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SUBJECT: INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPT
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, 1979, and our subsequent
telephone conversation, I am enclosing a "marked up

" copy of my interview
transcript.

L Nepple—

James G. Keppler

Director
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As stated
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!
13 | The interview comuenced at 1:05 p.m. on

14 August 24, 1979, in Room 3, Building 4, 799 Roosevelt Avenue,

15/ Glen Ellyn, Illinois.
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"l 0. 7hat was your position in late 15772
2] A. Same.
3?f Q. How many people reported to you?
4 A Now or then?
5| .
; Q Both. “
Aarve |
6 A We gee—about—100--between 150 and 160 right now.
7

Aud #t that time my guess would be around 100, maybe a little

8!l bit more.

|
9 0 To whom do you report?

10 B I report to the Director of the Office of '

N Inspection & Enforcement.

" 0 Has that been the relationship since 19772 |

13

‘ A There is a Deputy Director position, which isn't
41 filled right now.

15 Q. Nermally do you report to the Deputy Director or

16|l +he Director?

17 A Well, that is a good question. We report to the

‘3i Director' x let's sa that way fon, a ot d:ﬁa ‘
| awal ?xh ; Azqauié waetor, Atdﬂea negehed Yo i lauuau

19{ qomaone—+ﬂ::22.“hhdu b i Anatace, Jo bi Stan,

20 % Would you describe your employrent history,

21|l including rositions held at the NRC?

22“ A. Well, I graduated from college in 1956 and I worked
23|| for Ceneral Electrig at their 4ircraft M:clear fto;mlsion
I
24 || nrogram in Ciucinnati, Ohio, from '56 to '6l. In '61 I was
Ace-Federal Reporters. Ing ?
25 transferred to their Rtomic f%uer & uirment Jkpartnent in
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California, and 1 rermained there until 1965, when I joined
the Atomic Energy Comrission as a reactor insvector. I was
assigned to the Chica§o office Were, where 1 stayed from '65
to '67.

1967 I was transferred to Washinaton, where I
S€ as a senior reactor inspection specialist up until
1971, when I was made the Chief of the Reactor Testing
Operations Branch. 2And it was in 1973, toward the end of

'73, that I was transferred out here as Regional Director.

0 So you've been Regional Director since 1973?

A Yes, since Sentember '73.

Q0. What is your educational background?

A I have a bachelor of science degree in physics.
0 From what institution?

A, LeMoyne College in hew York State.

Q What I would like to do next is ask you some

gquestions concerning an incident that occurred at Davis-Besse
on September 24th, 1977. Particularly I'm interested in what
your knowledge was prior to the accident at THI.

Prior to Mcrch 28th, 1979, what knowledqge did you
have concerning the incident that occurred at Davis-Besse or
September 24th, 19772

i Well, I was aware cf the incident. I quess I would
S nelatiol Deewrrtuces asf

5 .. "
say as the birector of i* office I am aware ofpthe types of

things that are made the subject of 6§elininary ﬂLtifications,
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Piis, omd—ehet—the PN was issued, I believe, on that incidenc.

And I recall the incident beca&soifEE:EL—sumewhn:_of a rather

dramatic type nature, because steam and water was flashed

around the containment as a resulit of theYrelief valve being
stuck open. And I remember that thére was an incident that

we responded to with somek;zz;zgtgver there. And I was aware
also that the iaciuent had some =-- or resulted in some potential
concerns o the part of my staff with respect to some of the ‘
problems that were encountered in the incident.
In terms of its connection to Three Mile Island, :

I-mean, Three Mile Islané had nou occurred, anéd I guess I have
no way of being able to connect the two. In fact, I cGuess it
even took several weeks or so before 1 realized the event at
Davis-Besse was somewhat similar in nature. |

¢ Could you describe some.of the concerns that you g
mentioned that members of your staff had had concerning that
particular incident?

A Well, let me see if I can try to put together how

1 interfaced with the problems at Davis-Besse. I&m—truina.tp

tRdak-hiow-ta-get started Lgre.

Let me describe our experience with this company
and this reactor, and tnen come back to the incident. That
might be the simplegt way .

The Davis~Besse project was not untypical from

most new power plants that just started up. They ¢o throuch
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It vproblems. There is a period of learning that seems to go on

between the utility and the reactor, and this is particularly

o

true of new utilities with a new nower plari.
< The kinde of problems that were experienced at
5| Davis-Besse during this first year I would have to say

6 | probably were about the sare level of macgnitude as the kind

P
that were experienced at the otheryplants that started up;ﬂhﬁuﬁa
e cane Hame jf@&ub.
There were several versonnel errors and there were several

9 equinrient problems.

10 In August of '78, I guess you would say that that

n was the first time where I became heavily involved in problem

12 areas at Davis-Resse., Here The plant had been in operation
?3_ for a little over a year and the rate of problems that was

14 occurring at the facility had not seemed to dror off any.

15 The problems were continuing at abput the same level and we
16 decided to have a management meeting with the company to talk
17 about some of the problems.

8 And it was during that period of time that I became

19 aware that we still had some unresolved concerns recarding

20| the September incident at Davis-Besse, the September '77

i
21} incident. I knew the staff had been cdealinc with -- my staff
! had been dealing with the company. But the issues had not
i
z

0 23! surfaced to me, surfaced at wmy level as anything tc be
f

24| concerned .bcit. Nobody raised -- I cuess what I's tryine to
Ace Federa' Reporters. ing |

25| say is that the issues were aoinc on between the inscectors
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and the supervisors in the company at that stade.

One of the roints that we discussed with the
utility when we had the meeting was how lona it seened to
take them to resolve issues that we broucght to their attention.
And one of the issues was cthis September '77 incident, in

wnich GUELRSpLCEOES—Faisad Sole-Guesttom or-—one i i,

LNsSpeciorse r. Creswellx~raised concerns he md with regard
to whether or not the pressurizer level wculd ever sink to a i
point so low that the pressurizer would become empty. |

o Let me clarify a point here. Was Mr. Creswell's

concern about the loss of pressurizer level low and the voiding |

of the pressurizer associated with the September 24th, 1977, i
inciden* or the Ncvember 29th, 1977, incident? /¢ . *

I'm not sure, to be honest with you. Iqﬁﬂﬁﬂkdﬂﬁﬁh

,,,Q%WMWW. |
those-kind-of-things that weid. 1 know there were the two %

-

incidents and-there were two different incidents. But he =--
his general concern was one of pressurizer level and the j
adequacy of being able to know what the level was in the

pressurizer.

) Excuse me. If I could just ask one more question

for clarification: Was it your nerception that his concern
i
was with high pressurizer level as well as with low pressurizer|

level, or was it simply a concern with lew pressurizer level?
A, I don't think I had a perception. I wasn't into

the detail at that time. You know, pe deapwuith many problers,
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many plants, and so forth. 2And my job as the Director is to
focus on issues that aren't being handlec and cet them into

3 the riaht direction. I don't get that involved in the technical
aspects of it unless it is an issue that reqguires my ddrect

involvement,

I guess I was concerned at this point of the fact
that here the inspectnr and the superwvienr geemed to be dealing
8 | back and forth with the company on this and not getting anywhere
91 with it,wifthh the issue. And I was démt¢arbed why it hadn't
been flushed up quicker, if you will, if it was such a nagginc
concern to people.

It didn't come to me as being a nagging concern to

‘3L people, if yofi know what I'm saying. Nobody came to me and

|
14! said, hey, we've got this problem and we're not getting it
‘55 resolved. It sort of grew out of the discussions that we had
|
16| in getting ready for the meeting. And it was vsed as an

I  Totds Edean
17| example to make a point with #he-eempany that the company

‘BH wasn't being quick to deal with regulatory concerns.

‘9J So we had the meetinc with the company. We used

20ﬁ that as a vehicle to -- I am pretty sure it was August -- to

2‘% let them know that, hey, here you have been in operation now
{

?2ﬁ a year. We are not seeing any reduction in the problems

23 || you're having and we're gettinc a little uneasy abort them.
|

| omy

24 | That was the thrust of the meeting, andit dis a-friendly
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc. ‘ ol LL‘L [P W h P = b
25 | neeti;g where we want to put yeu oo noticc a litkle bit n
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that we start expecting to see these nroblems drop down.
THEN 16 WS = et i et D o

two problems that occurred in the early nart of the year that
heightened our concern again with Davis-Besse, proulems in
which there¢ were either bad judagments made on the pert of the
utility peoile or versonnel errors that m some
safety-relatec equipment.

Jne of these was a valving problem associated with

L hine.

the emergency core cooling system, '#hdeh they valved out at
Lowr plelasche

least half of the,ECCS system. And the other was a problem

in which they had a frozen section of piping in the high

pressure safety injection system, which they didn't think was

needed for the proper oneration of the system. It was in a

could

bypass line and it wewld have invalidated the system.

Those two errors =-- incidents, if you want to call
them that -~ in ny view represented an indication to me that
we were going to have to take more firmer action with the
utility. ied hL had planned to set u» a meetina with the
company, which had been scheduied rmrior to Three Mile Islang.
But when Three Mile island occurred we haé to defer the
meeting because of the staff invoivement with the Three Mile
Island accident.

And so we ultirmately met with the comvany == I

forget the date. May or June, I auess it was June.

Let me ¢go back now. 1f you will, to the event, the

o
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1| event or events that you are talking about, the September and
2 Noverber events. The concern that we discussed aesewc when

3 you mentioned Creswell's concerns was the fact that vhes-we.

4 i tathed—at—the-August mestiidr—was—thel he was beinc unable to
|
' K4 . »
5 get the kind of information that he wanted to get relative
{
6] to those, either one or both of those events. I'm not sure
i ; . k= T Ll
7' which. Bs&—ehat,zl was takinos co long to obtain the 1niorma=
]
8% tion, and he thought the company was dragging their feet on
i 13
?; lt.
10 Now, that information was eventually obtained, I
l guess in the latter part of the year, from the company. And

12 the information was forwarded to the peorle in Washincton for

| His

12| evaluation,ame—the concern with pressurizer level that-he Dad
14 was viewed by the licensing pecple as not being an unreviewed

15 safety question.

16 Now, that is the extent of the knowledge that I

17 have of the problem.

18 0. Do you recaill writing an mediate Qction ietter

N

19 |i associated with the letter on September 24th?

20 || A, 1 nmay have. I write a lot of I.xmediate ‘ction

21 Letters. 1f you could show it tc me, I could comment on it.
22 Has it cot my signature?

23 Il o Yes.

24 | iet's go off the record for a minute.
Ace-Federal Reporters inc ||
st (Discussion off{ tihe record.)
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] MR. IISBDON: Let's go back on the record.
2 BY MR. HEBDON:

| B S & ¥ 5
3 0 For the purpose of the record, this is a letter

b 2N

signed by Mr. Keppler to Toledo Ldison Company, attention
5/ Mr. James S. Grant, dated September 30th, 1977, and stamped ‘

€| at the bottom are the words "Immediate Action letter."

7 Do you recall that particular letter? 3
8 A. Yes. That is my initial. E

!
9| Q what was the basis for the requirements that are

0| included in that letter? ‘ ;
1 A I don't know that I can tell you, to be honest with
1211 you. 1 am assuming that thisvwas pased upon discussions with
13| my staff and the people in NRR.

4 Let me see. This occurred, the event occurred on

i
!
15l the 24th. That was a Saturdav? ) |

16 0 Yes, sir.
17 A 2nd this is the 29th, which makes it =-- |
18 0 Thursday . :
19 | A So we would have kteen to the site during that time.
i UM xr.. :
20i I know ke NRR people looked at the site. I can only assume L
He TAL

and the peorle they consulted with back in Washington.

|

|

l

l i
21‘ that D€ was based upon the collective judements cf my statff |

] |

!

| . :

| 4, What is the nornal procedure for preparin¢ an

i g .
34{;I;uedlate Bction letter?
Ace Federa! Reporters inc. |
25 A The norral procedure that is used -- what an
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,z;mediate action letter is is an informal mechanism by which
you confirm an agreement reached between the licensee and the
NRC [er—the-—dursesesoiformaItzImit. It is prepared to
confirm a comnitment or to confirm an action that is being
taken.

It is prepared, generallv reviewed with the utility

to make sure that they agree to it. It is checked out with

Washington.
0 With whom in Washington?
4 The appropriate I&E division that may be involved.

Checlid

. 2 v Al ¥ )
For example, this would have been, the Division of Operating

Reactors, Operating Reactor Inspection.

o] Would it be checked cut with NRR?
A. Tt mav or it may not be. That is up to them.
0. Up to whom?
T &
R :
A Up to the people in headguarters. Sometimes they

do, sometimes they don't. Whether this one was or wasn't, I
don't know.

Q Do you recall by any chance at .hat particular
noint in time who the individual would have been that that
would have been checked out with in Washington?

A No, but sometimes our vellow would show that.

0. That copy there looks as though it is a copry of the
vellow, because it has the concurrence blocks on it.

A You might check with !'r. Xnop. I don't recall.
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1 I will tell you, normally -- normally Mr. Norelius
is on these for concurrence, and why he wasn't on this one

“ I can't answer. But he is usually the one that gets the

4|l concurrence.

5@ I guess, to answer your guestion =-- I'.. beina a

6| little cute about it, but what this is is an informal order.

-
g ‘ 0 It is a mutually agreed upon a:der?

! ]
8 A That is correct. '
4 0 What would happen if the utility didn't agree with

10 something that you wanted to put in an immediate action letter?
11 | Il = .
A Then we woulé issue a formal order o:dering then

121 to do it.

13 o And they, I am sure, understani that.

14 A, I think so. We don't write an immediate action
15 letter on something we are not prepared to go to war on. i
16 Q. Do you ever have much problem with utilities

17|l arauing over requirements that are included in an immediate

18 i action letter? |

19| A No.
20 | 0 Do they usually acquiesce?
21 A I would say that if there is any disacreement, it

22 is uvsually over the feasibility of doino something we think

!
?
23W ought to be cdone, and they will counter it with something
] else. But qgenerally sueaking, I guess I would say that they
!
|

!
!
24 |

Ace-Federa Reporters ing s

25 view an immediate action letter as the lesser of evils.
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LR 0. All right. 1In this particular immediate action
letter, as I understand it, the utility was required to

3| complete these actions before returning to power.

4 i A That is what it says.

s G How was it verified, is it verified, that they do

6| indeed comilete those actions?

7 A. By inspection.
8 0. So then it is the resnonsibility of the inspector

91| to certify that those actions are completed before they are

| allowed to return to power?

3 B I don't Xnow if I would use the word “certify." I

12| don't know whag that means. But he would go back and verify

13| that these”had been done to the satisfaction of the NRC.

14 0 All right. So it is his responsibility to ensure |
15! that those actions are in fact done befcre the plant returns
16| to rower?

17 A Yes. For example, he may co back there and he may

18l find == T don't know how many things there are in here, six '

19{ things. He may find that -~ let me answer it a different way.

20 It is our job to make a determination that the
21i licensee has coapleted the items.
|
22% a Before he returns to powver?
23% A Before he returns to pover.
?dﬁ 0. You have to rake thac determination before he

Ace-Federal Rep.rters Ing |
25! returns to power?
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Yes.

Okay. nand it is the inspector, then, that

ermination?

We have many inspectors.

J

ust have one inspector per plant.
Whether the same inspector will check every one cf these

things, I don't know how that is done.
What I'm trying to, I guess, tell you is that

there is not a regimented procedure that says Inspector A will

go out and do checkes one, two, three, four, five.
But there is a mechanismn by which I&E ensures that
power?

Q.

those actions are completed before the plant returns ¢oO

You bet.
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24 philosophy of operating an office like this is that I look for
Ace-Federal Reporters, inc. ||

25 |the staff to flush out issues that they feel warrant my

0 For the record, I have here a document from
1977, Subject: Davis-Besse Abnormal Occurrence, 9/24/77.

Do you recall ever seeing that document?

A. I don't ever recall seeing this.

Q The particular document refers to the incident and
forwards some concerns that were raised by Mr. Muzetis of the

staff of NRR. Would you have exnected to receive a copy of

! @a note such as this?

A Sure.

Q Do you think you would recall having seen such a
document?

A Not necessarily.

Q But you don't recall --

A, I have not seen the document before. But I don't

see all the mail that comes in on a particular project. As

you can imagine, we have an enormous volume of mail in this

18 loffice, and my role is really one of a technical administrator

of the office. I don't get into every viece of paper that is
generated on an LFR. I think you can appreciate I just
couldn't.

0. Obviously.

A. Se—~dan't get into that kind of-detard. My

Mr. D. F. Ross. It is a note to Carl Seyfrit, dated October 20,
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attention, and I am assuming that other than issues that I
might raise as a result of my own reviews of the morning
reports, I do see all of the LERs that come in, and I look
at them, and I may jot a little note toc a branch chief =--
what about this or that -- but I don't get into all of the

details of every case. I just can't.

Q. Do you rcecall ecver disenesing the i1 cident =--
CAeed
» . .

. Let me on that piece of paper, if that were to

come into my office =--

MR. HEBDON: Let's go off the record for a second.

(Discussion off the record.)

THE WITNESS: T would expect that if that piece

LA

of paper got out to the region, and we had to check our file
to see if it's in the file, it would be routed to =-- it would
have a stamp on it who it was routed to, and it would be
routed to the branch chief and the section chief and the
inspector.

BY MR, KICBDON:

0 If I left a copy of this with you, would it be
possible for you to have somecne in your organization check
to see if this document was ever received here?

A Sure. Well, I can check to see if it is in the
file.

) See if it is in the file. See if it arrived at

the Recgion.
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mac A, Sure.
c 0 Did you ever discuss the incidents that occurred

at Davis-Besse or any of the issues raised by those incidents

with a Mr. Kelly or a Mr. Dunn or any other employees of B&W?

Sé A I've had no discussions with B&W.

6@ 0 Were you aware of the concerns about the September

7ﬁ 24, 1977, incident?

3? A No.

9% @ I'd like to talk in a little more detail about

1r; Mr. Creswell's concerns. As I understand it, he has

‘1; basically two issues that are relevant to our review of the

‘25 accident at TMI and the events that preceded it. One is a

’3} concern that he raised following his review of the documenta-

]4! tior and the incident that occurred on September 24, 1577.

‘Sf That concern was with securing high pressure injection pumps,
i

'6ﬁ possibly prematurely. Are you aware at all of that concern?

17;5 A No.

(+} The other concern is associated with the November 29,
19 1977, incident where he was concerned about the fact that the

20 pressurizer level went off scale low, and possibly the

i
i
I ) .
21| pressurizer was voided.
I
22% A. I am aware of that concern.
21 0 I think we have discussed that one a little bit

24 already. And as I understand it, that concern came to your
Ace-Feagera! Reporter: 1ng

¢35 attention in August of 1978, as you said earlier, in
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preparation for a management meeting with the Davis-Eesse
management.

A Well, it may have come un in the interim between
the event and the August meeting, but if it did, it came up

He concing ' ‘ o "
with a=$uwet -- we're still trving to get this piece of

';information, and we haven't gotten it yet. It wasn't until

1
i

-
O

L]
-

the preparation of the August meetinc that I guess I realized

that here we were waiting on some information for a good

'eight months and still hadn't gotten it yet. And the licensee
seemed to be slow in getting it.
Q Mr. Creswell also was concerned about low pressurizer

llevel in a Board Notification on January 8, 1979. Could you
i

|
|describe your understanding of the handlinc of that particular
(!

i

wBoard Notification, why it came to be, and what was done with
|

jit?

j A, Well, F-eowees my understanding is that after we had
éobtained information from Toledo Edison relative to the

ﬁpressure -- what I will call the pressurizer level problem --
that information was reviewed and discussed with I1&E Headouarters
people and MRR people. Their review concluded tuat the concern

relative to pressurizer water level or pressurizer water

|
"

I ) - .

‘volume did not represent an unreviewed safety guestion. In
fact, subsequent to Three Mile Island, I've heen told other
people mmwe raised the same concern before at an Arkansas plant

and a couple of the other vlants, 1In fact, I think Three

e B
O
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mge 11-5 Mile Island,ewen. But at any rate, I was aware that Mr.

Craswell did not accepnt or did not take comfort in th

(11

| conclusion by the Washincton people that this was not an

4 1] wated

. . AL .
. unreviewed safety question. And ome-—ef the issues broucht

w

before the Atomic Safetv andé Licensing Boards -- aré—I-guess

for the B&W plants under hearing considerations =-- consistent

with that requng, although we did not agree with his position,
) J"E |
v

8'!‘we forwarded it -- to be forwarded to the ASLB. |
‘

91{ o] Do you know what it was that caused him toc take

10! exception to the conclusions reached by the people in NRR?

!lé A No, not really. I guess I was a little bit taken

Il back by it. I guess I have—eo go back a little bit and talk

13

about my interfaces with Mr. Creswell. ,

14 -oadkﬁdé“‘ﬂ i

Jim Creswell is not an easy ewy to get to know. I found

him very difficult to talk to. My impression of him is that
'he is a sharp enagineer. He knows the phvsics of reactors

flquite well, but I found him very difficult to communicate with.

You couldn't lay your hands on what was bothering him. One

]9nminute he was happy; the next minute he wasn't happy. And

20 \he raised =-- I guess since his involvement in Davis-Besse,

going back to when the plant first started up -- he

|
i

~;; P v
‘3ﬂto concerns he had. We would respond to these tirtmers. There

|

it |
i 3 . ’ {
22 iraised a number of questions, wrote a number of memos relative |

!
24 !l . . :
‘4¢wasn't one of them that was ignored. The issues raised we
Ace-Federal Reporters, inc. |

25l'responded to, but he would *“ake that response, and he would go
I

'
"
|
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laway. A couple of months later he would come back with a

sliohtly different slant to the problem, and 1 guess I would

|

1
|say that his supervisors viewed him as a frustrating individual

to deal with. You just couldn't get from him whether he was

|
!
jtotally satisfied, totally unsatisfied; he just wouldn't take

a position at all.

i Then he would come back a week or two later with =--
?you'd think everything wa: all put to bed with him -- and he'd
|come back with a slichtly different approach to the problem,
| We have a system irn this office which I set up to try
!to handle inspector concerns. This individual neve: - .ed that
|system at all. He =--

0. Is there a nrame for that system?

A. Yes. We have a regional procedure on it. I think

it is a manual chapter on handling inspector concerns.

Q. You say it is a regional procedure?

A Yes.
| o) Would it be possible to get a copy of that
?procedure?
E A Certainly. 1 guess what I'm trying to tell you is
!

from my perspective, I was aware that we had some level of

idiscontent down here, but that it was one of these things that
1
!
l

'lwas goina back and forth, and when it came time to == when

hit came to the matter of notifying the Board, my reaction was,

S};well, if he is not happy, he hasn't tcld me this. But if he

|

i
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mac 1l=7 wants to notify the Board, we will notify the Board and let
them make their decision. hat is about the way I viewed it

jat the time.
|

: 0 What significance did you assian to the issues that

-

!he raised in his mero?

1

. A, The significance that I viewed was that the staff
7l had looked at these issues, and I had been told that they had

|
a%all been reviewed. C»n from my perspective, I viewed his

QEapproach as one of not being satisfied with answers that he got
|

|

| and wanted to bring them up in new form for review, which he

I}Ehad the righ* to do.

12 0 Do you feel that any of the issues raised by

13 Mr. Creswell were relevant to the accident that occurred at

14112

15 A I don't think I can answer that at the moment. I

16 lhave not read the TMI report. 1 don't know what the conclusions

|
17 |lwere. The report came out just before I went on vacation.

18 lyour question is a good question, :1d I just don't have a good

I )
‘Qjanswer to 1t

20 | I think if you were to sit around this office, any of
|

21 | the regional offices, and follov the activities that go on,

22 | there are a number of problems that are reported to the NRC.

23 | They are reviewed. We try to hichlight generic concerns,

24 |and I guess you say to yourself, well, what doc you set with
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.
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with the fact that we obviously have not done ;’;;archinc
review of LERs that we should perhans be doing, and we've got
to upgrade that.

I can't tell you off the top of my head how much review
went into this particular event. I think quite a bit did.
Obviously, if it is connected and there was a warning message,
it wasn't enough. But I guess what I'm suggesting is that
there are an awful lot of problems that are flushed out during
the course of a year's worth of surveillance of nuclear power
plants, and I don't know that -- I cuess I don't know what
vou can do to bat 1008 percent.

I think we do have to do a better job of LER review.
Whether that would have prevented TMI, I can't say.

Q Are vou aware of any investigation that was

conducted by Mr. Kohler and Mr. Foster of this region?

A Yes.

0 Who initiated that investigation?

A wWe did.

0 Who specifically?

A Well, Mr. Creswell asked for the investigation,

and we conducted it.
¢ In what form did he ask for that investication?
A, Well, he tolé@ these peonle that he thought the
company -=- either the company or perhaps its contractors

may have been deceiving in terms of when they had incormation
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and when they presented it to us,
Q Do you recall specifically what that information

related to?

, A Yes. I believe it related to the pressurizer le'zl

" evaluation.
]
,i Q. Do you recall what Mr. Kohler and Mr. Foster were
|
i

|
|

rold to do?

l A No, I wasn't involved directly in that. I was

9jhnvolved in the fact that they came to me and asked me, did I

‘0|fee1 an investigation should be conducted.

1

% 0 Who is "they" now?
!2% A This would have been Heishinan and Norelius would have
'3Fome to me with that. I'm not sure whether Knop was still
Manolved at that time. But in any way, it would have been
15Ei

gupervisors that came forth. They came to me and told me they

1 ZrA dakar

16 *hought an investigation should be conducted.—Bid-1I agreé?

‘7§nd I said yes. And they also came forth to tell me that it
i

| ; . . g :
18“as their decision not to use Mr. Creswell on the investigation

lgbocause thev thought he was emotionally involved in the issue,

20

v
nd that he was the guy bringing forth the allegationg that
I
2‘&3 should have somebody indenendent. Aad-‘& only comment to

22 ghem was that I agreed, but aet somebody that is acceptable

|
)

33%0 Mr. Creswell.

24 |

]
1
il
)

25 )
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o Is it common practice to conduct investigations of
allegations raised by inspectors?

A Yes.

Q Is it common practice to include the inspector in

the group that investigates the allecation?

A. No.

n, So then it was the normal nractice?

A Mr. Creswell was not very happy with that decision.
0 But it is your perception that the normal practice

would be not to include the inspector who raised the allegation?

A. Right.
0 What was the result of that investigation?
A Well, T don't know that I can give you all the ﬁ

details. But the result of the investication was that we had |
:oncluded that there was no deliberate attemét ﬁo mislead the |
Commission. |
o Did you reach any conclusions about the technical |
content of the concerns that Mr., Creswell had?
A I can't answer that. I don't know.
0. Do you recall how !r., Creswell resnonded to the
results of the investigation?
A Well, I was told initially that he was very
unhappry. I was then told by Mr. Norelius, after he and
'oster had briefed him, I was told by lr. Uorelius that he was

iAA:‘;?‘;’ .
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I's not sure when that investigation was done. 1

believe it was ia early March.

Q It was around that time frawe, February or MNarch of
*7%.

A 1 ~uess the next contact that I had directly with
Mr. Creswell was when I was 1in the bathroom one day. He

walked in and 1 asked him, how did the investicatior go,
because I was under the impression at that time that he was 1

happy with the results of the investigation. And he made

" 7”

. v ? ]
some comment like, do you really want to know., And I said,

2
yesf I wouldn't ask you if I didn't want to know. And he

said, well, I still have some coOncerns and I will talk to you

"
about it.

Afr—touessTt—was -- I had to 9o back to
Washington, l—ouess—+e—vas- that next day. And when I got
back from Washington my secretary ;aid that he wanted to see
me. So I went upstairs to see hin one day. #m# I recall the
day because it came up later in the discussion. But it was
six days before THI.

He wanted me to shut down Davis-Bes.'e. He felt
+hat the Davis-Besse plant was unsafe and it should be shut
Jown. Ameé I must have spent about three or three and a half |
hours with him. The concerns were peovie-orie~ted concerns
ratlhier than design-oriented concerns. ile thoucht the company

was incapable of doing the job right. H&He concludes that
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they were incapable of getting their act in order. And it wa

a very subjectiv

L

; emotiocnal ty.e

M 1 pointed out to him that == we talked about
=Ne 1nvestication and a few other things. But I told him that
my bottor line was that I could not surport his recommendartcion
for a shutdown without some evaluation on my part that said
that a threat existed to the public health and safety.

0 Did he provide you with any specific examnles?

e

No. His main concern seemed to be oriented that the

people were incapable of doing the JjobL
¢ But did he cite any specific exameles of their lack

of competence?

R He brouvht forth the fact that it took them so long

to get oS cvaluation done. 2nd he talked about th: fact that

they have a number of design changes that have not been acted

uron, & big backloa of design changes. And he talked about

the fact that they were making a lot of rersonnel errors, that

kind of thing,

0, Was 1t your oercenti that the number of design

changes that they had backlogaed wvas any greater or less than

another utility in a comparabls vosition?

Needeod Yo

It was nmy pe tion that this d»lllfy was—ll

A .
ﬁrauyfb "“f“ﬁ’“’h‘bﬁ?""“"“‘ b ot btleae a 5 kot down “raes

S£2QuGh_to shut down., I guess

that is a judgmental Jecision. But I feel to sliut doun tdae

mowers pilant I have to have wnat T wouléd call 4800 €O
+
L]
.
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believe that the public health and safety is jeopardized. And
the fact that they've agot a big backloc of design changes
doesn't give me that feeling. It is something that needs to

be taken care of and it should be taken care of. But I don't
judae that as warranting a shutdown of a facility.
0. nid you feel that the number of operator errors

that they were having was greater than a commarable or greater

W

On the

than other plants in a similar stage?

A Yes, and that was a point of discussion.
that the number of operator errors was quite high.'
other side of the coin, most of the operator errors were not
of the type that posed what I would call a serious problem

for the facility. They were failures to do certain surveil-

lance tests, o;—thny_nade—-—but-i;ey weren't the type of |
errors that placedc the plant in a higyhly degraded condition.
llevertheless, my view o£ the matter was that

operator errors were being condonedAEQ::—Ehore, and the more
errors the areater the likelihood would be that you could have
a mcre serious problem later on. *né that was, as I nentioned,
+',e thirust of the .meeting that we had set up as a result of

the events that had occurred in March over there. That led

us to have a top-levelw:r’ith 4he company and to discuss |

rore than discuss, but to lay out nlans for corrective actions.

0 That is the meeting you speak of a year belore?




r_m_rz:r—r____—_—_————_—_.—_——_—zv—_
1

‘,] ‘ A No, that is the meeting I'm talkinc about that

2 took place this year.

-'l Q This year?

4| A. Yes.

SE BY MR. HTBDON:

6} 0. There was one meeting around Auqust, I believe,
7;& that you mentioned it was during the preparation for that

Bi meeting that Mr. Creswell's concerns originally came to your
9% ittention.

‘Ol A That's riqght.

N - 5 : "
QO liow, there was another neetinc, as I understand it,

12|l and that you are referring to now, some time around Ma-ch of

131 1079,

14 A, The meeting, the first meeting with the company

151l took place in August of '78. Then, as a result of the fact

16| that things weren't improving a lot and a result of the two
17|l events that ere repmorted in March, we had set up another

18| meeting with the company to take place in early April. Then

1
‘9H TMI came along ané I think the meetino was ultimately held in
| mid-May.
o But this subseguent meeting that was scheduled in
22 || April and eventually held in May was to discuss mainly the

231! same tvpes of concerns that had been discussed in August?

2‘3 A, It was to discuss -- it was more than that. It was
Ace-Federal Reporter;, Inc W
AR

25 to discuss the repeat of the concerns, but it was also Lo




mte 12+6

(98

L

1

12

13

14

15

16

23

24 |
Ace-Federal Reporters, Ing |

g !
9

30

require the company to come forth with a vame plan to fix them
and deal with them. We felt that they were taking much t20
long to get the _Coration turned around the way they were
going, «nd that we, while we were not in a position tc say

that the - :. ation was unsafe, we felt uncomfortable with the

operation, and we felt that actions had to be taken to minimfz%

the nroblems that were taking glace.

So this led to -- we defined in creat detail the
concerns we had. We gave examples for the concerns. Some
of this information was provided by lr. Creswell. We have,

1

since that time, had two additional meetings with the company

'

where they have discussed with us the status of the corrections

and corrective actions they have taken.

Q Do you feel that the utility has now becun to
resolve the prcblems?

A 1 think they are in the right direction right now,
ves.

0 To your knowledge, has consideration ever been
given to shutting down a plant as a result of a lack of
competence on the part of the management?

A Yes.

Q Do you know it any plants have ever been shut
down for that reason?

A. No, there hasn't becn.

4] Do you recall any snreciliic examples where

|
l
1.
!
i
|
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1 consideration was given to shutting them down?

(3]
-
:

Yes, we had sone serious discussions raised about
. shutting down Comnmonwealth Edison's nuclear plants.

4l 9 How was that eventually resolved?

wn

h Through the approach we used at Davis-Besse. Ue

¢! had top-level meetings and recuired the company to take

Az'ﬁngtmdb Khece
;| certain specific actions thet—weeuclined, the remedies—te,

|

g/ if vyou will =-- let me try to tell you the problem or a problem,
|

gl if I could put it this way to you.

10 | I think a utility that owns a multi-million or

n billion dollar project, whatever it is these things cost, 1
12 think generally speaking these are responsible organizations.
yaff I don't think any of them want tc have a blemished record.

14 They live in the public limelight and, if nothine else, they

15 || want to have a good reputation.

Some of t hem have areat:r difficulty than others

I in achieving compliance. I think our threshold for cetting

181 on top of utilities is such that we generally start with an

o | observation, if you will, that things aren't headed in the

2oi right direction. And if things don't improve, then you set
|
21l YP another level of management meetings and so on. And B
' O _orainaiid
} 22! senerally sveaking, I would say it is the ﬁoe&éng—e;[;zzgzzhp
23ﬂ that by talking to responsible levels of manacement you qet

24| the job done.

Ace-Federal R porters, Inc | . g L g 2 z
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cencern, I have never seen the Cormission hesitate to acc on

that and move in and require a plant to be shut down. BEut if

you run into problems that are what I would call less than

desirable performance on t. » part of the utility, >veu-wiitl,

if you can understand what I'm talking about, I think that
there has been a reluctance on the nart of the agency to take
action that would reyulre a shutdown of a facility. And I
quess the reason I would say that is probably because of cost
considerations, probably, because of maybe a lack of belief
that that is the best method to serve the public health and

safety.

But normally speakina our philosonhy has been that

you don't shut down a nuclear vower plant unless yvou can show
. reeak Aot ' ‘ :
that there is a seriouc safety problem lurkinc in the winds.
And when you run into a licensee whose pnerformance is not
as desirable as it should be, I think the general anproach
has been one of working with that utility to inprove its
regulatory performance and upcorading it that way.
I don't know whether I amm answerincs your question

cYr not.

I think you have.

e

Were you aware that Mr. Creswell discussed his
concerns with Commissioners Bradford and Ahearne and their

stafis?

A, Eventually.
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0. When did you become aware of that and by what
mechanism?
A I'm trying to think how T did become aware of it.

I can't recall when 1 becamne aware of it.
¢ Was it before or after ThI?
A After.
At one point in time--I told you that I talked to
Mr. Creswell on March 22. That was the date that I haa ny
discussion with him.
By the way, a very importaut point on that discus-
sion. I feel it is a very important point. 1I told
Mr. Creswell that I could not support his position of wanting
to shut the facility down, and I told him what my game plan
would be and why, and so on and sc forth.
Q. The pooram of meetincs with management?
A, Right.
But I also told him that if he felt that he wanted
gy Ldf’4h~14341uJ441 :
to go talk to somebody eise about it, he had my blessing ana
1 woulé be more than happy to see tirai he talked to other

people, but I would also send in my assessment of the

situation, too.
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Now I guess when I did hear that Mr. Creswell had

talked to Commissioner -- 1 suppose he talked to Commissioner

, Ahearne, and-when-Lho-did talk—te—hsrm—Tmd—3-—guass when they

were holding Commission meetings back on TMI and so forth,

I felt a little bit concerned that the Commissioner had never
come to me and asked me or asked the people in the recion
about the matters that Creswell was talking to him about,

and I was bothered,-fauess, to some degree that he was
hearing a one sided story.

So I made a decision with the »tessing of my management
in Headgquarters to go see Commissioner Ahearne. I had never
met Commissioner Ahearne, and I wanted to meet him, and I
wanted to go in and tell him why I did what I did in handling
Davis-Besse -- not to repudiate Mr. Creswell or anything, but
just to tell him my side -- why I ?id what we did. And when
I was back there, he had Commissioner Bradford there, and at
that time I found out that, from them, that Creswell had been
back to see them before he had come to me on March 22.

That came out durinc that discussion.

o You don't recall ever receiving some questions
from Commissioner Ahearne that seemed to be related to the
issues that had been raised?

A. Yes, I do.

Q When were those guestions received? Was it before

or after your conversations with Commissioner Ahearne?



Ace Federal Reporters

A Those qguestions were before.

0 Did you connect those questions with the concerns

| tiiat had been raised by Mr., Creswell?

f A In part, because I knew when that letter came that
|
i Creswell had talked to Ahearne.
* 0 So then, prior to vour meetinc with Commissioner
7? Ahearne, you knew that Mr. Creswell had talked with him?
8 A. Yes. That is the reason 1 went back there.
9 0 And how did you become aware that he had talked
0l with him?
"5 A That is what I'm trying to think. I can't tie it.
‘25 I'm sorry. I've drawn a blank on how I found out.
‘3§ 0 Now as I understood you --
W A It may have been =- oh, I guess I know. It was
15 during the Commission meetings subsequent to Three Mile
16 Island that Mr. Creswell was called upon by Commissioner
17 | Ahearne at that meeting.
18? Q I'm getting confused here. When did you ao back
il
7l to talk to Commissioner Ahearne?
|
2°¢ A, I can get you that date. It would have been
2‘hprobably May .
I
22 il' 0 So this was after TMI-2?
33% A, Yes. I guess we're getting off. Let me start

lover acain,

inc

23 Q Nkay .
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mge 13-3 A In order of sequence,

~+ sSwell expressed his
concerns to me about Davis-Resse.,
i 0 And the fact that it should be shut down?

| A Yes, on March 22, I will tell you what. Could

o

; I get my notebook, my calendar?
t

; 0 Certainly. Let's go off the record for a few
7
i minutes.
8; (Discussion off the record.)
» MR. HEBDON: Let's go back on the record.
10

THE WITNESS: I met with Mr. Creswell on March 22
|

11 : :
and TMI occurred on March 28, I believe. My meeting with

IzvCommissionerZTKﬁzgr::¥:nd Bradford were May 23. Now the
purpose of the Commissioner Ahearne and Bradford, that meeting
was initiated at my request with a call to Commissioner

|Ahearne. I didn't know Bradfordé was involved at all. 1 called
lé*

A

hearne, because I was concerned that &hesrne had cotten a

]7Ione-sided story from Mr- Creswell. And I felt compelled to
‘Bigo back and tell my side of why we acted the way we did on
9[gnavis-Besse. 3 AL o

20“

Now you mentioned the letter that Ahearne raised, and

21

don't have tnat in here, but I had a meeting with my staff

.
N

2

23

bn April 4 to discuss the Commissioner Ahearne letter on
i
I
;Pavis-Besse, so I was aware of that letter at that time.
il

4\ _ )
: That letter -- what we did, we prepared a response to that
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc i s

2:Jetter at the regional level, and that was sent back the week
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I was at Three Mile Island, which was the week of April 9,

ot

. antt that response was never sent to Commissioner Ahearne

until late May.
BY MR. HEBDON:

Q Okay. When you got the letter from Commissioner
Ahearne, did that in combination with anything else tell vou
that Commissioner Ahearne and Mr. Creswell had been in
communication with each other?

A Yes. I knew at the time of that letter that
there was some tie between them, and it wasn't because of the
letter, but I believe the Commission hearinas that had taken

place == I'm saying hearings -- the Commission meetings that

| were taking place during this period of time had discussed,

had involved Mr. Creswell appearing at the meeting in response

to an invite from Commissioner Ahearne.

0. Now these were the Commission meetings concerning

! Three Mile Island?

R, Yes. But during one of those meetings -- and I

' apologize; I just can't pick the time of it -- but during that
\week or so after Three Mile Island, there were meetinas going

| on every day in which the press was involved and so on. I'm

sure that we have -- we can pin that down, if you like, in

 terms of when Mr. Creswell got up at a Commission meeting.

0 That's all right. We can just ask Mr. Creswell.

A Fine. But there is a document like that that has
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mge 13-5 the meeting minutes.
0 So as I understand it, .t is the fact =--

31 A. I am assuming that that is the tie-in I have as
”é to why I would know. It seemed to me -- and I just can't
5[ remember precisely -- that I was aware at the time we got
5! the Commissioner Ahearne letter that I had known at that time
7ﬁ that he had talked to Creswell.
°§: 0 Now as I understood you, you said that when you
qliwent back to talk to Commissioner Ahearne that is when you
‘oiibecame aware that !Mr. Creswell had actually gone back to
1]; Washington and talked to him personally?
‘?I A I was told by Commissiorer Ahe:rne's assistant =--
’3!'one of his assistants -- that Creswell had been back there
'4?iprior to the time he talked to me on March 22.
lsii 0 And that is the first time that you realized that
16 I|

' he had actually gone back there as opposed to just talking to
i
17| him on the phone?

I M d

18y A, Well T don't know how it was done. -J*® been in

19"touch, I should say.

204 Q 211 righc. What was your understanding of the
I

2“%concerns that he raised with the Commission or with the

;
|
|
22u;Commissioners?
i

23 A. I didn't have any understanding of them.

24 Q. Well, you knew thev relaced to Davis-Besse.
Ace-Federal Reporters inc |

3 A Yes. I'm sorry.
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mgec 13-6 P 0 Do you recall any more detail of your understanding?
‘ A. No. But basically the thinags that were in the
!lletter =- the companies performance, the problems with LERs,
éthe problems with design changes, basically the material that
5lwas in the letter. None of it was what I would call a surprise
6iito me.

7 0 Could you describe what vou recall from your meeting

8 lwith Commissioners Ahearne and Bradford?

9” A, Well, it was a very cordial meetina. I spent about
‘Oian hour with them, and the tone or the purpose of requesting
“'the meetinog was not to discuss Creswell but was to go back --
2|1 knew the Commissioner had concerns about Davis-Besse -- to

tell him what I was doing about those concerns and why I had

14 lacted the way I did.

15 He brought up Creswell very early in the discussion,

16 land we talked about some of the points that Creswell had been
17| concerned about. I think the Commissioner was surprised to

|
18 || learn that -- T think the Commissioner was surprised to learn

‘9Wthat Creswell had not tried to come to me before he went to

20!l the Commissioner.

21 I gave the Commissioner a copy of our procedure for

I
f
|
‘l
ZZ!Ehandlinq problems. I explained to the Commissioner some of the

l

73| things that I do in the office to try to elicit information
|
24 | from the staff on concerns they have. I would call it a very

Ace-Federal Reporters, inc. 'i
25 | friendly discussion -- one that it was hard to predict in
1

]
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mgec 13-7 . terms of how useful it was for him. Rut [ felt somewhat

L")

better after it.
| (o] Did the Commissioners cive you any indication of

| whether or not they felt that the actions taken at Davis-

5‘?
f'Besse were appropriate?
63
§ A, I would say the feeling T got from the Commission
7|
| was one of -- that they felt that we were tco complacent,
g |
; that perhaps not == I wouldn't say complacent from the stand-
9 |
| point of derelict in handling thincs -- but that the safety
10 |
' record of the industry had put us in a position of being
1 |
| complacent.
12| . .
l I think the Commissioner expressed a vicw to me that
13|
! he thought that if we have some plants that are able to
14 |
‘ operate at this level of performance
15 2 L g
' (indicating)
N !
06 . :
f and we have others only operating at this level
U;
; (indicating)
18 | .
{]that maybe we ought to shut tiiem down until we can get them
19 | ,
|| to operate at this level.
i
20 | e .
{ (indicating)
|
2‘3 I remember making the point to Commissioner Ahearne
22& that he would be the first one to throw me out of his office
i
zalgif I came down there and succestegd shuttine dowr a nuclear
24

power Plant without a health and safetv reason, and he

7

. . s
5-indlcated that may or not be true.

Ace-Feceral Reporters Inc
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magc 13-8 ' But I would say, one, that indicated =-=- that we have
2 rpgplatinis of @

got to be tougher the industry icie—thrc—wouid—inaioate

that our threshold for actions is not low enough.

LS.

Bl

13

14

15

24 |
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Q Did he give you any indication that he felt that
Davis~-Besse ought to be shut down?
A Fo. I told him what we were doinc and T told him

we would keeo him informed. 0f ccirse, we did subsequentcly
have a Cormmission meeting on the restart of Davis-Besse.

0. But that was as a result of the TMI accident; is
that correct? That wasn't associated with the specific
concern about Davis-Besse management?

A If you go back and take a look at that, it was
almost all concerned with it. They did not heold meetings on
the restart of all of the reactors, vou will recall. They
selectively picked Davis~-Besse, and about-90 percent of it
wae devoted to Commissioner 2hearne's concerns apbout manaqge-
nent.

Q As I understand it or as I recall, the Commission
did eventually decide to allow them to restart Davis-Besse.

A Yes they did.

n So that even in light of the raisinc of conscious-
ness that occurred after TMI, they still deterrined that the

managemenrt at Davis-Besse was cawable of operating the plant

safely.

A, Yes.

0 Yhy was Mr., Creswell sent to TMI following the
accident?

A We sent a lot of peonle to TMI.



|
|
:

|
|
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0 Arnroxinately how muny?

e

I think that [irst week Lhete might have been

~

seven or e€ight,

P Out of appreximately how nany?
5 Out of wmaybe 25,
0} Did Mr. Creswell's concerns about Davis-Besse and

the issues that he had raised and the interactions that he had
had with the management here at Reqcion III nlay any role in
his being assigned to TMI?

A In fact, when T!NI occurred we were not awvare == 1I

mean, I was aware that he had had the discussion with me. I[is
surervisor, his branch chief, became aware of it because I
told him.

But no, we sent Mr. Creswell to TMI because we
thought he was highly gualified and could make a contribution.

0. ind the fact that he had been involved with these
various concerns, that didn't play any role in the decision
to senc him?

A You mean in terrns of knowledgeable about B&W?

n Ylell, it would seem li¥e for an assionnent such as
the assignment to TMI, you would want to pick people that were
technically gualified and wature.

A 1 think what we did was (o nick peosle that were
technically competent on nressurized water reactors. That

was our iirst criteria, &=* 1 didn't make the selection of



! the people that went. It was done by the branch chief and it

~

was done looking at the schecules anc who was available. There

L)

an uqr-qdhgu
were a lot of factors. But we obviously wouldn't send a—guy |

who was only skilled on a boiling water reactor.

3

- ; |
it ( What I would like to do is ask You soime general

w

questions concerning the functionina of I&F and the relation-

71 ship of I&L to sone other organizations.

What is your general perception of the relationship
9 | between I&L headquarters and the I&E regions? |
10 | A we&L7—ehae—éo—a—eub&oee—i—cUutﬁ—taik-obout.in:BESI,

hay
1| I think the relationship e--Ret as it should be. There is a

12| certain lack of sensitivity, if you will,

between the two
{

13;’orqanizations. The role of 1&E headquarters is primarily

14

oriented at dealing with the Commission and answerina their

15 || cuestions,

keeping the Congress informed, dealing with issues

16 || that might come down fron higher up, if you will.
17 They are understaffed, and as such, when an issue

i
18 |comes in from the region wviRich-you have to @enée-paek for sone |

19 ihelp on, I think that it is not viewed as their primary -- it
20 |is not viewed as a major item to them unless it is the type of

21 |issue that would impact on reople higher than thenm.

22 So what I am sayine is that the concerns of headé-

. 23 juarters are not the primary concerns of th

24 Vvice versa, So if you were to study, take a look at the nunbers

i
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25 bf technical issues that

e regions, and

have been sent in to headauarters and



.00k at the types of response and action that has been re
on them, you would find that there sre varying degreeg of ‘
|
SUCCess acinievea. |
!
3 I think headauarters is crossly understaffed for
5 at they have tc do.
é 0 tthat is your perception of the relationship between

|
71 I&E regions ané NRR? }
Bp— e ‘

— ———— g —

a1 A. I think it is hiqhly dependent upcn personalities.

-

I think some inswectors have a very fgood relationship with

O

,/ 10/l some of the people in NRR and some don't have. 1 guess I
/ ~ :
/ 11| would view it as a case by case type basis. I thin’ you would
!
/ ’
/ 12 find that there is more shortcutting that goes con than neopie
| 13/l might like to admit, in the sense of the I&E peorle in tae
| |
/ . . . _ . , : . .
f 14| £Lfield keeping KRR informed, rather than qoing through I&E
/ I
| { - ¥
/ 15f¢ headquarters, simply because they feel they can get better
l M
I .
[ 16| results with NRR.

G would it be fair to say, then, that you feel that
I1&4E headquarters is to some extent a bottleneck in the formal

relacionshin between I&L regions and NRR, an

i

a result

N
)

neon.e tend to bypass around that bottleneck and o
to KNRR?
A, I would say it 4 viewed that way, yes.

{ How effertivelv does the relationshir Letwes

:nd NRR facilitate the feedback of overational experi
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I A Would you say that again?

2 0 Let me rerhrase it a Jittle bit. fHow effectively

LS8

| do the concerns and the problems and the issues that the

inspectors are seeing in the field cet fed back to the people

51 that are doing the desicgn reviews and the licensing reviews
6; of new facilities?

74 A, I don't know that I can give you a cuantitative
8|l type answer. I guess my feelina is that it jsn't bad, 1

9| think the feedback on Oop»erating problems is pretty good, in

10/ that in terms of the reviews of new plants that come u»n, that

M| a lot of that information is Gleaned into the process.

12 Where I would be critical and denart a little bit
13/ in the answer here is T think that a problem may be identified
14| at a given facility and we think it is a potential safety

15| problemn, let's say, and the reqgions.informn headquarte:s concern-

16 || ing the problem and headguarters turns i+ over tc NRR to look

17|l at for the other operating reactors that are already licensed.

18 || And NRR might take the position, well, we just have cot so

19 | many other thincs going, we will Fut Lhis on the back burner
I
20 || to be louoked at two' years from now.

21 #nrd the regions hear that, snd—se—ehormre—tove

s . 4 3
22' " n't have ok
: 23E&&—&f—rfaht-awayrﬂuulit discouraces, if you will, the approach.
il
]
! 4 > =o' . -~
24 || As an examnle, we ident:fied a rroblen a counle of

Ace -Federal Reporters inc
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mte 14-6

L ]

11

12

13|
14
15
16

17

18 |

22!

]

: 21|

LS ]

4

Ace-Federal Reporiers, Inc ll‘l

a3 i

!
|
|

47

a pressurized water reactor allowing purging of the contain-
ment while the plant was in operation. And.ilhe—-eempany-<ane
back- Lo wer—and UL raised the issue with the company first.
The ~ompany came back and said, e are discontinuing the
practice because‘vezealize/under certain accident type
conditions this could be pretty bad.
ko HQS
We forwarded that' shiwa to be looked at cenerically.
That problem still hasn't got off the board. ~That is the type ;
of thing. Now, we have no control over that. Here we have
identified what we think is a pretty good issue. We are captive
]
of NRR in terms of their deciding what issues will get i
o Juu l
priorities. |
Wh-.¢ we don't have is the capability to impact on
their priority systen, if4—youwwirit. |
Q Is there a method in I&E to axchange information

among inspectors of similar plants in different reaions?

Q wWould such a system be useful? |
A The answer would be yes. But how practical it would

be I don't know. Let me give you an examrle. Back when there
were very iew reactors, it used to be fairly ccrmon practice

for the inspectors to exchange inspection reports. They would
have time to read them. Thev could see them. They could see
what the other people were finding and compare notes that way.

They used to talk a lot.



"

The growth of the organization and the numbers of
, facilities and the numbers of problen and so forth has put up

a barrier to accomplish that. The inspectors Jon't have time
H P

2

to read other inspection reports now.

s il What we have attempted to do or the approach that
1 :
6? has evolved is one of trying to inform the industry, the
;|| other regions, of people with common problems through notices,
H
8; circulars, the bu;letin concent, wnich I think is a good
QE system, but which is not foolproof. I am sure that you
‘ot could go through all of the LERs that have been reported and
11: raise several that you think should have been the ?ubject of
,2! bulletins or circulars or information nofices.
335 what T think is needed and what I support is the
’ ,‘! concept of a centralized LER review program. I think that
15 the regions still need to do their +hiTz-6n individual review
16 of LERs, but I think we need to have people who focus solely
,7i on potential generic problems and get those into the system.
‘Bl Now, if you want to talk about inspectors comparinq'
191 notes and so forth =-=-
201 Q. well, the type of thing I had in mind would be a
2‘§ program where, say once a guarter, you brought together all
. 22 ] the insnectors that inspect B&W plants, either at one of the
. 23é resions or at some centralizel location.
243 A That might be practical whea you got seven Or

Ace Federal Reporters, inc | :
28 eight or nine B& plants. But what ¢o you do when you want
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1" 4o talk about all the Westinghouse ~lants? And then, you see,

you have another problem. Ve talk about the B&W nlants, but

[ )

3:{ there are probably, 1 daresay -- well, I won't say for sure.
|

&! There are differences between the B&W plants. Some of them
|

525 have different a;chitect~enqineers. These nlants aren't

6' duplicates as you think of them that way. There are najor

7| differences between the plants still, and what may be a

|
|

8| problem at one plant may not be at another nlant.
|

9| You are not dealing with 100 percent duplication
10 here.

lll BY MR. FOLSOM:

12 o] Could it be the fact that th=2re isn't a problem

13 at one plant and there is at another, that that would be a
14 bacis for exchanging information? I don't have this problem
15 in Plants A and B in my district because of chis design.

16 Would you consider in " our district suqgesting to your

17 licensee a change?

18 A. Well, I would sooner take the approach that I

19| heardc recommended by somebody, that says that when an LER

|
20% occurs at a given -plant, that you recquire all of the other
21| licernsees with that olant to address that LER in terms of the
A I
2211 need for corrective action. That makes more sense to me
il
i e ; : : .
g 23% than bringing the inspectors together and asking then to co
e-14 24| out and check on certain taings.

Ace-Federal Reporters, inc. |
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BY MR. HFBDON:

Y

D Wouldn't the answer fror the Hther licensees he,

. that can't happen here?

A, Not necessarily. I don't know. I wouldn't infer
!

| that from my experience.

I 0 Do you know of any other events that are precursors
%?of the accident that occurred at TMI?
E A No.

Q. Do you have any additional information that might

;be relevant to our inquiry surrounding the ac_ident at TMI?

; A, No. I*think-I guess I would comment that I've

heard complaints that the utility was a weak utility, perhaps

not relatively well prepared to deal with the problems they've

had and so forth. I don't know how true those statements are,

but I destroyed the myth that Three Mile Island or that

Metrecpolitan Edison was inferior to other utilities, and it

couldn't happen there. . would say that kind of problem

18 |

19

20

21

‘could have happened at a number of plants -- maybe not that

|

specific type thing, but the combination of equipment problems

i d
;pnd people problems and so forth.

I don't think, in other words, that comments that I've

22 |

. 23|

24

Ace-Federal Reporters iIng
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theard that would rank Metropolitan Ldison as a real loser in
the business are comments that should be taken seriously.

I think a lot of attention has focused on Davis-Besse and on

the adequacy of Toledo Edison Companv. I would dare say that



i 51
mgc 15-2 | 1f you looked into Sacramento Municipal Utility District,

1f you looked into Florida Power Corporation, if you looked

(O8]

| into Arkansas, I think you would find the same problems that

| existed at Davis-Besse.

5:1 0 And the same problems that existed at TMI?

6% A Pardon?

7? Q And the same problems that existed at TMI?

8! A Yes. I think so. I don't think you would find --

9i in other words, I am trying to say to you I don't think that

'O; Davis-Besse is as poor a licensee as peovle have made it out :

”i to be. I think we have surfaced a lot of problems at Davis-

T2j Besse, and I think we have made a lot of these problems at

¥l Davis-Besse. I think vou will find the same number of personnel

"} errors and so forth exist at other facilities.

ol BY MR. FOLSOM: . |
|

léf Q If I gather the content of what you are just saying

‘7§iis that if you've got a very well trained and critical |

'3!§inspector group, you are going to turn up more operational

19 |

' problems with a licensee.

20} A I think there is some truth in that.

21“ 0 And that might not necessarily be a criticism of
. 72;§the licensee, as compared with other licensees in other
» 23i§districts.

24 | A Yes. You have the richt context.

Ace Fegeral Reportere ing |
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BY MR. HEBDON:

~o

0 I1've also heard an arcument put forth that one of
, the reasons that Davis-Besse had SO0 many LERs, for example,

1l
| . 2 L : .

| was that possibly they were a little bit more zealous in their
i
i

()

reporting of incidents than some other utilities might be.
| And there is considerable variability in what needs to be

reported under an LFR, and tFat Davis-Besse tended to he in

the direction of --

A There is some truth to that. And also =-- I don't

|
] . : " ' 4
. want to make light of it. Everv time you make a comment, it

11

sounds defensive, and I don't want to be in that posture.

12

If you take a look at the LERs reported by Davis-Besse, you

3 will find that about 10 percent of them are inadequacies of

" performing surveillance tests.

We44—is—tha4;imﬂggggpt? You—bef“yUur—boots~ét~§s—$mporeant;
' l+—ts—tmportamt. I don't dismiss it, but it isn't the kind of
17

15

A problem that poses a threat to the public health and safety

]8¢ither.
It
‘9H So I guess my feeling is that I watch the way =-- let

2°ﬁe say it off the record.

\
21 ||

|
2 23% MR. FOLSOM: I have no further questions.

| (Discussion off the record.) |
\
|

. 22L MR. HEBDON: Let's go back on the record.
| i
|
|

at, MR. HEBDON: No, I don't have anv more. ‘
Ace-Federal Reporters, inc
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BY MR. HEBDON:

¢ Do you have any additional comments to add.
| A. Not that I can think of.
E MR. HEBDON: Okay. That completes the interview.
|

i Thank you very much.

| (Whereupon, at 2:45 p.m., the interview wac

con.:luded.)
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