts sometimes have pretty subs-antive problems --
15| identify pretty substantive problems.

16 | Q Yes.

17  A You really feel that once you've signed off on your
8 Linspection report and turned it into the papermill or whatever

 and it joes in the PDR, and so on, no one ever reads the thing

20 again,

215 BY MR. FOLSOM:

22“ Q wWhat's the PDR?

23” A Public Document Room.
24 Q Okay.

Ace-Federa! Reporters Inc ii
2Sﬂ A And I guess the mechanism that we have or, you know,
|

I
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2Ci I think that may be a problem with the system because after a
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of identifying these things to licensing, is action items, actio
item requests. An inspector, if he really --

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q Excuse me. Is that the same as transfer of lead
responsibility?

A I don't know about that. This is in the regional
office.

Q All right.

A What this is, it's an action item that if an

inspector has a problem that he feels should be addressed to
licensing, you know, NRR, then, he fills out a form that
identifies what the problem is, and I think it's in the -- it
goes to the computer system. And it's directed to I&E
Headquarters and then somebody takes responsibility for it here
in Bethesda and sees that the proper organization in NRR gets
this problem directed towards them.

And mainly, these action items request some sort of action

' on the part of NRR. And it takes them an inordinate long

period of time to get any sort of response back on these things.

while, the inspectors yet to the point where they feel like,
you know, I'm identifying this thing and maybe it's a year
before I hear anything about it, And, you know, what's really
the necessity for continuing to write these action items when

I'm not really hearing, you know, what resolution is taking

OIFNREEE  STECLE
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place.

Q Is it your perception that most of these action items

eventually reach NRR or are most of them handled at the I&E

headquarters?
A I think they do get to NRR.
Q What is the basis of that perception?
A Because sometimes, we get action back on them and it

comes from NRR. And I don't guess I ever get telephone calls,

you know. When I submit an action item, I don't finally get a

telephone call from whoever has been g.ven the responsibility in

NRR, asking me to expand on what, you know, the details of this

problem that I might have.

And probsply, that would be a way that you would expect the

system to work, if it were working effectively, and there
would be -- when it finally got to the person that had the
responsibility, that he would get back to the inspector that
identified his concern and that they wou’d work together, you
know, trying to get the details worked out so that the person
in NRR could actually perform an analysis or an evaluation of
the problem.

Q Okay. Is there a difference in your inspection
procedures in philosophy with respect to safety related
systems as opposed to nonsafety related systems?

A I pretty much stick to the safety related systems

in our inspections because -- especially our technical



sls~-7 1| inspections, because only if you identify a problem with a i
2 || nonsafety related system, it tends to not become as much of a !

1!l concern as if you've identified a problem on a safety related ?

4| system.

|
5 BY MR. FOLSOM: |
6 Q Tell me as a layman, I'm the layman, the difference |

7! bet'reen a technical inspection and any other kind of an
g8 | inspection.

9 A Oh, okay. Vendor Inspection Branch, which I'min,

10 || Program Evaluation Section, we're responsible for the
i1l archi-ect-engireers ané nuclear suppliers. And we don't have

12 || anything to do with pumps and valves A component branch.

t
13| That's also a Vendor Inspection Branch.
l

‘lig We have requirements in the manual ch.pter to inspect the
‘bi;Quality Assurance Programs of these AE's and N triple S's. The
‘6%iouality Assurance Programs are usually developed in the top

‘7H Report, which is approved by a Quality Assurance Branch in NRR

18 and that describes their program for conducting their activities,
' It is the 18 criterion in 10 CFR, Part 50 and Appendix B.

20 And, of course, you know that there is procurement and

21 audits and things like that that are programatic. Then, there
22v are things like the activity that I am really interested in 1is
23}idesign and control.

2‘3 Q Is that technical?

Ace-Federa' Reporters, Inc i?

25 A That's technical.
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Q And all of your work is technical then? ,
A All of my work is technical, yes. g
Q Okay. !
ks In our group, we -- I guess up until about a year andi

a half ago, we inspected the programatic aspect of quality 3
assurance. And, at that time, we began to deviate from that,
And myself and another gentleman in our group, started tr look
more at the technical aspects of the Quality Assurance Program.

In other words, not just the guality assurance procedures and
so on that they had for conducting the design activities. But
actually, were they conducting the design activities correctly?

It was design verification, is what it was. And after that
time, I have necarly devoted all of my time strictly to that at
the AE's and N triple S's. 1I've nearly entirely spent my time
looking at design verification of calculations, computer codes,
input from the codes and output from the codes, things that NRR
does rot have an opportunity to see. Because --

Q Now, would you put your answer to me about the fact
that all of their work is technical, together with Mr. Hebdon's
question about what is the difference in your inspection
procedures and philosophy for safety related versus nonsafety
related systems? Your answer to him was that you spent =-- that
you tended to give a more technical inspection to safety related
features.

A Yes.
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14 |
15 |

16 !

18 |

Q what kind of an inspection would you give to non-

safety related systems?

A I don't really look at nonsafety related systems.
Q That's what I'm driving at.
A Yes. The condensor turbine generator, electro-

hydraulic control system, all of that, I don't =-- I look
strictly at mainly the things that are in containment.

Q Is that someone else's responsibility to look at
the nonsafety related items that you have just listed?

A I am not sure that we do look at nonsafety related
systems at all. The components that are supplied for nonsafety

related systems, I think are component suppliers who actually

| look at the gualifications of those.

But, as far as the design of the nonsafety related
systems, I don't think, since I've been with NRC, cthat I have
ever looked at a system like that.

Q Okay.

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q What is the basis for deciding that a system is
safety related?

A Well, I guess the design specification indicates

whether it is Safety Class 1. I usually try to pick those

| systems that are Safety Class 1 systems. I can usually, you

' know, from the training programs that I've had in the NRC, I'm

H able to recognize, you know, by the title of a system, whether

|
|
|
|
1
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l

sls-10 11l 1t's safety related or not sair=ty related.

2 And I try to stick with those that I am absolutely sure

3| are safety related. This last inspection that I made at

4| Browning Route, I looked -t the reactor head degassing system
5“ because of Three Mile Island. And I was interested in what |
6! was the difference between how a Westinghouse plant would handle
7!l that sort of a problem, with a vapor in the head of the vessel

8| and that had the same problem. Because there are no automatic

9! control valves in that system. There's a spool piece that has
10} to be placed in place before we can do fuel handling operations.
11|l And that's when they degassed that head.

12 And so, they would have had the same prcblem. But, I

13| selected that system because obviously, the safety related

14 system and --

15 Q It is a safety related system?
16 | A It's a Safety Class 1 system.
i
7 Q All right. How is it classified as a safety system?

18 | What's the basis for deciding that that system is a safety

79L related system?
2Ci A Is this an examination?
2‘} Q No, no, not at all. This is information gathering.
22 | A okay.

|
23J Q Examination, you have to know the answer before you
2|

. ask the question. Answer a&ny part of the reactor coclant system

Ace-Federal Reporters Inc
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25J that you could lose reactor coolant and radiocactivity from the

|
|
|
i
|
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sls-11 1 primary coolant system, I would think would be a Safety Class

b Q Do you know if the PORV on a B&W plant is a safety
‘) related system? E
5 A I don't know. I've heard words that it's not. And
6“ I can't believe that it's not a safety related system because

7 it's a pressure foundry where the primary pressure reactor

g || system.

9 Q As I understand it, the valve itself is a pressure

10 || boundary but the control to the pressure valve isn't. Would

11 || that surprise you?

12 A No. In my inspections, I've seen a lot of systems

13| that I thought, you kn»w, in my own mind, appeared to me to be --

14 || this appears to be a safety related system. You know, and yet,

15 it was classified as nonsafety related. And I guess the

16 || c. :erion is like you said. 1It's the pressure boundary to the

f
17 | primary coolant system.

|
|
|
|
|

18 || Q Who makes the determination as to whether or not a

'$ system is safety related?

20 | A You know, that's a good gquestion. It seems to me to

il

21ﬁbe that each AE and N triple S makes this judgment on his own. '
! |

22 |And we've been trying -- I don't know whether we did it by

23laction item or anything of that sort. But, we've been trying to

24 | find, you know, someone in NRR that would classify systems as
Ace-Federa' Reporters, Inc ||

2Shsafety related or nonsafety related and put out a list of safety

|

1

i.
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sls-12 1 related and nonsafety related systems so that everybody in the
5 || industry would have the same guidelines.
) But, there doesn't seem to be a single criterion that
4 establishes which systems are which. And today --
5 Q Have you made that request formally?
¢! Do you krnow if there is any documentation of that request?
7 A I don't know if we have or not. But we have
2 struggled with this for years.
9 Q Would you, when you return tc the region, attempt to
10 | locate any formal requests or any document attempt to identify
111l or to resolve this issue of what systems are safety related and
12 || what systems are not and forward a copy to us, if you can find
13” it?
14; A I'll be happy to.
15% Q Okay. You'll be getting a copy of the transcript,
15% so there's no real need to make a note of that.
173 A Let me do it so that I can start action now.
1gz| MR. HEBDON: Let's go off the record for a minute.
:9% (Discussion off the record.)
20 ' BY MR. HEBDON:
2|H Q Back on the record.
22& Have you ever attempted to have a particular system
231 reclassified as safety related?
24% A No. Because there are enough systems that are
Ace-Federal Reporters Inc ||
25‘ safety related that it keeps me busy just inspecting those. 1
|
|




71

1s-14 1 || would be easy to do if someone wanted to do it?

|

2 A I think NRR, if they made a list and said these

3 || systems are classified and within these systems, these pumps are

|
4|l classified safety related, I think you'd need a listing like

|
|

s || that. Somebody might need to 40 something like that in order >
6!l for it to be effective. |
7 Q And what I'm trying to get at is has any inspector

g | that you know of, out in the field, ever identified a system that
¢ || they thought ought to be safety related that wasn't and made

10! any effort to have I&E headquarters or NRR reclassify that item
11 || from nonsafety related to safety related?

12 A Not to my knowledge.

13 || Q Is there any perception in your mind as to whether

14 || or not it would be feasible to do? Could an inspector do that

lsiif he wanted to do it with some reasonable probability of

t

16 || success?

17 1l A I feel like it would be successful to do that. I

18 | don't think it would be an impossibility.

|

9 Q Then, why hasn't anyone ever tried to do it?
20 A I don't have an answer forthat. I know that I've
21;iheard other inspectors say that this system is not classified as
22 isafety related, and I feel like it is safety related and yet,
23| it was dropped at that point
|
24 Q Okay.
Ace-Feadera! Reporters inc '
25i A And I know I probably said the same thing myself in
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don't have any trouble finding a safety related system to
perform my type of inspection on.

Q Have you ever been concerned that a particular

| system was not safety related that you felt should oce?

A Yes. The fact is, I can't remember, but it seems
like someplace I went, the aux feed system was not considered
to be a safety related system. And in light of Three Mile
Tsland, it appears to me that maybe it obviously should be a
safety related system.

Q Did you feel any responsibility to have the systems
r~classified as safety related?

A T think all of us have, and I think all of the
inspectors have discussed it amongst ourselves, you know.

Even those in reactor operations and so on. And I don't know
if there has ever been any formal request.

I think something, you know -- you've got the feeling that,
from discussing it with other guys, that NRR had never -- that
somebody had asked NRR to do this, to classify safety versus
nonsafety related and that there had never been any sort of a
list that had ever come out that identified which systems were
and were not.

Q Do you know of any cases where anyone has ever
tried to get a system reclassified?

A No.

Qo Wwas there any perception that such a thing is =--
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the discussions, had some concern about a sy..2m that I felt
like should be classified safety related. The fact is, on one
of my inspections, I identified -- let's see, At United

Engineers, I identified that the condensate storage tank and
|

|

demineralized water storage, which are the primary source of
supply for the aux feed system, they were both classified as
nonsafety related. They were not Safety Class 1 systems.

But, the problem was that they had taken the tanks from -~
let's see. They had moved the tanks outside the building and
in doing so, they had originally established the boundary of
the auxiliary building as the limit for any safety Class 1

systems.

And then somehow, the -- in the design, the tanks were
i moved to the outside of that and they didn't get reclassified
as Safety Class 1. This is a deviation or an unresolved item
that I have at United Nuclear -- oh, United Engineers right

now. That I feel would require some NRR assistance.

Q How long has that issue been unresolved?
A when did I go to United Engineers?
‘ Q Approximately.
: A Let me see. IT was sometime this year. May 2lst

through 25th, 1979.
Q Do you feel then that you are now going to request
that NRR reclassity those two tanks as safety related?

i
i A No. The United Engineers have already taken the
|
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action to reclassify them when I identified that they were not.

They reclassified them as Safety Class 1.

Q what plant would that be associated with?

A I don't have my inspection report. Let's see if I
can remember. Just guessing, I would say WPPS-1 and 4.

Q Could you double-check for sure when you get back
to the office and let us know for sure?

BY MR. FOLSOM:

Q Would you express that, WPPS?

A washington Public Power Supply Service or whatever,
WPPS.

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q Washington Public Power System, W-P-P-S.

A Do you want me to report back to ycu on that?

Q Yes, if you would.

A Okay.

Q Now, let's say that the architect-engineer in this

' particular case said no, we don't want to reclassify that as

safetvy related. What would you do?

A I would then -- I'd have a problem with it.
Q What would you do?
S 1 would prepare an action item for -- to go through

the Office of Inspection Enforcement to NRR and appraise them.

The fact is, I'd probably call the WPPS project manager when I

got back to the office for NRR and 11 him what I found and that
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|
|
|
sls-17 || T felt that those two tanks were -- should be classified safety f
l
, || related and United Engineers disagreed with me. And that -- {
|
|| that I would be concerned if they were constructed as nonsafety
4 related structures.
5” Q Has that particular design been approved by NRR?
6 A They haven't submitted an FSAR, I don't think,
7 Q Do they have a construction permit?
8 A Yes.
9 Q Now, they have gone through the first preliminary

10 | design?

1" A Yes.

12 Q In the course of that preliminary design, was there
13 any indication that you've been able to identify, that the issue
143 of whether or not those two tanks were or were not safety

lsﬁ related came up?

lbﬁ A No. It was an oversight on the part of the United

17| Engineers.

18 Q ¥as it egually an oversight on the part of NRR that
¢ they didn't catch it, either?

20 | A No. I think probably -- I don't know this for sure.
51| But, I can't remember. I know I looked at the PSAR and I looked
22 || to see where they were located in the PSAR. And I think that in

23! the PSAR, it shows them located within a safety, you know,

24| Class 1 boundary.
Ace-Feders! Reporters Inc
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A Yes, I am pretty sure. And then, cf course, when

they looked at additional, you know, newer drawings where the

things had been moved, then I questioned the fact that they were

not classified as safety related. Because the design

specification did not have them classified as safety related,

Class 1 systems.

And so then, when I addressed this problem, then United

Engineers followed up on it while I worked on the inspection to

find out how the oversight had occurred. And the tanks were

moved and they had been reclassified.

problem.

And that was the




Q Okay.
A And before I left, they had done the design change
requests and all of that sort of thing to get those things

reclassified as safety related.

The next problem that I had was the specifications that ]
were sent out to the supplier to fabricate the tanks, have themE
identified as nonsafety related. So, of course, that's another
case in which I found that the Response spectra was incorrect.

And so, the tanks were being designed to a less conservative
Response spec’ra and were not classified safety related. So,

I wanted them to verify the analysis performed by the supplier
to assure that the tanks were being fabricated, in fact, to the
new Response spectra.

And so, of course, when I leave that, United Engineers
is not my inspection of responsibility. I was assisting on that
inspection.

And so, I don't know what follow-up has occurred on that.
But I have a feeling that I will be required to go back on the
rext time they go back on an inspection of United Engineers, to
follow up on that particular item and hopefully, I can get
someone from NRR thz+'s technically competent in that area to
go along with me anc take a look at the reanalysis to assure
they are, in fact, fabricated to the more stringent requirements.

Q The fact that those tanks are not safety related,

have been affected in the FSAR?



77

1s-2 1 A I'11 bet they would have missed it all the way
2 through.
3 Q They still would have shown the tanks as being
4 inside the auxiliary building?

5“ A It would have probably shown them being outside the
auxiliary building, but it would have not addressed them as

B safety related systems.

g | Q Do you have any perception as to whether or not that
¢ | woild have been identified by NRR as a problem?

10 A I've never worked in NRR. So, I don't really know.
11l T don't really know what details they really look at in an

12| FSAR. There's so much information in those, 20, 25 volumes. I

]3Y don't see how anyone could look at every page and evaluate

14 | every single system and find errors of that sort.

15 | It seems to me that it would just be a monumental problem to
do that. It would take a tremendous amount of manpower to do
+s that. I don't know how they operate in NRR, but I am sure

¢ they assign certain sections of it to certain groups that have

-—

~O

competence in that particular area. And one group was used
2CI over and over and over again with a certain system, rather than

21| the whole FSAR. And maybe people, if they do that over and

22 | over again, they'll pick up something like that quickly.
|

23 || Q Okay. Do you know of any other precursory events
|
|

24 | that are relevant to the accident at TMI?

Ace-Feders! Reporters Inc.

251 A Yes.
|
|
!
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1s-3 1 Q What? |
T

2 A I'm going into Westinghouse Monday on a Part 21 }
|

1|l inspection that has to do with Beznau-1l in Switzerland, which

4!l is a foreign plant in which they had a transient that supposedlyg
.

H is similar to Three Mile Island in 1974. And the purpose of |

6!| Denny Ross and his group, are responsible for initiating

7| inspection. And my responsibility is to go in and look to see ;

g!| if after Three Mile Island, did Westinghouse go back and look '

9!l at all transients at foreign and domestic plants that might

‘°i have been of the same sort of situation that happened at

lli Three Mile Island.

12| And under Part 21, if they did look at Beznau-l and since

13% they had plants domestically, that was the same vintage as that
l

14 | plant, did they, in fact, or why didn't they, in fact, report
|

‘Sjithat as a Part 21 after Three Mile Island?
]|

‘6%; So, that's what I'm going in Monday to Westinghouse on.
17f Q Okay.

18 x BY MR. FOLSOM:

19 Q May I ask a follow-up on that? I was going to ask

20 you anyway before you mentioned this. Did you =-- did you know

21§;the content of the Westinghouse briefing about Three Mile
|

22? Island? Were you there? Do you =--

232 A No.

2 | Q You learned about it =--

Ace-Federa! Reporters. Inc. |

25| 2 I learned about it from discussions with people that
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|

were there. They said that -- you know, I said that I was i
just discussing with them, you know, what action has Westinghous;
taken, you know, with respect to Three Mile Island. How much |
have you all gone back and really looked at Westinghouse plants
to see how closely related your systems are to their systems
and whether or not this could happen in a Westinghouse plant,
and so on.

And I understand that NRR had already sent, I guess, a
request to get information from all of them, from Combustion,
Westinghouse, and to really look into this and see if they had

had similar problems or could have similar type problems.

Q What kind of an answer did you get from the people

| that you made these inquiries of?

A The first thing that -- right after Three Mile Island
that they had all of their engineering people responsible for
design activities on Westinghouse plants into this big meeting
in which some people -- I guess after Three Mile Island, the
NRC, the utility or somebody must have reguested that Westinghouse
Combustion send some people to Three Mile Island for
assistance or something.

And when the people came back from Three Mile Island that
had been there, providing this assistance, of course, they were
the ores that were most familiar with what the activity and
the problem was there. So, these guys debriefed everybody at

Westinghouse in the design and the guality assurance. Because
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I guess some of these guys from Quality Assurance were there
and told them, you know, just a complete description of what
had happened, how this was significant. And then all of them,
I guess, should take a look at Westinghouse systems and see if
this sort of thing could happen to us.

And I guess they were requested by NRR to do this, anyway.

Q Did that debriefing surface the Beznau incident?

A No, I don't think so. I think the Beznau thing
was identified by the Three Mile Island Commission or you all.
Was it your group that identified it?

MR. HEBDON: Yes, it was.
THE WITNESS: Okay.
BY MR. FOLSOM:

Q Okay.

A But that's right. Sure. One of the letters that I
had in the portfolio that Denny Ross sent me is a letter from
your group that tells them about Beznau and wants to know if

this should not have been reported or something to that

effect. I only had four hours to look at that package of

information last week. I came in. I've peen on an inspection
for four weeks in a row now. Every week I've been on two
investigations for allegations. I've been on an inspection. I
came in this last week. This was a short week anyway because
of the holiday -- you know, the holiaay. I had two inspection

reports to get out this week, plus I had to review for -- I had
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to get ready for this thing. All this was was travel, of

|
|

course. |

But, I didn't even get to read my previous deposition which E
1 wanted to do. And then Monday, I've got to go to westinghouse;
and I've had four hours this week to look at that information.
And I probably have to dc a lot of the preparation at Westing-
house, once I get there.

Q You wanted to clear the record for something.

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q I thought it would be fair so we all know what they're

doing, to clear the record, the letter that you have from the

special inquiry group, I wrcte that. So, just to make sure

that we all krn»w who has done what to whom.

A I remember that was in the package.
Q Yes.
A And I looked at it briefly, just read it once and I

didn't even notice your name being there.

Q I'm not evan su it's on it. Just to keep the
record straight so you don't feel we are trying to sandbag
you with anything --

A No.,

Q Do you have any additional information that might be

relevant to our inguiry into the events surrounding the accident

at TMI?

A No. I guess it's appalling to me that two valves
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could be closed and cost a utility $400 million. 1If those two
valves on the feed water system had been opened, this event

would never have happened. It is just appalling to me that

that could happen. %

Q In what respect?

A I guess not so much that people don't make human
errors and do that sort of thing, but to think that two valves
in a system like a nuclear plant that are on a feed water system;
that I really believe someplace is not even safe to relate it,

I may be wrong, could cost a utility $400 million, you know.

Maybe we missed something. <~ don't know. Maybe we should
have classified -- had some system for classifying systems, you

know. I don't know that either. It is all Monday morning

. quarterbacking now. Now, it's hard to tell.
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Q Okay. Have we failed .o elicit any information that
you believe to be important?
MR. HEBDON: Do you have any additional questions?
MR. FOLSOM: I have no further gquestions.
MR. HEBDON: Do you have anything else to add?
THE WITNESS: No.
MR. HEBDON: Okay. That comple’ =s the interview.
Thank you very much.

(The interview concluded at 3:30 p.m.)
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1 AOFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS FOR DONALD GENE ANDERSON

Educat.on

University of Texas, 1955, B.A. Physics/Math
Southern Methodist University, 1961, M.S. Nuclear Engineering
University of Texas, 1972, Ph.D. Nuclear Engineering

Certification
Registered Professional Engineer (Nuclear) State of Texas, 1974
Experience

From 1955 to 1961, I was employed by General Dynamics/Fort Worth
as a Nuclear Engineer in the Aircraft Nuclear Program. During
that time my assignments included:

Shielding Studies 2 years
Reactor Operator 3 years
Reactor Safety Engineer 1 year

From 19¢. to 1965, I was employed by the University of Texas,
Austin, as a Reactor Supervisor. During that time my assignments
included:

Safety Analysis Report Review, Construction, Installation
and Startup of 250 kw TRIGA REACTOR 1 year

Supervisor - Senior Reactor Operator 3 years
Reactor Safety Committee

In 1965, 1 was employed by the USAEC as a Reactor Inspector,
Division of Compliance, Region II Atlanta. My inspection
responsibilities were:

University of Virginia Reactor

Babcock & Wilcox Training Reactor and Pool Reactor
University of Florida Reactor

North Carolina State Reactor

Carolina Virginia Tube Reactor (Power)
BONUS (Power-Puerto Rico)

Lockheed Research Reactor
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From 1966 to 1973, I was employed by Texas A&M University,
Nuclear Science Center, College Station, Texas. During
the seven (7) years at the facility, I held the following
positions:

Senior Reactor Operator

Reactor Supervisor

Manager of Reactor Operations

Assistant to the Director, Nuclear Science Center

1 returned to the University of Texas, Austin, in 1973 in
the following position:

Reactor Laboratory Supervisor
In 1975, I was employed by the USNRC in the Office of Inspection
and Enforcement, Region IV, Arlington, Texas. During the past
four and one-half years (4%), I held the following positions:
Reactor Inspector
Principal Inspector
1 am also an Associate Professor of Mechanical Engineering om

the evening school faculty of the University of Texas at
Arlington, where I teach courses in Nuclear Engineering.




