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PROCEED INGS
,

' (9:05 A.M.)
2

MR. L WIs: Mrs. Bowers and members of tr.e Board,
3

4

I call to the stand Jack N. Donohew, who was just swcrn,4

who will be offering supplemental testimony on CEC Issue
2 5

6 .~
; 5-1.-

o O
e

| Nhereupon,
E 7

.
;

JACK N. DONOHEW4 *

i $
i was called as a witness, and having been first duly sworn,

9
,

' " took the stand, was examined, and testified as follows:
=. 10

I i DIRECT EXA."iINATION
p 3.1

! ! BY MR. LEWIS:
; . . , ,.

$ Q Dr. Donohew, you have in front of you a copy of33
e
5 a document entitled NRC Staff Testimony of Jack N.= > 14
: .

i 15 Donohew on Changing the Systems Outside Containment to Vent
.-

Int Containment Buil'ing.
| b 16

d
,

e i

E, 17
A Yes, sir. !

N 18 Q And do you have attached to that document a copy
o

|! g 19 of your 'rofessional qualifications statement?
-

2
A Y*8*5 20 I

|=
.: 0 Nere these documents rren,ared bv -vou?

3 -g

3
A Yes.-

22

Q And are the statements contained therein true and2,'--o,

Dch%
.jy'Nei rrect to the best of your knowledge and belief?

,(} 24*
.

^ ves-'

2s

, <

,

|- /.;., eJ8cN RFScRTNO COMP %NY. Nc.
I

. - _ - _ . . _ . - . _ - _ . . _ , _ . , __ ._
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! 2 3!68
4

i

MR. LEWIS: Mrs. Bowers, I would ask that thej
iO-

!, 2 testimony of Dr. Donohew be admitted into evidence and

3 incorporated into the record as if read.
.

4 . .RS . BOKERS: . .r . Baxter?" "

! O, 5 :tR . BAXTER: No objection.
-

6 2'R . LANPHER: No objection.

I E 7 MRS. BONERS: The document you identified will be
1 A

| 5 8 physically incorporated into the transcript as if read and
2

3 9 will be admitted into evidence.

1 G
', = 10 MR. LEWIS: I have supplied copies to the reporter

f 11 for that purpose.
2
5 12 (The document referred to follows:) .

'

so
3 I

~. 13
'

e
* =

2 , 14
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lo.= . ,
.

a

C 16
5'

?

E 17
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UNITED STATE 3 0F AMERICA 5/1/80

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

O
In the Matter of )

)
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY ) Docket No. 50-312 (SP)

DISTRICT )
)O (Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating )

Station )

NRC STAFF TESTIMONY OF JACK N. DON 0 HEW ONO
CHANGING THE SYSTEMS OUTSIDE CONTAINMENT

TO VENT INTO CONTAINMENT BUILDING

(CEC Issue 5-1)

OO
Q1. Please state your name and your position with the NRC.

A1. My name is Jack N. Donohew. I am an employee of the U. S. Nuclear

O Regulatory Commission in the Operating Reactor Assessment Branch,

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

Q2. Have you prepared a statement of professional qualifications?

A2. Yes. A copy of this statement is attached to this testimony.

Q3. Please state the purpose of this testimony.
O A3. The purpose of this testimony is to supplement the testimony of James

q Wing on California Energy Commission Issue 5-1,which poses the following
'~

question:
1

D Whether those systems identified as contributing to releases
of radioactivity during the TMI accident, which are outside
containment, should be changed to vent into the containment
building?

>
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Q4. Have you reviewed the NRC Staff Testimony of James Wing on Changing j

O the Systems Outside Containment to Vent into Containment Building

(CEC Issue 5-1), Tr. following 2740, and the answers given by Dr. Wing
;

O l

under cross examination and questioning by the Board, Tr. 2741-2778? l
1

A4. Yas, I have.

i

:O Q5. Do you have any clarifications and additions to offer to that test'- '

mony?

A5. Yes, I do.
,

O
Q6. What is the present status of SMUD's compliance with Short-Term Lessons

Learned requirements 2.1.4 (containment isolation) and 2.1.6.a (inte-

grity of systems outside containment)?
;O (

A6. As documented in the NRC Staff's " Evaluation of Licensee's Compliance

with Category 'A' Items of NRC Recomendations Resulting from TMI-2

Lessons Learned" for Rancho Seco, SMUD has satisfied these require-
O

ments. The Staff does, however, have under further review the isolation

provisions for certain systems. Verification of the implementation
.

of SMUD procedures and of the plant modifications required will be
O

done by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement.
;

Q7. Please describe the actions taken by SMUD in response to requirement
1

O 2.1.4. ;

j A7. The NRC lessons learned requirements concerning containment isolation

direct the licensee to: a) determine whether systems penetrating con-

[
tainment are considered essential or non-essential to safety; b) modify !

|

containment isolation circuitry to automatically isolate all non- )
I

essential systems by diverse parameters; and c) modify containment i
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isolation circuitry to assure that clearing of the containment isola-
' tion signals does not cause the inadvertent opening of containment

,) isolation valves. In addition, the isolation system was reviewed to

assure that certain systems which are isolated but might be desirable

to use following an accident or transient, can be reopened; and to

3 assure that operator controls of containment isolation are not ganged

to reopen multiple systems with a single operator action.

The licensee has identified the essential systems as a) those systems

required immediately after a Safety Features Actuation Signal (SFAS)

and b) those systems whose continued operation will not cause acci-

dent recovery problems and whose continued operation may aid in acci-
O dent recovery. Non-essential systems are those not required imediately

after an SFAS signal,

3 Systems included in category (b) above are the RCP seal supply lines,

the compi lent cooling water (CCW) inlet and outlet lines and the con-

trol rod drive (CRD) cooling water lines. The RCP seal supply and the,

3 CCW provide cooling for RCP seals to prevent seal damage that could

result in a small LOCA. The seal return is isolated and check valves

prevent back flow from the seal injection line. Thus, primary coolant

3 would not be released via this route. The CCW and CRD cooling water

systems are closed systems not in contact with primary coolant, with

capability for manual isolation if required.

As described in the Rancho Seco FSAR, the isolation provisions of the

CCW, CRD supply and return, and the RCP seal injection include automatic

D
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isolation on SFAS. The licensee subsequently, under the provisions

of 10 C.F.R. 6 50.59, which do not require prior Commission approval

of certain proposed changes, eliminated the automatic isolation tor-

tion of these systems. The Staff is presently reviewing .whether the

licensee will be required to reestablish automatic isolation of these

systems. Because of the special requirements for use of these systems
'

following certain upset conditions, isolation based on a minimum of a

single parameter may be acceptable.

O The SFAS signal which isolates all other non-essential systems is

generated by diverse parameters: a) RCS pressure less than 1600 psig

or b) containment pressure greater than 4 psig.

OO
Penetrations controlled by remotely operated valves receive contain-

ment isolation signals, whether they are open or closed during normal

operation. Penetrations controlled by local manual valves which are
O

closed du Ing normal operation are locked closed. The containment

isolatior valves do not reopen automatically if the containment iso-,

lation sig.nl clears. Manual action is required.
3

The automatic containment isolation valve controls utilize a manual /

automatic mode select switch and an open/close select switch mounted

) together for each valve. Following containment isolation, the operator
i

' p) can reopen any valve by first selecting manual mode and then pushing |

i
(" I

the open button. This is possible whether or not the containment iso-

b lation signal has cleared. Selection of manual mode does not in itself

open the valve.

)
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Q8. What are the NRC Staff's specific conclusions 'with respect to the

O accepte6414tv or s"uo's actio"s #, der rea# ire eat 2 2 47

A8. We conclude that the licensee has satisfied the requirements of this
) item. Review of the CCW, CRD supply and return, and RCP seal injec-

tion isolation provisions is continuing. Verification of the adequacy

of the procedures will be performed by the Office of Inspection and
)

Enforcement and will be documented in an appropriate inspection report.

Q9. Please describe the actions taken by SMUD in response to requirement

2.1.6.a.)
A9. The licensee has listed the plant systems outside containment which

would or could contain highly radioactive fluids during a serious

){} transient or accident. These systems are the makeup and purification

system, decay heat removal system, high pressure injection system,

reactor building spray system, waste gas system, reactor coolant

3 sampling system, hydrogen purge system and appropriate parts of the

miscellaneous radwaste system and coolant radwaste system. The li-

censee has implemented an immediate leak reduction program for these;

) systems to reduce their present leakage. The licensee has measured

and reported the "as-corrected" leakage for these systems except for

the makeup and purification system, high pressure injection system
i) and the reactor coolant sampling system. The licensee will measure

the leakage from these three systems before startup from the present |

refueling outage and will report the measured leakage within two
|

) weeks of startup.

)
|

|
.
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) The licensee has established a permanent leak reduction program to

Q keep future leakage from the above systems to levels which are as

low as reasonably achievable. This program includes integrated leak
) rate tests once per refueling cycle, identification of leakage by

means of visual urveillance by plant personnel and responses of area

and effluent radiation monitors, and the plant preventive main'.enance
) program.

The licensee has reviewed the plant design for potential release paths

) from the above systems due to design and operator deficiencies. As

a result of this review, the licensee will make two chanqes to the

plant. The relief valves for the make-up filter and the reactor coolant

) pump seal return will be routed to more suitable tanks or sumps instead

of to open floor drains and the grade level of the Auxiliary Building

will be changed in a manner to prevent contaminated water from a spill

) from leaving the building. These changes should be completed by

January 1981.
.

Q10. What are the NRC Staff's specific conclusions with respect to the
) acceptability of SMUD's actions under requirement 2.1.6.a?

A10. Based el the above considerations, we conclude that the licensee has

met the requirements of this item. Verification of the procedures
) which implement the licensee's pennanent leak reduction program and

thc plant modifications discussed above will be perfonned by the

Office of Inspection and Enforcement and documented in an appropriate

) inspection report.

D

.-
. .
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Q11. Does the licensee's compliance with Lessons Learned requirement

O 2.1.6.e meen there wiii be eo ieeke9e derino an accident from systems

outside containment that might contain high radioactivity?
'O

All. No, come leakage may occur. 2.1.6.a was imposed to assure that leakage

would be as low as practicable and definitely lower than was the case

at TMI-2.
:O

Q12. Is the Rancho Seco Radwaste System designed for a Design Basis Acci-

dent?

O A12. No. The radwaste system was not designed for design basis accidents,

e_.S. , loss-of-coolant. The assumption was that containment isolation

would prevent radioactive fluids from travelling outside the contain-

OO ment during an accident to add to whatever burden was on the radwaste

system prior to the accident. Implementation of requirement 2.1.4

at Rancho Seco (certain of whose provisions were already met by the

O facility) will lend greater assurance that containment isolation will

prevent an undue burden being imposed on systems outside containment
'

which may contain radioactivity.

O
Q13. Would the radwaste system at Rancho Seco be capable of acconinodating

the quantities of waste that were produced at TMI-2?

A13. I believe the Rancho Seco radwaste system would be capable of accommo-
O

dating these quantities of waste. This belief is based on the fact

{ that compliance with requirement 2.1.4 will prevent the uncontrolled

pumping of water from the containment sump into the radwaste system.
.O

:

!
!
!

|O
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l
This socce of water was a large contributo, to the radwaste system |9 lat TMI-2 and contributed to the overflowing of several tanks. This '

) circumstance should not occur at Rancho Seco because containment will

isolate earlier (on low reactor coolant system pressure or high con-

tainment pressure) and it requires two manual actions to reopen con-

3 tainment penetrations following the clearing of a containment isolation

signal. Addnionally, compliance with requirement 2.1.6.a should assure

that leakage from systems outside containment that might contain high

3 levels of activity will be lower than that which occurred at TMI-2.

Q14. What is the status of the proposal to vent back into containment

systems outside containment which may contain radioactivity as a

result of an accident?

A14. h. Staff has proposed to the Comission that the possibility of having

the capability to vent certain systems outside containment back into

containment be considered as part of a coordinated program aimed at

exposure reduction following accidents. The Staff proposals are
*

still in the process of revision, but it can be said that they no
3 longer specifically focus on the letdown / makeup system nor the concept

of placing that system within an enclosure with venting back to con-

tainment, as did Task III.D.2 of the December 10, 1979 Revision 1 of

3 Draft NUREG-0660. Whatever conclusions are reached on this aspect

p of the proposed study will have to take account of the associattid back-
v

fit problems for operating plants. The Staff is proposing that the |
3 Commission include radwaste system improvements growing out of the

1

study described above in its proposed rulemaking on degraded cores. |

|

|

3
'
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U Q15. Do you believe that systems outside containment at Rancho Seco, which

were identified as contributing to releases during the TMI-2 accident,

should be changed at this time to vent back into containment?
U A15. No. It is not clear at the present time that venting back into con-

tainment should be imposed as a requirement. A detennination on whether

to impose such a requirement should be made as part of the coordinated
U review of all actions that could reduce releases of radioactivity

during an accident, as described above in the answer to question 14.

O

>0

0

.

3

O
?

h
i
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JACK H. DON 0 HEW, JR_.

3 PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
DIVISION OF OPERATING REACTORS

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

My name is Jack N. Donohew, Jr. I am a Senior Nuclear Engineer in the
3 Operating Reactors Assessment Branch in the Division of Licensing, Office !

of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). |
My duties include the review of rad-waste treatment systems and engineered
safety feature ventilation systems for operating reactors.

I received a Bachelor of Engineering Physics Degree from Cornell University
3 in 1965, a Master of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering from Massachusetts

Institute of Technology in 1968, and a Doctor of Science Degree in Nuclear i

Engineering from Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1970. I received
my Professional Engineers License in Nuclear Engineering from the Common-
wealth of Per.nsylvania in 1974.

3 After graduation, I worked for Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation
as an engineer in the Radiation Protection Group. I was responsible for
estimating source terms, release rates and resulting doses for the Safety
Analysis Report, Environmental Report and response to NRC questions for
boiling water nuclear reactors. I was also responsible for shielding de-
sign for the reactor water cleanup system.

O '

3-
In February 1973, I became a Power Engineer in the Process Engineering Group, !
Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation. I was the responsible process :

engineer for the Shoreham Project and the equipment specialist for all Stone
and Webster nuclear plants for the containment iodine spray removal system,
ventilation filter assemblies, ar.d gaseous waste treatment system.

3 In June 1975, I joined the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a senior nuclear |engineer in the Effluent Treatment Systems Branch. I was involved in rad- |
, waste system licensing reviews of nuclear power plants. I have conducted I

generic studies of the degradation of charcoal adsorbers in ventilation
filter assemblies.

' InDecember1975,IjoinedtheEnvironmentalEvaluationBranc'hintheDivl-
sion of Operating Reactors. I am now a member of the Operating Reactors
Assessment Branch of the Division of Licensing.

.

I

Between October 1979 and the present time, I have been a member of the Lessons
g Learned implementation team for Babcock & Wilcox operating reactors. In

this capacity, I have visited all of the B&W operating units to determine
compliance with the Category A short-term Lessons Learned requirements within

] my area of competence.

J

3
"

,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE !

I hereby certify that copies "NRC STAFF TESTIMONY OF JACK N. DON 0 HEW ON
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and " PROFESSIONAL OUALIFICATIONS" of Jack N. Donohew, in the above-captioned
proceeding, have been served on the following by deposit in the United

3 States mail, first class or, as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit
in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, this 1st day
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* Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel]g U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissiony
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*Dr. Richard F. Cole
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission Christopher Ellison, Esq.
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i MR. LEWIS: Let me say preliminarily, Mrs. Bcwers,

O
2 that after its review of the transcript of the last session

3 and the cross examination of Dr. Wing, staff felt that

(_/ 4 there were questions pcsed by the Energy Commission to which

j 5 Dr. Wing was not able to satisfactorily respond, and for

6 that reason we decided to have Dr. Donohew supplement and

5 7 clarify as he thought appropriate both the direct prepared
~

5 8 written testimony of Dr. Wing and answers given by Dr.
E
-

9 Wing on cross examination, and that then was the purpose
. . -

} 10 for which we are offering Dr. Donohew.I

f 11 He had contained within his testimony more or less
E

E 12 excerpts from a report which we did send to the Board and
|o

i <
*

13 parties on compliance with 0578 items as they relate to
.

c1 -

(,/~ i 14 his area, so his testimony is self-standing in that aspect I

13 and we hope it answers the questions that were from our
=
a

: 16 point of view left unanswered in the last session. ,
= i
9 I

i 17 With that prefatory remark, I would make Dr. I
I

:- |

|

. 18 Donohew available for c *ss examination. !
_

A

d 19 M25. BONE 2S: Mr. Baxter?
-
=

$ 20 C20SS EXAMINATION
,

E 1

" 21 BY TG . BAXTE7:
i 5

| 22 ' Q Dr. Donohew, would you turn to Page 4 of your
~

,

testimony?i

| 9<E[[ 23
~

.

[@C' 24 In the last paragraph on that page, you are[
' -

xs
25 discussing the cperator's ability to reopen the containment

,

i

)

/n 'dUdCN EMc.Cbs C'.**TPde'N IN C=w

i

, . _ _ _. . _ . _ . . _ -
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isolation valves following containment isolation. Is this

) in y ur view a desirable capability from the standpoint
2

of safe plant operation? And please explain the reasons

for your answer.
,

A I believe the answer is yes. The nonessential[ 5
~

; systems are isolated, but I believe it is well wort' while-

2
for the operators in terms of the specific transient to be

3 7

able to use all the facilities that are available at the'

8
. 4
! $ plant, and this allows the non-essential system to first9

be isolated, and upon the operator's understanding of what
10

g' is goir.g on during the transient to be able to reopen a
11n

=
= penetration to such a system, but this would not be an

12'
3

4 <- .

| : automatic action. It is a thought-out action, a manual
13.

j {)
action by the operator.

14

DR. COLE: Dr. Donohew, could you bring the3 15
.,

j 16
microphone a little bit closer?

5'

THE WITNESS: ves, sir.h, 17

! : gg "2. BAXTER: That is my only question. Thank you.
! . , ,

"7S. BONERS: Mr. Lanpher.1g

s 20 sv xa. t. m nEa:

b Q If I could follow up on the answer you just gava,
21

5
22 in deciding whether to deisolate a non-essential system- '

- " 23 af ter isolation has occurred, an operator would have to
E(P5e ,,.m

74-/ 24 exercise substantial judgment. Is that correct? i

(~) %-

'~

25 The operator would have to use judgment, yes, sir.A

O

_.m,,_ ==.~.m .

_ - - . . . - - __.
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Q And if he did exercise that judgment and de-
y()'

isolate a system, then that system would at that time
2

constitute a potential pathway out from the containment to

( the auxiliary building, presumably, for radioactive
4

l releases.
2 5'

~

; A It uld. If activity was'in the coolant water and
6

the penetration was open to allow the coolant water to go*

7
~

ut, the radioactivity would go with it.~

8"

; $ Q Is the letdown system one of the non-essentialg

systems which is isolated on an SFAS signal which might
10

i subsequently be needed by the operators?
11

.e

$ ' 12 A The letdown system is considered a non-essential
a

system by the licensee. It is isolated on diverse
134

.

/'') f containment signals. The SFAS includes the high contain-
74(/ :

5 ment pressure and high reactor vessel pressure. The;

15
.

h 16
questian about should that system be reopened, I do not

a

g 17
think I can answer that question in the fact that it is not

i my area of expertise to know if letdown must be reopened
tg

J or in what scenarios of transients it would have to be9 1'9
re pened. !

20
|

b S I do not think I can answer your question !21
,

IS !A concerning the fact that the letdown would have to be
22 ,

reopened.

% W~- 23
,

.

4 +' Q- I did not mean to imnly that it would have to be j4
/ s 24

Q(_/ i

re pened under any particular transient. I was merely
25

A
5._/

1

|
J

't

e *4 0 * * O 8 ' 98*
.

, -- - -,.
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i

1 asking whether that is one of the systems that perhaps might
O

2 be reopened.

f- 3 A It perhaps could be reopensd, yes.

/ 4 Q Was it one of the pathways for releases from the

2 5 containment at Three Mile Island?;

7
6 A That is correct.'

i 5 7 Q And were some of those releases through the letdown

i 0
i 8 system --did they occur subsequent to containment isolation,

E
! Z 9 when the operators subsequently used the letdown system?

u
d 10 A At Three Mile Island the con *ainment was isolated

,

~
~

j 11 under containment isolation and I believe from reading the
E
E 12 event: from Three Mile Island it was very shortly opened |

5
. , la by the operators.
n= I

~

( E j 14 Q And is it not true that that was probably the most i
,

,

E 15 significant pathway from the contatament to the auxiliary
.-

h 16 building for radioactivity?
I 5
< -

17 A I believe so.| t

-! e
, 18 Q Dr. Donohew, do you have a copy of CEC Exhibit j

-

.
. ''

b 19 2 8, which was previously marked, I believe, during the
$

i

E 20 examination of Mr. Dieterich? It consists of the AIF'

!:
-

'

| [ 21 Subcommittee reccmmendations.
; 3

~
i 22 A Is that a November 29, 1979. letter -- Excuse

,

j . i

23 me. I am sorry. I guess the answer is, no, I do not have ,

-'-'

$U ;

( S. E'C 24 that document. I-
s

%-)8

'

25 (Nhereupon, counsel handed the document to the

I (

|
r : sen a =ca- sc c:v.=uy. :na .

>

i
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I wi tne s s . )
hs:

2 A Okay, I have a copy of that now.

3 Q For the record, there are several enclosures in
)'

; 4 this document.

2 5 I would like you to turn to the second enclosure.

6 It starts just after Page 8, and at the top of that 7 age,
,

E 7 it is dated September 14, 1979. And then it starts
.
' ;

, 8 numbering again.
E
E 9 I would like you to turn to Page 3..

,

10 A Okay. I believe I am on the page.
, .

| 11 Q Are you familiar with this document?
! =

5 12 A Yes, sir.
,

i 2 i
'

13 Q And is it true that this document contains a !
.

'I
E 14 recommendation, and I quote, "PWR plant should have the j
d i

5 15 capability to use the containment as a sur e volume for |
\ n
i a '

: 16 waste gas post-accident?" |
'

=
1

h 17 A Tnat is correct. That was one of the recommendations'

t .

I . is of the AIF.
|

o i

i
d 19 Q Do you agree with its recommendation?

. 1 i'
a 20 A I agree with the recommendation in that this should i

=
11 H

21 be considered. I guess I disaaree in the fact that I do not |
^

i 5 i |

22 ' think this is something that is obviously one that should
'~

-" 23 be immediately done at a plant.
'$.525 -

EY ' 24 Q Does that complete.your answer, sir?C[-

25 A This was one item that was considered by NRC.
;

\
\n
U
\
t
\ l

\
|

:. :1.ucn mt.cen- sc c::.snuY. :nc.
.

._
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|

I think the problem I have, I guess, in answering this, I
1() was not involved at NRC in the lessons learned taek force
2

that came with NUREG- 0578, but this item was one thing
es 3p)

'

(,/ that was considered, and yes, I think this is one that
4

should be considered. I think the question to me is the-

: 5
. .N
"

; fact that this should -- this specific one as opposed to-

2
other items that would end up doing the same thing, notg 7

-

doing those but doing this one, I think the answer is no.-
.

8
I 4

k I think this has to be taken in the context of the entireg
. .:

! 2 10 ?" bl*"-

[ Now, this in my testimony, this item is one which
37

! n *

: is going to be involved in the proposed rulemaking on I
*

12 i
3 !

<
degraded cores, and this is a matter which should be

13.

e

j, 14 handled. This is one that should be considered. And I think
,

-

5 ' 15 because this was done by AIF, that the licensee, SMUD, would |
n
*

16 have had knowledge of this, and it is something that should
Ej 37

be considered, but as to me saying this should be done, no,

I do not agree with the fact of saying it should be done. i:
18-

!
1end 1 g 19

8 foll.
?

20=
[

=

21
5
~

22
.

I
C<?y.ema :4

2"R 24 I

{}
25

\_

, :

I

l=* SUdcM .3.4.IC.3 O COM.IENYe Abb ~w
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2 1[3g s j1 2 When you say you believe it should be considered,
%,a
bfml 2 are you saying that this is a proposal that needs to be

3
*

analyzed to determine whether the cost and benefits in,

4 feasibility are auch to make it a worthy item of incorpora-
s

5-
tion into a Pda system?

.

6'
* A I think also you have to -- I think you have to

S 7'
consider other items which are more important, and the fact

8 that you are going back -- you are intorducing gasses or
3
; 9
u,

liquids back into the containment.

d 10
The containment is one of the barriers for releasing*

=

h 11 activity to the environment. You are talking about other
E

I
5 12 ; penetrations or openings or existing penetrations to do this.
_<

13
I think this is something that has to be considered..

p
i} f ' I4 To me, there are other areas besides just the ones you men-

=
^

ss

.- 4.; tioned that have to be considered,that have to be considered
' * - '

a

i 16 that involve the containment.
1 17

-'
I do not think it is obvious the fact that this is

=

13J .nore than something that has to be considered. It has to be
; .

: b' 19
. thought out before a decision is made on the fact that this

=

20
4

-
is done or not done. j

21 |

'

Q Nould one of the things that needs to be analyzed |
1

- .

,4 ''
; be to determine whether there are existing containment

if

.

Ee?~m 3 penetrations which might be available to be utilized for this-- o
!

,

1' '

.49 .

m i )2,' 2'.(}- ^
;kind of a system?

23
-

A -There probably are existing containment penetrations
'

i
/O.-

\-)
t

:

i

A;.:E.b c N .:.E. c M-";G C O M * 4 NY+ N C-
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i 3'76t
!

i. .

! Em2 1 blanked of f that could be used. What I was referring to is

j 2 the fact of -- where you would be setting up other lines,
4

| 3 naybe several lines again that are going back into the
<

i 4 containment.
i, s
; : 5 so, you have more -- :/ou now have what I consider
l ~.
1 2 63 more penetrations to containment that may end up in a review

j 7 of all the scenarios of accidents, of being a reduction of;

i.
~
w

] 8 safety, not an increase of safety.,

i =
-,

~
| 9 Q Is it true that if a system such as this were
; a
{ d 10 designed, there would be site-specific considerations or
j *

j j 11 reactor-specific considerations such as what containment
i 2 -

.
" to-

i
i jeaetrations at a particular reactor might be available for 8

i 's
i -

13 this kind of a system?t . -
'

t'p) 5 * 14 A Yes, sir.
:,

v
:

] 15'

0 Do you envision that the ruleaaaking which you
> ,

; !
a

( j 15 referred to in a previous answer would address those site-
j - .

~~

j E l7 specific considerations?
t .:
i .i , 18 A I do not think I can answer that. I do not know..

f. .
A %

R 19 0 That rulemakinc_ has not v.et formall commenced.
'

.'l d
_

< w i20 Is that correct, in terms of public notice?! '"

' i:
*

|
21 A To my knowledge it has not. |-

,
_

,

*

A2 2 Dr. Do no he'.;, at 7 age 2 of your tastimony, you are'
,

-
23.-

| MM asked the question "Do you have any clarificacians and
; 1.w
| N 24 additions to offer to that testimony?"
i

25 That testimony is referring to that of Dr. Ning.
i

|

Ov

<

l

,4*d*djC7) 3"=c.9"'N3 CO MP 4.'4Y. |?4c. I

<

f
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.

1

d(**m3
You respond, "Yes, I do."

'

2 You go on to make certain clarifications and

i 3 additions, particularly relating to certain of the NUREG-0578

! 4 items, which have been implemented.
' e

5'
i When you prepared this testimony, had you reviewed

,

'
a' 6 both Dr. Ning's written testimony and the cross-examination |

]

I f7 and redirect examination of the April 17 hearing in this
. -

! 8 matter?,

4 3
5 9 A Yes.,

u
1 i 10 Q Is it fair to say that if you did not make an

.:
. k 11 addition or a clarification with respect to certain questions
' s

3 12 that were asked to Dr. Ning, that you do not -- ou either;
, 5 |

agr2e with those answers or where he stated that he had no ||
13

,t
i 3 ' 14 knowledge, that you likewise have no knowledge?

r
=
- i*m A In terms of his affidavit -- in terms of his.

E i
*-

16; statement that was written testimony, in the review of that
;: "

i,
_

17 I believe -- I do not believe there is any majcr disagreementt,

i
*

- ) 18 with what he wrote. i

,

! |.

$ 19 In terms of the testimony at the hearing, I believe
g
j 20 most of it, I would not have given the same answer. I would,

i:
", 21 not have agreed with what his answer was. I believe in
e

e me

.! 22 eertain areas where he referred to the fact that he was
|

'

I. {
'

-~ m
not aware of something, I coula. have civen an answer -- that! M, 5 '*'

! N.w 24 would not have been ny answer.
%

^5
|

Q Are all those areas reflected in your written'

. as. -.= =.~.r. .

[ --. - .- -. . . , . - . - . - . - . , -- . , -- . . - - . - - - . - - , , - -
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4
.

'im4 1 testimony, or only some of them?
4,

; 2 A I think it is only some of them.
.

| fg 3 (Pause.)
-

( / ,

V 4 O At page 2745 in this proceeding, I as:<ed the
s

: 5 following question: "!ie have heard testimony in this
~
t

.% 6 u.roceeding that a release of radioactivity similar to that

j 7' that occurred at TMI-2 would be unlikely to occur at

h8 Rancho 5eco because of a different containment isolation;

1
-

E
9 system. They have the SFAS isolation. Could you please

.*

u
= 10 describe the sequence by whien isolation would occur at

'

,

~
~

j 5 11 P.ancho Seco?"
2_

j 12 Dr. sting replied that that was befand his
i t. -

]i
13 expertise. :s that beyond your expertise to respond to.

i

i 3 ' 14 that question?ns -

5 15 A I am aware that the non-essential systems are
1 e -

; =
,

j 16 isolated on diverse signals. In the case of Three ' tile,

4
=a

} M 17 Island, that was not true. So, containment isolation occurred
1 -

): 18 I believe several hours after the accident, whereas in the
a .

h 19
: -

case of 2ancho Seco, thev would occur with the crassurei

- -

x
H

20 below 1600 psig.i a
=
w

; 21 Therefore, it would be very soon into the accident.
i 3

m

i 22 ' Jo, there is a difference betueen ?.anche 3eco and Three
!
1

j 4K 23 'Iile Island.
~w>m,- ~

2'N 24 2 ;ihen a reactor isolation. signal is given for either;
'

25 ' the reactor coolant pressure level or the containment-

i

O

'

r__ ,m =.~e. m.

, . _ . . _ - _ . _ . _ _ ~ _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ , . . - - . _ _ , . - __.
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.

1

i

.mf5 1 building pressure, what mechanical or valving actions need.

; 2 to take place in order to successfully effectuate isolation?
i

i 3 A I bleieve the answer to that is two valves -- a
:

! 4' single valve or two Valves will close in the penetration.
i

! 7 5 Q On each penetration?
4 -
' !=e

i I 6 'A No, on the non-essential system penetrations.
< o

~
i 7 Q On each of those non-essential system penetrations?

5 8 A That is correct.i

o
-

5 9 .J Is it true that there are a large number of those
u

I i 10 non-essential penetrations?
<

i
'

-

,' E 11 A I do not think I can answer that.e
i M

-

E 12 ' IR . LAMPHZR: .ir s . Bowers, "r. 211isoa is ;oing ,a
f- I+ ~

j 13 to distribute a document which we would like marked for j.

i, e
z

'
E , 14 identification as CEC-41.
:
5 15 (The document referred to

'

.- I,

i a e

16 was marked CEC Exhibit No. i
-

= |,

i : t
- g 17 41 for identificaticn.)

i N 18 MR. LANPHER: It is a Mav 1
. a -

letter, : lay 1, 1930

i d 19 letter to dr. :Iattitr.co of 5:1UD from Ir. Reid of N=,C. i
i E

|
1 5 20 Ma. LEUIS: That Reid is R-e-i-d.

|
,

i =
1 -

! 21 BY 2iR. LANPHER: (Resu ning)*
. e

e
~

22 Q Dr. Donohew, is there an attachment to that letter?.

I

| - 23 A There is an attachnent about the evaluation of
D. ~D1

N 24 licensee's compliance with category A items of NRC recommen-

!

j 25 dations resulting from TMI-2 Lessons Learned. Is that what
,

I

i

,

!

k j.* asR4c,*4 MUc A-*NG O*/PANY. |NC.m

{
.- .- -.- ---- -. .. - -_ - _ . - . . . ., - - _ , . - , . - . -
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4

1

,

1 you are referrino to?
fm6 '

2 Q Yes.

3 A Yes.

| 4 O Are you familiar with that attachment?
:
|

| 7 5 A Yes. '

-.

~

; h 6 Q What was your role in preparing that attachment?
e

i 7 A I was one member of what was called the B & WC
N

8, implementation team for the Lessons Learned items. I was --
, e

l 2 9 had the rejonsibility of review of the radiological items
.

> a
d 10 of this document.'

*
,

g 11 That means, I was the lead person responsible on
; E
'

E 12 the items af 2.1.6 (a) and (b), 2.1.3 (a), (b), and (c). I
o
5
~

13 had the responsibility of the items 2.1. 3 (a ) , (b), and (c)..
r;
2

E! 14 I wrote those specific items that went into the4 m

: 5' >

5 15 evaluation as being on the implementation tear.i. I was
a
m
; 16 involved sith discussions with everyone else on the team
z -

;

} 3 17 in terms of the other items, also.

f ,18 0 For the purpose of clarity in the transcript, |j

!*
gi

b . 19 when Dr. Denchev refers to items like 2.1.5., it should be
1
E 20 a decimal point between each of the numbers and the letters.i

=
-

21 A That is correct."
'

=
2
m

22 2 Dr. - Donohew, did you state in your :revious

i gg 23 response that you were responsible or worked on 2.1.4
,

E'T[ 24 entitled, " Containment isolation"?

25 .i I stated I was not the lead engineer on 2.1.4 on

,

l

|

AZE4CM 37SCCNG CO.*/?aNY. ;NC. !

,,_ . . . - - _ ~ - - . , ,. - _ - - ._ -_,
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t

o
v .1 b- |

4

i, bfm7 1 containment isolation. However, I was involved in the

2 discussions of what are the requirements of that item. Whatj
1 3 had the l'icensee done.s

)
'

4 I reviewed the licensee's submittal in that area,
* .

* ' 3 but I did not have the responsibility of writing that

h6 particular section.
t

| 3 7 Q But you are familiar with that section and the
< ~
4 M
'

8 underlying documents which were reviewed in connection with,

. 2
1 A 9 preparing this evaluation report?

d
i 10 A Yes, sir.

f 11 Q In review of those underlying documents and in
=

| j 12 ' your discussions, did you have occasion to determiae whacher
5
[,. 13 there were a large number of non-essential penetrations in

14j the Rancho Seco containment?
'

-

=
,

1.5 .ihen I say non-essential, it is with quotation
d E

,

j 15 marks around it. i
< : :

) E 17 A That is not my problem. The probleu is in terms
; . |=

; of when you say "large number of penetrations." I am aware !18

|-

! $ 19 of the systems that were designed as non-essential, and I
=
M

eO that did meet
,

[
-

the requirements that we had on the item'

[ 21 2.1.4.,

=

| 22 I believe that was on the order of, I guess, ten
i

**mw }} . . . .

Eggm.d or :1rteen systems. . do not know the specific genetrations1
,.s -

--

2 ' 24 that are associated with those systems; whether there are

25 two penetrations or four penetrations, or six penetrations.
<

.O
I

f

i

'!'

; u :::.%cn =t.=ca sc c: m..v. .uc. 8

!
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1 I am not sure -- I guess ! have a little bit of a
i

i 2 problem with what is a large number. There are sometning

gsbfm3 3 like ten to fifteen systems. That may end up meaning twenty
)

,

4 penetrations. I do not know in terms of "Is this a large
* .

: o number of penetrations for the containment."-

1 ~
n

: 6 Q Fine. Thank you. The NRC review did not include
; *
i

5 7 an analysis of tihether those valves associated with the
-

, ~

$ 8 various non-essential panetrations vould in fact operate as~

E
9 intended. Is that true?i

~

i .

u

| 4 10 A Yes, that is true, because the problem exists
i .

1
J 11 ' independent of the Lessons Learned actions. That is the

| E

} j 12 problem which MT.C has been concerned with.
1 5
1

. 13 You know, it just would not have been part of
e,i =

j j 14 this because that particular problem does not have anything
r
3 15 to do with the Lessons Learned actions..-

r ."
2

'j E 16 2 Is it true that the Lessons Learned actions, as you!
;

1
.

5 17 refer to thea, at least in this regard were concerned with !
*

;
: I.

j,18 ensuring effective containment isolation in the event of an f
i.

'
D 17 accident so that we do not ga* -alease paths such as occurredi
I
a 20 at TMI?
=
>

[ 21 .i 3asically, the answer is yes, but I would jualify
1 e

~
i 22 in terms of saying offectiva. What we ware concernef abcut

,

4K 23 was the. fact of making sure that those systems which would '

,

F>M( 24
M~,

! be considered non-essential were isolatec; and that in terms
:

[ 25 of a containment signal. clearing, they would not reopen or

i 1

1

1

;.;,,;:1WOM E cMTNO 00MP4NY. ;NC-
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:
|

|

1 in terms of operatora opening them, that it would not be an !;

| !

2 automatic action. It would be a manual, knowledgeabb action.
!

3 In terms of effective containment isolation, in .

# t

4 that would those valves,when they close, work? As I say,j

2 5 that was something that was independent of this. It was not

end cP-2 6 aade part of this Lessons Learned action.
f

ijl f1ws : 7
tP-3 @ f

8 '
a

|P.
I !

3 9 |
,

.

I U l

i 10 I
i

|*

2 l
: 11*
.M

|
.t E., . 12
I

.

4

13 |
*
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1

'
1 Q Did the NRC in its communications with the licensee

O
2 regarding essential and non-essential systems define

.!
- 3 criteria by which to determine what systems were essential

4 and what systems were non-essential?

2 5 A NRC did not define what were essential and non-
7

6 essential systems. What we did is, we requested the'

j 7 licensee to do that, to give to the NRC a list of what

! 5 8 were classified as non-essential systems, to explain to
a

3 % 9 NRC what was the basis for that classification, and then
d

] i 10 we reviewed the list of non-essential systems, and with that

11 ' came the essential systems, and the definition of them, and
2,

i 5 12 then as we had disagreements or wanted clarification or a
5
~

13 better understanding, we discussed it with the licensee..

e

() ! ' 14 O The initial burden then was for the l icensee to
r'

' 5 15 go through its own systems and to sort them out, so to
2

[ 15 speak, to define essential and non-essential.
;

3 17 A Very definitely true. The licensee is the mest

j 18 knowledgeable of the plant. '?he list of essential and non-

d 19 essential systems would be a plant specific list, and we t
i
E 20 would review what the licensee gave us.
=
E 21 Q To your knowledge, did the licensee prepare either
5
"

22 a failure mode and effect analysis or a reliability study,

1

! '-'-" 23 on its containment isolation system?
*bh -

p FM 24 A No.
4 v

25 0 At Page 6 of your testimony, you state that the-

()
1

;=1ss:n acan- tc :::mur. :nc.

;
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licensee has reviewed the plant design for potential
g

release paths from theabove systems due to design and
2

perat r chficiencies , and I believe the systems that are
3(q

,

being referred to there are the rad waste systems. Is that_j/ 4
-

****** I
i 5
~
; i No, the request for this review was a letter

62
which -- it was a letter which was sent to the licensee: ; 7' *

last year and was made part of 2.1.6a of lessons learned,-

g
i
-

and it was not specifically to rad waste systems other thang

'5 systems that would contain radioactivity outside containment.
= 10

i Q Fine. That clarifies it. You are talking about'

11 ,a,

2 ej 12
systems outside containment here, though?

.,

5 A Yes, sir.
13

e
Q T y ur knowledge, did the licensee perform a() -

14

5 failure modes and effects analysis or reliability study
15

neerning the systems outside of containment? ;16
5

j ' 17 A I do not know. Not to my knowlecge.j

=[ gg Q Is it true that the results of this -- as a result
-a

of this review, the licensee has instituted a leak-

gg

h 20
reduction program for systems outside of containment?

;

i =
t A He has such a program. I think the little bit of

21
e
"

confusion in my mind is when you say instituted. I do not,,4,.

remember specifically the time when you say the program

A M~~
23~

.

,Fy({24 was in effect. He had a program. There was a concern we

C) had on the formality of the program in which I was in the
25

(G/>

,

_ t.;,,0 s3 dC N 3 -Oc?t-"NG cO.*.t P ANY. ;NO.
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1 -- was on the review team that came in March to review the
O

2 licensee's actions and responses to 2.1.6a He has such a
>

; 3 program, and it has met our requirements. My only problem,s
I

4' is, when you say he has instituted such a problem, the time

{ 5 period of that.

5 6 Q Subsequent to the 0578 requirements being'

: 7 communicated to the licensee, he has upgraded that program
2'

5 8 or re-evaluated that program, and that is something that;

3
% 9 NRC in turn has reviewed as part of CEC 41. Is that

a
g 10 correct?2

11 A Yes, we have reviewed that program.
,

2

j ,12 Q Notwithstanding this program, is it correct that
!5

13 some leakage may still occur from systems cutside of the-

.

1 g-

3 ! 14 containment?
:
5 15 A That is true. Let me qualify my last answer in ,

s !
'

E 16 terms of review. I think you pointed out the adequacy --
E

3 17 It is mentioned on our evaluation which you have submitted. -

|

f 18 The adequacy will be reviewed by the I&E inspector. What

d 19 we reviewed was the overall concept of the program in terms '

2
U 20 of the -- not the specifics of the procedures. I do not

21 ' mean we read his procedures and we agreed with his
i

22 ' procedures. That is a separate action that will be taken
~

g5 23 by NRC through inspection and enforcement, but the overall

gN Ed('[24 concept of the program was reviewed and accepted.
U

25 Q In a number of places in the evaluation report

()
.

2

ACG4cN ?Uc.CNG COMP ANY. :.NO.
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I contained in CEC 41, reference is made to the f act that,

O
2 procedures will be verified or analyzed by inspection and

1

3 enforcement. Is that correct?[,

>

\/ 4 A That is correct. The manner in which NRC is

2 5 broken down into different offices -- The Of fice of
7
,' 6 Inse.cction and Enforcement is that c. art of NRC which

. -

; ; 7 inspects the plant to see that either commitments are met
0

1 8 cr the tech specs are met, or whatever. In the office which,
' ?

E 9 I am in, the Nuclear Reactor Regulation Office, it does notj
a,

: d 10 do that.

!
~

~

j 11 < So, when a team from the office I am in goes out,>

s .

j 12 there is a certain level which we do not go beyond, and
5 i;
'

13 that point which is the fact that the adequacy of the j.

2 |
, () 5 i 14 procedures -- that is handled by separate people in a !;

:
5 15 separate office of Inspection and Enforcement.,
.-
a !

16 Q Do you know whether this I&E review or audit of
-

;

E
,

! i 17 these short-term items vill take place before Rancho Seco
. a
' ,

} IS is restarted from the present refueling outage? !
i

d 19 A I cannot answer that.
1

-} 20 Q Do you know whether it has taken place yet?
|

.

* 21 A In our evaluation, there are several references-

5
~

22 to inspections. The matter of which the office of
,

gGy~q; 23 Inspection and Enforcement,to my knowledge, those are the
, . ~ 1

F#C 24 people who would do that. How they would set it up, I do
N

j 25 not know, so I cannot answer-all of the procedures that we
i

~

'

: _c u - n - =., n . -
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,

i
referred to being reviewed would be done before the plant

I
()-

started up. As I say, I think that is a separate action2

3 taken outside of the o.ffice that I work for.
r~

(/ Q In response to an earlier question, you stated4

; 2 5 that notwithstanding this leak reduction program which is

6 in effect, there may be still leakage in systems outside

g 7 of containment.'

s
. 5 8 A That is correct.

E
'

E 9 0 If there were a capability to vent that from
..

systems outside of the containment into containment, would2 10
.

i i 11 it be possible to control that3eakage so that releases to
.4
a
c the atmosphere would be minimized?
3 12,

< t

13 A The answer is yes, but that cannot be the only j
.

#

; ,y thing that you have to consider. There a re other con-
i,
i 15 siderations besides that, but yes, the answer is yes.
.-

$ 16 Q Those other considerations were things that *rou
,

=
E were. talking about in response to one of my earlier17 ,*

-

.
!
i

!

13 quest.ons. .
o, i s

! |!

R 19 A That is correct.
|1

a

M gg Q But_that would be the purpose of a vent-back j

b
21 system, to ensure that if leakage or overbcarding occurred | |t

e I '

E '
22 , in systems outside of the concainment, that there would be

' 23 an ability to handle those wastes without substantial
_ $.I'C3 !d

- pd((24 releases to the environment. Is that the way you under-

sJ
25 stand the vent-back concept?

O
,

i

!

;;.: scn man- n= c:up:.nr. :sc.a
|

.-. _ _ - - . _ _
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.i

1 A Yes, sir.
.,

2 0 hat vent-back ability is not present at Rancho

3 S eco a t .his t ime . Is that correct?

(/ss 4 A That is correct.;

3 5 Q On Page 7 of your testimony, at Question 13, just
I 7
j 6 to paraphrase, you state that the Rancho Seco radwaste'

i

3 7 system would be capable of accommodating the quantities of
C*

8 wastes associated with the TMI accident. Are you assuming,

1 E
E 9 in that response that containment isolates as it is supposed

.' a
4 10 to at Rancho Seco, in other words, effectively isolates so

f 11 ' that the vast majority of the wastes from a TMI type
2

^

E 12 accident would be contained inside the containment building?
! 9

| '. 13 A Yes. However, I have looked at the tankage
1

(m% r)
/

14 available at the plants, and they have what I would
-|
5 15 consider an above average amount of tankage for power

'

2
16 plants. So, basically the answer is yes. But there is a

'-

,

i 17 large amount of tankage available at the site.
.

*
18 Q Would that be sufficient tankage to handle the !

.

o

d 19 quantities of waste associated with the TMI accident if
1

| M 20 containment did not isolate as expected?
i

= 1
%

21 A I cannot answer.that. I do not remember the amount
-

"

22 of water that came in at the Three Mile Island -- plus

zg 23 there was water outside the plant also that would not

Pd[ 24 -- that -- the ones you are referring to'from containment,

25 so I cannot answer that.
,

f'% !

.x) |

|
,

9

;.gnicM *I.:c M~'.'4C 00*.*? aNY. INC.

-- - _ . ., ., - - - -. .
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.,
3 0 And your response to Question 13 at Page 7,and

, s
?

c

'

2 your response goes on to Page 8, also assumes, does it not,

3 that con tainment isolation is not subsequently defeated by

| operators exercising their judgment to operate certain4

5 systems, for instance, a letdown system. Is that correct?*

-
N

I 6 Let me just clarify that question for you just a
o

E 7 bit. It assumes the continued isolation of containment.
;

] g A I think the answer to your question basically is
t
-

5 g yes. The problem comes in in the fact that there is more

..2 10 at Three :lile Island than just the problems at Three liile
'

l 33 Island which is just the amount of water coming in, and I
.y

2 :

E 12 think basically going and trying to take a nd looking at |
;

Q

13 Three ' tile Island reviewing that, reviewing what Rancho
.

e
/. z
[ j I 14 Seco had, basically we in answering this question -- is the
xs -

i 15 fact that the 2.1.4 requirements -- 2.1.4 requirements would|
4,e

a *

; 16 give better control of keeping water inside containment, and;
= i
? !

6 17 basically this is the main thing in saying that the 7ancho |
I:. Seco will be able to accctmodate a similar accident, but '

18
'

,

M 19 there are other -- the problem is I can ' t -- I guess I do
-

I i
a 20 not want to leave it as strictly that being the only thing, |
= i

21 but I think it is, I guess -- the problem is, it is getting i
= 1
: i'

99 too detailed, I guess. j
,

;

93 Let me rephrase it and say yes. 3asically what i
-=~

D < ? w~:d
-

'

..

.CYh/s.e.+4
we are savinc is, that is correct. !. -

N _ ..|

25 Q Ac present, at Rancho Seco, when containment

i
/-

;

i
xs ;

I
!

|
|

I;; :s.ucn =s.=ca nc :::mw?. ;uc.
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:

1 isolates and if operators need to sample primary system,

()I

| 2 c oo lant , do they need to operate the letdown system to
:

i 3 perf orm that sampliog?fs
i

j 4 A Yes, they would.
,

2 5 0 Is it also true that this is something that the
7

i 6 licensee has proposed to change some time in the future?'

: *

! -

; 7 A That is correct.4

0.

8 Q Do you know what the timetable is for such a,

t
:
A 9 change?
a

1 d 10 A I think, I guess, from memory I believe they have

| 11 referred to t he 1981 refueling period, and I believe
> 5

3 12 that we wanted it done at an earlier time.
*;

: 5 i~

13 Q This is mentioned at the bottom of Page 9 of j.

'$ !
1

) : i 14 the evaluation report, and there is no time period stated |/ i-

r .

3 15 there, I believe. !
4 ., i
1 a t

5 16 A No. Look on Page 10. i
i E,

| 3 17 0 Okay.
I.

[. , 18 A In which we say " plant modifications are a |
| |.

b 19 Category B requirement which should be completed by1 -

2
5 20 January, 1981." i

|i =
-

21 0 so a revised sampling procedure should be in;

! :
~ '

i '. 22 ef f ect by January , 1981.
,

,

3:: 23 A Net a revised procedure, but a new sample tap. | ||
g(D.'9k ! ,

E"C[ 24 Physical plant modification. It is that which we are,

25 asking e be changed concurrent with that with NBA revision i

e g.

I
l

1

;. *csqdcM :s.*CR-*NG cO.'.1P4NY. ;NO.
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1

- of crocedures to be able to use that tap.
: O

~

Q Uould this new tag be a containment nenetration^

2

dedicated only for sampling?
3

( A I believe they are going to tie the piping from4

that new tag to piping from another one, so that -- and ani
2 5

existing penetration already used for sampling would be
6

used, and there would not be an additional penetration tog 74
.,

i containment.~

g
I*

$ (Pause.)9

) 10 0 Dr. D n hew, do you have a copy of Dr. Ping's
. .

j g gg testimony?
4 -
' s

: A N I do not.
12

,

3
4

(Whereupon , counsel handed the document to thele2.

( ) j 14 witness.)!

k A I have now been given a copy.
15

.- ,.

i 0 I would like you to refer to Page 3 of Dr. 5?ing's !3-e .o i
; = }

testimony, Question 12, and the answer to that question i
g 17,

=," ig relates to the ventillation filter systems at Rancho Seco.
a ,

g 19 Are you f amiliar with that question and answer?

i 2
A Yes, I am.; e0.,

, =
% Q Was there a similar ventillation system at TMI?21
E
A A Yes, sir.g,

(Pause.).~ 23
E<?s=em,

..

. $s 94 9 Dr. Donohew, Mr. Ellison is providing you with a; di

s -,

4

25 c py f CEC Exhibit 30, which is a January 7, 1980, letter

i

j

,

.

4*%"U4C.*J 2UC,CNG CO *JP,4NY, |Nc.'
i
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i
from SMUD to the NRC, and I would like you to look at Page

()
2 13 of that.

A Yes, sir.3
/

! 4 0 The lower half of that page, under a heading'

5 entitled Improved Post Acciden: Sampling Capability, is itj
I 6 true that the proposal -- the design proposal which is set

g 7 forth by SMUD for a new or a revised post-accident'

;

5 8 sampling system involves the Ise of a letdown system?
E
E 9 A Yes, sir.

10 0 4 uld it be true, then, that if this procosal is'

.

! 11 finally implemented by the licensee, that the letdovn
e

h 12 system will continue to be used for post-accident sampling
A

13 purposes?,

.

<~s s
(_,) : i 14 A When the licensee proposed this, it was a matter

5 15 of -- it was a matter of upgrading his existing sampling
n

h 16 system for the fact that under high radiation -- high j,

= |

h 17 concentrations that he was required to look at, that his '

:| 18 existing system would be -- he would be unable to use them '

o

d 19 because of high radiation levels.
I

t 5 20 So in terms of this proposal, he was doing it in ,

1=
0 terms of what he had existing at the time. Now, with the |21
E'

22 new sample tap with him having to upgrade his sample*

23 system, then he in the future when the new sample tap-'-'

D<?;4H'
-

5d -,sa

C e4 is available and the lines were available he would not have

/}
N- -

25 to use a letdown line to take a cample.

()'

||

/.t :E,%0.*t ::I?CR-"Nc ;O.'dP4NY. :.NC.
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,

1
Also in this drawing, as you all notice on thei

O
2 line, the horizontal line at the top part of the drawing

which is the letdown line, there is an isolation valve
3

( between the line to the sampling system and the remaining4,

7 5 part of the letdown line and make-up and purification, which
;
' is not shown, so he would be able to take a sample without60

E 7 introducing reactive water beyond the second isolation'

5 8 valve with respect -- When I say isolation valve, it is not
t
i a containment isolation valve. It is a valve that can beg
..

_} 10 closed. It would be outside ,conbi.nment and allow the water

I I 31 only to go through the letdown, and then into the sampling
.y

2
E.12 system, so it is not a matter of the fact of having to use j

Q

13 it, and it means he has to introduce radioactivity through-
.

2
|; 'T : out the make-up and purification systems.

- 14 I- ,

5 Q The valve that you are referring to on that top15
. --

.

!
$ ig horizontal line is the farthest valve to the right. Is

-
-z
$ e

E_ 17 that correct?
; .

A That is correct.
i

- : ig {s. -

19 0 At present, that valve does not exist at Rancho

b 20 Seco, that farthest valve to the right.
- |
C A In reading this, I would say the valve does exist.

'

21
i

22 , However, I personally am not aware of that.a

Q Or. Donohew, have vou performed any analyses
D . 2" 23

-
^

piq' 24 regarding the benefits and or feasibility of a vent-back i

25 system or a vent-back capability for handling waste

i,

!

;.;.:eJacn 9~dcR~*%G cC:tP ANY, :NC.

. _ ._ - .



i
*

12 j

3195 '

outside of containment?'O A No, sir.
2

MR. HER: Mrs. Bowers, I have no fun.her ;

3
- questions.4

EOARD EXAMINATIONe

: 5

; BY DR. COLE:
6::

0 Dr. Donohew, on Page 13, the diagram you were
E 7
-

just talking about, which side is the containment structure~

g
%j on and which way --g

I'i A The containment -- The containment structure would
= 10 !

p be to the left of the drawing. There is on the drawinggg

E
n th;t -- the upper horizontal line, there is about halfway-

12.

o
5 in the niddle of the drawing a vertical line which is not

13,

e

f2 closed, and that is to portray the containment.
14

5 ' 15 S , on the lefthand side of that broken vertical
.-
t line is inside containment. On the righthand side would be
; lo,

f 17
utside containment.

0 Okay. jN 18a >.

IBY M2. SHDN:gg

$ 20 Q It is true that that applies only to that single

! line and the whole rest of the diagram is outside?21
e

!% A That is correct. All of the sample-system which22

is on the lower part of the drawing is all outside. ~ 23AW !
..w/
/ +s 24 containment.--

BY DR. COLE: (Resuming)25

O
, .

/.t,. eJ4cM *T.scM-*Nc 00MP ANY. Nc.
'
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g O I did not understand what you s aid then, that

O you would not be using the letdown system to get samples,

s

"D*
3,s

A What I was saying, I was referring to the fact4

5 that you would only be using part of letdown, that to myj
I 6 understanding they would have the capability of only using

the letdown out to what is designated as the SF valve, whichg 7;
;

is outside containment. They would open the two SF valves| 5 8
< r

-

including the one outside containment that would allowg
, .:

) 2 10 water to go up to the line which leads to the sampling

i g' system, but there is another valve which would prevent31 ,'n

12 reactive water to go further out into the makeup and

13
purification system.

.

e

?_ 34 Therefore they could run water through the letdown
'

.

I into the sampling system and then either back to letdown15
.-
.

*

, 16 which is their existing system or through the reactor j

i 5 {coolant to the reactor coolant system drain tank, which is id 17
"

=

I

| N 18 the interim system, to run enough water so they would get j
^

i l

f 19 a representative sample from the core.
|

; I
! 5 20 0 All right , sir. I underst.ind. Thank you.
, =
4 0 BY MR. SHON: (Resuming)21

=
A

22 ' O One other thing. The reactor coolant system drain

'

23 tank, where is that located?- - ,

h'9 [3 ?

{# [ 24C A That is outside containment, but that is part of
|

ag their -- that is one of the tanks that is listed in the
~

4

!

('')' (_ i

a

;,-JeJ4cN 37,,=C CNG cO.*.*? 4NY. iNc.
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Lessons Learned, Item 2.1.6A.

O BY DR. COLE: (Resumina);

2 -'

| Q On Page 3 of your testimony, Dr. Donohew, the
3

I lines or systems that you are referring to in the bottom; 4
4

{ 7 5
paragraph, the component cooling water, the control rod

, ,

4 N

; drive cooling water lines and the reactor cooling pump
6

,

o
o

seal injection, these are relatively small lines, sir.-

1 ; 7
4 0 A I do not know the size of the lines, sir.

8-
~

5 Q Mould that be a consideration, though, the1 g, ~

magnitude of the opening?
10

p 37,
A No, sir. The consideration is whether these

*n

$ lines are essential lines or non-essential lines, and as
12a

E the evaluation says, this matter is under review by the
13.

staff as to whether they would be isolated by at least a
144

j minimum of one signal to the valves. It is not a matter of '

gg
.-'
i the size of the penetration. !

16=
~=

HR. LANPHER: Dr. Cole, I believe on CEC Exhibit
17-

29, which is that table of penetrations, the size of some5 18 ;
s.

Iof the penetrations are set forth, ror instance,g gg .

_

mp nent cooling line, water inlet penetration is listed
20,

: Ithe line size is 12 inches. That is Penetration Number: --

21
C

I Three.
22 '.

,

DR. COLE: Okay.
M M" 23
~_.

;p-. -

.-AW' BY DR. COLE: (Resuming)
/ 's 2*,

0 On Page 4, still referring to these same lines,25

!

()
,

) 4*dUdcN EUCRONO w'z.**TN ENY. INc.

w r- -w,n, - - , - --yr - - , - - -
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1 Dr. Donohew, the last sentence, I guess it is Line 6 on

O
2 Page 4, you say "Because of the special requirements for

3 use of the systems following certain offset conditions,,-

; 4, isolation based on a minimum of a single parameter may be/

2 5 acceptable." What do you mean by that, sir?
7

6 A Well, I think in the past you had one of two'

j 7 systems for penetration to the containment, an essential
O

8 system which is needed after an SFAS signal and non-,

!
-

; 9 essential system which is not needed, particularly through
u
= 10 the -- in terms of my personal knowledge, particularly~

11 through the review of the licensee's actions in meeting
5
E 12 the Lessons Learned requirements,
m
s
~

13 I think a gray area has come up, maybe what I.

EO E 14 think -- maybe what I would call semi e:cential systems,
=
E 15 where there are, for example, the reactor coolant pump.
.-
&

j 16 The seals have to be protected, if the -- while the pump |
-

|.

6 17 is operating. You may in a recovery from an accident want !

|
},18 to use your reactor coolant pump, so you have to protect I

d 19 the seals.
-

M 20 Therefore, having penetrations for systems that
=
E

21 would do that is not-- it does not become obvious that the
3

'

~

22 ' fact that those would be classified as non-essential

-q 23 systems -- and I think what the licensee did-in his
,

r~g PS( 24 definition of essential systems was to say there are
U

25 certain lines for systems that would aid in recovery of the

()'

.,c n _ = . -

1: . _ , ,
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1
plant that should be kept open,aand these are three. One

O
2 he lists is for the control rod drives. One is for the

,

,

: 3 reactor coolant cumo. It is for the staff to decide if.then - -

(
j s 4 licensee should be required to isolate them at least on one

2 5 signal, and then if he decides that they should be

6 reopened, to then reopen them.

'

g 7 And I think the -- I do not know what the answer
-

5 8 to that review will be, but I do want to make you aware
| N

<

] E 9 of the fact that I do not think there is any longer a

). 10 division between systems which are just strictly what you
.

! 3.1 , call essential and which are to aid in the transient
. r
$ **

g.12 versus systems that may aid in the recovery which the
E
:

13 paths strictly considered non-essentia] would be isolated
.

c1 I

5 i 14 and there would be no confusion.
| ': i

i 15 This matter has come up in the review, and I think
-

$ 16 this is one -- this is the -- this licensee's approach to != ,
O t

i b 17 this and the final determination of whether this is i
: # n

,.

:. acceptable will be made in the future.
|

! 18-

^
f t

!
f 19 C All right, sir. So the staff is evaluat..ng that '

-

E 20 based upon the possible need for these systems immediately |

li =
: following an accident.21
5
~

22 A That is correct, and I think in the matter that

" 23 there is -- it is not obvious the answer is one way or |

3N'Q'P"7.o |,.s
.

54]24 a nother -- is why an answer hasn' t been -- you know, why |CO,
I

25 this is in the process of being reviewed and a decision |

|

O.

V

,

ras 94cN 9Uc.9TNG cO'.174N". :.NC

_ ~- _~ . _ . . -. ._ _ - - . . . _ . .
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1 will be given later.

O
2 Q It is not clear to me what the staff is

3 considering there. Is that to be included in the autcmatic
_

4 isolation with capability to reopen being facilitated by

2 5 a system, or are you -- I do not know why -- the thrust of

6 this last sentence seems to me isolation based on a

E 7 minimum of a single parameter. Is it you are thinking about

5 8 isolation, yes, but should we base it on one signal or
2
2 9 multiple signals?4

.:

2 10 A It would be automatic isolation. What this sentence

11 is supposed to be explaining is that -- excuse me -- that
i =

5 12 the automatic actuation does not obviously have to be on
4
*

13 diverse signals, which was a requirement i n Lessons Learned
.

e() 14 Items 2.1.4, that the special needs that these lines may i>

i 15 neet, that the staff may end up deciding that yes, there
-

k

i : 16 will be an automatic isolation of the valves, but it would
'

I

h 17 be only on one signal as opposed to diverse signals.

*.
; 18 0 So it will not rest upon a decision of, say,-

A

d is wehther it is essential or non-essential. If it is j,

2 1

; a 20 essential you mi.ght not want isolation to begin with. Is !
,

I~

;

21 that correct?*

*

i
~

22 A That is the position of the licensee. In his j

s-a-- 23 definition of essential systems, he included these lines,
99? d5 ,

$.%=5 ( 24so therefore he did not have either diverse signals or a

25 single signal to close the valves on those penetrations.
i

O
i '

I

!,
I

'

I.:.cs. scs as.=ca- :c c :mNY. .Nc.
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Nhat the staff is going to do is look a t thaty

_N and in their mind decide if that is acceptable, and we
2

3
have just called out these particular lines, because what

f the staff is saying is that it is not obvious to the staffs,f 4

that they can be defined as essential systems to be lef t
2 5
~

6
open without any automatic isolation of them.*

7 0 All right, sir. On Page 6 of your testimony, Dr.
g;

Donohew, in the second paragraph, the last sentence, next~

8"

$ to the last sentence in that paragraph, you indicate thatg

) 10
the grade level of the auxiliary building will be changed

g' in a m nner to rrevent contaminated water from a spill
11n

a

g 72 from leaving the building, and I did not understand that.

2
* A Excuse me. Are you saying that I implied that13.

{} , 14 the grade level of the plant would be changed?

3 15 O Let me read the sentence. "The release valves
-
..

3 16 for the makeup filter and the reactor coolant pump seal
5
g. 17 return will be routed to more suitable tanks or sumps ,

I
:: instead of to open floor drains, and the grade level of
.,

ig

f 1g the auxiliary building will be changed in a manner to

b 20 prevent c ntaminated water from a spill frcm leaving the
=
0 building."21
=
3 g' (Pause . )

A I understand what vou mean, sir.

AQ'-" 23
.-

^

.

;6+' 24 0 All right.() ~

A It was not intended to change the grade level.25

I
(

(2) !
!

!

|-
e
I;.ge,,?dcM =12c RTNc 00.YP4NY. :Nc.

l
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:,.

y Uhat was intended was the f act of pointing out certain

items that the licensee had brought up in his review of2

3 the letter from the staff concerning North Ana or related
fs

(,/J 4 incidents concerning releases through designer operated,

1

deficiencies. What was intended -- What was 7ointed out is, ;

7 5
;

J he could get water at the grade level auxiliary building62.

and actions will be taken to correct that.3 7
n'

So that the fact that there might be leaky --~

g"

*
water released to that level and then released outsideg

) 10
w uld be changed, corrected, so that arould not occur.

~

Q How would you want to change that sentence, sir?j
3 .3.

=

5 . 12 If I understood you correctly, it might simply be changed
n

! 5 instead of to open floor drains or to the grade level of13.

f 74 the auxiliary building. Is this --
'

I

:
A What is being referred to is that, as I remember5 15

16 the second part, the part that says,"and the grade level
E

E of the auxiliary building will be changed in a manner to17*

|
18 prevent contaminated water from a snill from leaving te |

:
"

I

f 19 building," it should be " plant arrangements" or " plant '

20 structures on the grade level will be changed."
=
% In other words , as I visualize it, inside the21

! E
A'

22 auxiliary building, there is a path, there is a physical

- -- 23 path which would allow -- if you have a water spill, that
UW..w

;$( 24 would allow the water to run out of the building, so there | ;

.) ;

25 is going to be some modification of the plant. A dike.
I
t
!

O

;asssen =.s.=cn- na c:.vww. ;uc.

- -- - - - -
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1 A lip at the door. Something like that. So the plant

O
2 structures at the grade level will be changed.,

,

3 BY MR. SHON: (Resuming)
;f
a v 4 Q I understood when I read this statement that you

2 5 simply meant that the floor slope or floor grading of the
7

6 building would be altered by dikes or additional slopes in'

3 7 such a manner that it would not slope towards doorways and
0

8, windows and things. Is that what you did mean? That is>
,

3
A 9 what I assumed.
d>

4 10 A That is correct, sir. In a manner like that. The1

' ~
-

j 11 ' final fix has not been proposed by the licensee, and that,

'

s
: 12 we will still be getting, and then his implementing of |a
5
~

13 that fix..

i i

(-s { 14 Q It would arrange floors and such so that if you
,

j

r

} 15 spilled something on the floor it would not run out the

] j 16 door and into the world?
'

i :"

g 17 A That is correct.

j ,13 BY DR. COLE : (Resuming)
. ,

t 19 0 On Page 7,in response to Question 11, the second
I

20 sentence of your response, you say 2.1. 6. A was imposed to i

!
-

[ 21 assure that leakage would be as low as practicable and
&
~

22 ' definitely lower than was the case at TMI 2. Was the

g'j { 23
problem at TMI 2 one of leakage or was it failure to

,

Ek[24 isolate?
)

There were several things at Three Mile Island,

25 and that was the problem I was having. We have too much |

( i
i ,

I |

;;.:ascu wan-- ;c cc:. n.w. :nc. I
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'

j i
knokledge to try to bring everything down to one simple

2 answer. Besides the problem of containment isolation andi

3 leakage, there is problems in the radwaste system
,

4 equipment. The Lessons Learned Requirement 2.1.6.A,

7 5 2.1.6.A, was imposed. It is only one of the items, and it
,

i ~

i
6 was imposed f or the problem that at TMI Unit 2, there was

i large amounts of leakage from systems outside containment7;
i

=
, ~

, 5 8 that caused problems, severe problems, and the thrust or
' ~

C

E 9 this requirement was to make sure that at other plants --
.-

2 10 not only for the same type of accident er scme other.
4

[ 11 accident -- that that specific -- that one problem of
'

a
i 12 several would not occur.
o
< f
0

| 13 Ne would have much more assurance that it would not I,
c n
| =

E ' 14 occur.'

d,

! 3nd 4 I 15
-T foll e

!.
J n

E 15 ,

l=
r >

M 17
!

.
-

~
. ., , 18 |

_

4

)

i,
.

,

I b 19
I*
ki T, 20

!

I=
; |: ~

21
=

! E
! 22
i

( 23 '

i EN 24 |
1 |

I

25
:

i

f

J

:.:.:s.uc.~s n =ca- .~:a c:..s?w. :.nc.
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1 0 So it was much more than just failure to isolate
(w/)

2 containment; it was actually a large leakage of the systems

3 outside.

4 A Yes. And as.I say, there were several items.
* .

U[ It's difficult to, I think, call out one specific item.
.

$ 0 There were many items which, when you lock at all the Lessons

7 Learned items, you'll see there's a whole spectrum of problemse
-

O' that for the short-term Lessons Learned items which the
:
..

A 9 licensees were required to Teet by the first of this year
,_ ,

to; and will be required to meet for che first of next year.'

~

5 11h These were to answer a whole soectrum of croblems. So there-

3 . .

: l '' guess'3 wasn't one -- like, containment isciation isn't one -- I
'' t-

l *' :

x-_
J the major item of a lot of smaller items. !,=

'

t / : 14
K ~' E Q Still on the same page, ques tion 13, the question, !

5 1:
'

~~

"Would the rad way system at Rancho Seco be capable of
a

a, accommodatinc. the c.uantities of waste that were t.roduced at ',C 16
-

"_ 17 i
* *

TMI 2?" And you responded affirmatively to that, but a strong
O' "a,

i part of your basis for that was that solation o" containrenti
- ," 19
; would be achieved. Is that not correct, sir?

.

:

.-
3 00

'
~

_ A That was the response to this question which I was -;
*
- os i-'
s referring to just shortiv before about havinc trouble answerinc
A 4 .

7'9'

the question with a simple answer. That was one reason why, !
!

E<[']"[ '3
- ^

before coming to appear at the hearinc, I looked at the tank-!
r . >

_

#. e\ .

- | |() ace that the plant had available and they have -- I celieve
'

, ,es .

~~

I added up something over 300,000 gallons of tankage that if
|'
,

/ |
' '

!i

!
i
|

|
1

Ia.:.:s.wc.N =s.=c;t- Nc cc.vn:.v. :Nc.
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1 it would not be available immediately with present oic.inc.r^Tj .

,
' J

2 arrangements, could be rade available, as was done at Three

3 :.'ile Island Unit 2.

4 I think the cuestion 13 as I read it, what I seem
o .

3 to be answerinc is that if all the water that came outside',
I-, 'O o f Unit 2, Three iile Island Unit 2, during the accident

-

; 7 came out, would Pancho Seco be able to handle that. 7 don't
~

8 think I can make that statement because I don't think I've
=

9 donc enough of a detailed study that I would want to say the
u
-' 10 answer is yes.
.

=
-

11
E I think from looking at the tankage, the answer
5
- to
5 c.ay be yes, but basically, for what I intenced to ans.ver in**

,!.

-'. :l''
', 3

- the Lessons Learned items |terms of this question, is knowine
;

'_-)
-

imposed on the licensing, specifically I refer to'4 I'( : which .e'

.
- ,

=
1

] 2.1.4; I think that gives I guess what we call adecuate j
= !

1
-

!M assurance or reasonable assurance, . think even T. ore than*

1,=
-

17"
adequate assurance, that 9ancho deco, given an accident, would=

I-

:18A have the cacability onsite o# handline the rad wav's volumes !
|.

9u
1

h that would come during that scenario. Which because of i

a s

, 20
'

-

containment isolation should be less than what happened at 1
_

I-

# !m a

Three Mile Island Unit 2. !'
e
: ;

0^9 i
'

DF. COLE: I have no further cuestions, thank jou. I
t

E<:?'9" 23
"

*

B Y 'M R . SHON: -.s
.Tsed :

' \[ : O I have one cuestina. On page 3 of your testimony, !
s._- |

iec
the first full paracrach, t?.ere ic a definition, which !"~

|
1

,,

! I

U

|

;.u scs :I,0cr':c c:M P A NY. ;N c.d
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1
i

l de finition seems .o jive with that given in one of the CEC
["}

: 2 exhibits that you have been looking at, as to what are
J

3 essential and what are non-essential systems.s

- 4 The definition, though, is, in my view, somewhat
s

2 : 5 ill-worded. It is not clear to me whether Condition A; that
I

I
d

j 6 is, those systems required immediately after a safety feature
;

f
~

7 actuation signal, and Condition B, those systems whose con-

| ~ ,

f tinued operation will not cause accident recovery problems8'

I
i A 9 and whose continued operation may aid in accident recovery,I

|
- d 10 are mutually exclusive both requirements or systems satisfy-
' *

=
I 5 11 ing either of these requirements or essential systems. Just

n
| 5 12 what did you mean? If the cystem satisfies both or does it

5:
~

13 have to satisfy both to be essential, or need it satisfy only,.

.'
. z

5 14 one to be essential?
1 r

5 15 A The definition A and 3 which is civen here is the
; s

-

g 16 one which is given by the licensee. In responding to our !

{4 :
'

17 requirements on Lesson Learned Item 2.1.4, the licensee was !s
,l

W , Ig required tc not only tell us what the non-essential systems j
-

ia
L 19 were and therefore what the essential svstems were, but also
I

^

- ,
,O to define what he meant by non-essential, and in this case,!

[_
'

i
; ol what are the essential systems.|

-
,
e
~

oo Now what was written here is the licensee's defini---
, .

'
23 tion. It's not meant to be the definition of MRC's view of I

~

C'<p>md~m i

^\ S $ 24 essential systems. So what was written here in the licensee's| (d
25 . letter to NRC January 17, 1980 I believe, this is under

'

(
,

'
i

4.;.c::sscn ns.sca- No c:.974NY. NC.

, _ . .__ ,. . . _ . , _. _ _ _ . _ _, , , _ . ,. _
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1 Lessons Learned Item 2.1.4 -- this I think is probably almost~

)
--

2 verbatim what the licensoe stated.

3 Q Is it clear in your mind whether it is meant thats
/ s

i

4 an essential system must satisfy both conditions or need''

o
5 satisfy only one? t-

I
-
.% .

I

N 5 A It's the fact that their essential system which is i
e

i

j 7 listed in that letter, that they would meet A or B. If they
~
w

8 A or if they met B, then they would be listed as essential i,
l~

= s=
69 systems, and the three penetrations for systems which are ;

~

.. I

d 10 called out in the staff's evaluation of Lessons Learned |
*

,

{ 11 Item 2.1.4, the one that we discussed previously, they would
1=

s 12 f all under 3 in the licensee's nind. !
5 i-

13 Q They then further say that non-essential systems i.

G '

| f_ 14 are those not requi::ed immediately after an SFAS signal,
.

= *

[ 15 and thus, they seem to say that all non-essential systems
'

E
.

,0.-- .

are, so to speak, non-A and not necessarily non-B. Is that;
,

= .

.- i

E , ,/ true? '
*

-. |
,

2 18 A No, because the licensee does not isolate systems
!

d 19 that meet their definition A or definition B. Their non- !
: i

C !

j 20 essential systems ar3 closed on diverse signals, which meant j
-

!

; 21 they didn't meet A or 3. !
: ,
-

22 C And lastly, what is meant bi the zord "immediately"?
,
!

93 It appears as if there are some systems that will be needed
-

Esp'>v
'-

m .~-
,~' 2w'' a t

after an 5FAS sicnal but cerhaps not immediatel"2 Thev seemN +| ,

, ,

._J |

25 '

to be in a kind of an odd category. i
'

1

I
^~

/
,

.m

|

|

i

aCC,94C.N ? dC ?.-*Nc COM E ?NY. .Nc.

|
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(]) A Okay. In responding to this, in my mind, what

2
they mean is the fact that there are -- well, I guess what

2 <

*
I'm going to have to do is defer to the licensee. They are

4-

the ones that wrote the definition. I guess the items which
7 5
2 they would list under that definition A would be the ones
i
2 which I believe NRC would have no confusion as to defining
; 7 |essential systems like high pressure safety injection and -*

j would probably be thought of in terms of a large break, a
* o

~

large accident, as opposed to a transient. It might also
,,

~

1C
cause the SFAS signal..

5 11
'

3 Q But there does seem to be some confusion yet about
__

: , 12

Q things like the control rod drive cooling water and the
13

d comconent coolina water. Is that right?
!

~ ,

I

3 ' 14 A There's no doubt that there is confusion, and that !\'
-

3 15
g is why they were specifically called out in the evaluation as|
C 16 i
; items that would be acted on'in the later decision by the t

|=
17"

*

*,
staff.

'
- 18" Y. SHON: Thank you, I have no further questions.

d 19
MRS . BOUERS: Mr. Lewis?-

U 20 i
= MR. LEWIS: One cuestion on Redirect.
* -

i

~
, !

21 !
$ REDIRECT EXAMINATION i

22
BY MR. LEWIS:' '

. .~ 43
$$3 Q You may have clarified this later on, Dr. Donohew, -

E"Q 24>

%,_ but at one point you were referring to the two containment
25

isolation signals, and I think you referred to high reactor
i

O
4

1

I..:.:E.24cM RI.ScF, NO !OMP A.Yf. ;Nc.
-

. __ -_ - ._ ._ - - _ ~ . - - . ,
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1 coolant system pressure as one of them. Did you mean low
.O*

2 reactor coolant system pressure?
,

; 3 A Low reactor coolant pressure.
,

4 MR. LEWIS: Thank you.
s

: 5 MR. SAXTER: I have nothing further.
7
% 6, MR. ELLISON: Nothinc further.,

o -

j 7 MRS . BONERS: The Board has no further questions.
4 -

8
,

; MR. LEWIS: May he be excused? ,

a e i
4 = 1

9 MRS. BOWE RS : The witness is excused. Thank I
2 ~

a
d 10 you.

I
~

=
E 11 (The Witness, Dr. Donohew, was excused.)
2
-

i 5 12 MRS . BCWERS : We think it would be a good time ,!
5 1-

13 to take a 10-minute breic. i.

. 4 i

I 5 14 (A short recess was taken.) |
:
=

f
- ,5 MRS. B ROWERS : We'd like to resume. Let's talk

-

.

2

3 16 about CEC Exhibit 40. We've had a chance to go through the
;
.-
2 17 whole thing and find it is as Mr. Ellison characterized it .

*.
I
Ii 18i yesterday. They are the Abnormal Occurrence Recorts. !

i t.

$ 19 Mr. Baxter, you were reluctant to stipulate to it coming in.
x
>

'_' 20 Is that still your position?
: ;

21 MR. BAxTER: I'm not sure it was ever formally

22 o f fered; it more in the nature of a challenge to expedite,
.

~ 23
D<7'de

7d the proceeding.i
,

! ~

. 24
(} M RS . BoWE RS : When you were objecting to .4r. Ellison s

25j procedure of having Mr. Rodriguez reac through and identify
\

.,

,!

* ' ** ' **. . 4

i
- . . - , -. --. - . . - . - - . . . - -

.
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.

I
{]) and discuss each report, at that time I think Mr. Ellison;

,
said he would stop all that if you would agree to having it-

3 come in.

4 Now, are we correct that these are business
* .

Uj letters in the SMUD file?
: .

j 6 MR. BAXTER: They are certainly letters on SMUD,

i 7
; stationery to the NRC. It looks like they've been taken from=

-

0' the local public document room of the NRC.
=
; 9

MRS. BOWERS : Well, let me ask the staff. Are thesd.

i. *a

-2 10 part of the official NRC records?
,

-

i 5 il*
G MR. LEWIS: I'm sure they're part of the docket,, =

g ,12
:

* yes. It's a little bit hard for me to tell whether that is
-

13
exactly the case with respect to the ones -- the older ones*

e

(#I 5 14ss E where they're not under any covering letters and there's no
I 15
.; indication of their coming from the local public document.

E O room. So I can't be 1001 certain, but obviously, the ones
U 17* that
*.

are stamped " Local Public Document Roo m" are part of

'e- 18
the official docket.

.

M 19 i-

MSS . 30WERS : Mr. Saxter, let rp go back to you. j
E 90

'

Is it still your position that each report has to be identi- I~

.=

2'̂
fied and discussed?=

"

22
MR. B AXTE R: My concera yesterday was that rany of

D h these occurrences may have only a remote bearing on the subject

() matter of the proceeding. If the idea is to establish that
25

a given number of reportable occurrences indeed have taken
i

,
,

' j. -Jr;tsON :sycRTNO c::MP ANY. iNc.
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;

I(} place, and that the events described herein took place, I'

2 guess I have no objection to that as it relates, however so

3
, "Jg/ )

distantly perhaps, to management competence.

4's<
;. But if they're to be used, for instance to argue

o -

' * that today a certain procedure that was found to be slightly

6' '

i 0 inadequate back in 1975 still is, I questions its usefulness
1 -

' in that respect. I certainly can stipulate its admission for=
-

8' the fact that these events did occur, as they're described in
=_
A 9.

the report.1

i a
' -- 10- MRS . BOWERS : Mr. Ellison?

~
~
=

11
.@ MR. ELLISCi- Mrs. Bowers, we would certainly stipu-*

i =
' 1~93 late to the admission of this document for the truth of the

5 l-

1*, .

e' matters stated herein at the time that they were stated.
z
: 14w' t M RS . BOWE RS : Staff?
r
E 154

'

::R. LEWIS: I'm not sure what the import of what |..
,

.

16 i
~

g Mr. Ellison just said is. I reviewed them last night, too,'

C 17*

!,
,

and I think there is a question about materiality. First of

18 !.

all, apparently these are not all of the Abnormal Occurrence je
. ih 19

i j Reports but they are selected Abnormal Occurrence Reports ,
E 20

'

| so they don't serve to demonstrate how many abnormal occur- }= ,
, -

'
21

g rences have occurred. And assumedly, they were also selected
^

92 ; because CEC believed they prove something. I'm not sure i
~

!

D<[[[ 23 what a stipulated admission that doesn't get to that point !

--

() accomplishes. I mean, it seems to me what we have to find
'

25
out is do these prove anything. But in doing so, I don't see;

,

J.L :E.h0.*! ROcCNO cO.*-1?M4Y. :Nc. I
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2

1 that there's any tremendous relevance in going through all(} "

the facts of each of these particular instances indepth' -

because I'm not sure that that will productive of anything
}

4
relevant.I

e .

2 It seems to me that what we're trying to get at is* O

a'
0 whether or not these indicate some kind of a pattern,

2 7
2 assertedly. So I am not sure that simply stipulating in

some very limited way to their admission accomplishes
]

-

94
anything. I think they have to be probed if they are to mean

..
-

4 10
anything.

,

'E 11i

E MR. ELLISON: Mrs. Bowers, first of all, our
2

-

E . 12
y position, as I stated earlier, is that we would be moving i

I
13

s the admission of these things for the truth of the matter*

O 5 14
: stated at the time that it was stated and with no furthera

E' 15
g limitations.

C 16 !"
j Let me respond first of all to Mr. Lewis' comment

!
E 17
-,

that these don't represent all of the Abnormal Occurrence !

|
-9 18

", i Peports. That's certainly true. The reason for that is ;

i
t 19
- that we attempted to go through the Abnormal Occurrence
U 20 *

Reports and pull out the ones that we thought were material |=
i

21
i to this proceeding and to Mr. Rodriguez 's testimony. And i

'~

22
these are the ones that pertain to operations errors or |-

i

3' misinterpretations of procedures or misinterpretations of f
~ 03

"$[k's| 24E* ii

,

technical specifications. t'

25 '. .

!
1 And I think in that sense, they are, on their face,!

!
f

!
>
l

1

,.dE.74cM ?E. cMTNO c0.*.tP ANY. :Nc.*'
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,

1 quite material to the questions about whether the training

2 is adequate at Rancho Seco, whether the management competence

a

g is adequate and that sort of thing.*

# If they were admitted, there would be no need for;

s .

us to go througn and have Mr. Rodriguez identify these !
Dj

r I

O i#

documents and confirm or deny that the incidents described i*

; ,
- ' therein happened, and we could proceed directly to those

3 few questions that I have on these incidents taken in their
2 1; 9 ientirety.

iu i

= 10.' ape S-2 MRS. BOWE RS : Mr. Ellison, I don't want to get
|

E
'l |

@ into your closing arguement, but is it your position that*

,
= '
: 1 ~" l
3 there *as a higher number, a much greater number, of abnormal,

-
1

'

13.; occurrences at Rancho Seco than at other plants? !_.

'.
s = |
! 14> 2 MR. ELLISON: Mrs. Bowers, I have two problems. I'

r 1
3 t- i~~
.. The first one is that I reoresent a five-member commission I.

A
,

*6 11=
5 who will eventually adopt a cosition at the end of this :

i

17

=,

and as an interested state, we have not yet taken a position, '
"
*

j
'.,"2 pursuant to the Commission's rules o' practice. So r; per- ;

. ,

w to''
acnal position would be I can not, at this point, speak for

~

-
~oc.,

the Commission and my personal position would not be very |=
w .
'

-
21 |relevant. .

; .

92-

Howe ve r , the point of our introducing these things !
1-,- e,

O<{[3 '~ is to show, first of all, that a nunber of operations and
i

92, I
'

m sf ; procedural-related errors have occurred; that sore of them,4 .

!--
43 i

as Mr. Rodriguez has admitted, have been serious; and I |

/ 3
; ) i

-

|
1

i

.
!

j.'C g,9 8 0,*J 3 Y "-C F~''iG cO.*.f P 4 NY. '4 0.
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(]) believe that that.is relevant to the training of the opera-

2
tors and deserves consideration by the Board.

,

3
Now, all the parties are free to examine this

evidence and to compare it to the other evidence and present<

7 5
", their views to the Board, and the Board can give it what.

6'

weight it deserves. That is also true for the Commission*

7
j y that I represent, at the end of this proceeding.
' 8,

i ; But I do think it's something that's relevant and
t -

9Ao

belongs in the proceeding and deserves the consideration of
| ;.

| 4 10

.' the Board..

=

1' 5 11
; MR. SHON: Mr. Ellison, do you also propose to ask-

! 5 12
; g certain questions about these, even if admitted, which |

~

13.

g questions will in some way point up exactly how you feeli
,

~') 2 ,' 14
-; they are relevant and the kind of weight they should bei
5 15 i

; given? Is that the sort of thing you're going to ask? i-

15 I i
-

! MR. ELLISON: That's correct. i

II 17>

. MRS . B O'd E R S : CEC Exhibit No. 40 is admitted in

3 18 |
", evidence. ;

b 19 |

referred to, here-|!
- (The document
U 20 tofore marked for identificatio'n3

21 1'

!
3 as CZC Exhibit No. 40, was
~

22
admitted into evidence.)

'
- " 23

0'9$"23 !

ES( 24 !

Om
25

I
y

/~%
'

V
|

.= .uen .=r.=ca- se c:w s.w.. :sc.
-_. . ~ - _ . - _ .. . . _ . . , _ . _ - _ _ - - - - -_-
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I
(]) Whereupon,

2 RONALD J. RO DRIGUEZ

} was recalled as a witness by counsel for S.'!UD and, having-

j been previously duly sworn, was examined and testified
,

'

7 5
; further as follows:
I 6'
S FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION

7: BY MR. ELLISON (Further) :
-

6 Q Mr. Rodriguez, have you had an opportunity to
a

9~

u.
review CEC-40?

10',-

T. No, I have not had an opportunity to review CEC 40
5 11
y in its entirety. I have reviewed a few of the reports,*

_

: 12

>.

taking them in the order where we dropped of f yesterday.
~

13'

; J Q For the record, could you identify which ones you
| ( E,14

:- have reviewed and which ones you have not?'-
,

5 15
A The report dated April 16, 1975, was the one I;

'

C 16
g believe we were talking about at'the close of yesterday's |

!d

]
17

session; I've reviewed that. The reported cated April 30, |
2 - 18

'

" 1976 I have reviewed. The report dated October 12, 1976 I

d 19
have reviewed. The report dated December 20, 1976 I have i-

5 20 !
reviewed. The report dated March 14, 1977 I have reviewed. jg

'
21

; Zhe report dated June 3, l?77 I have reviewed. The report
~

22
dated November 21, 1977 I have reviewed. 'The report dated

'
' 23

2h'$$'-Q The report dated November 28!,2 December 8, 1977 I've reviewed.
E*C; 24r'

(_) 1977 I've reviewed. .The report dated December 5, 1977 I

| 25
have not reviewed. The report dated September 12, 1979~I

,

O
.

'

I

> = s.n e n m e e n a c ::. m . w :n c. t

.-. . - - - , ,
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,

; I have not reviewed. The report dated September 13, 1979 I

2, have not reviewed.

3 In my testimony yesterday I read through and

_/ 4 reviewed the report dated January 12, 1979; the report dated'

o
5 January 15, 1979; the report dated February 18, 1979; the'

.

6'
report dated December 6, 1974; the report dated October 17,*

7 1974; the report dated October 9, 1974; the report dated4

8 February 6, 1980; the report dated January 14, 1980; and" '

5
9 the report dated January 25, 1980.

,

d 10 I need to make a correction. The report dated
,

3
11

E January 12, 1979 and January 15, 1979 I have not reviewed.
=

h
12

C Mr. Rodriguez, I do have a couple of questions
I |

13g with reference to specific reports. The first one is the

- O Z

: ' 14
3 January 12, 1979 report which unfortunately, you stated you'

=
15| hadn't reviewed, so could you take a noment and briefly

|'=
'

16 review that one?
U 17* A Certainly. |

IN 18 8(Short pause.)e -
j.

* 19
5 I've completed it.
2

-

E 20
Q This report describes an operations error involvingI=

-
~ 21
g the starting of a pump without suction, is that correct?
a

*2' A That is correct.

~ 23

0'9$[F/[ Q Yesterday, we were discussing the event that I

-W
N '

(-)' occurred December 6, 1974, in which you described, if you
,
e

,' '
# recall the discussion, e very competent operator that had

O

=._ , _ =.~.-.

I
- - _ . -

_ ~ - -
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.

1 made essentially the same error. Is that correct?

O-
2 A That is correct.

3 Q Are operators instructed not to start pumps withoutf-

k /' 4 ensuring that there is suction to the pumps?
o

5 A That is correct.
.

?"

j 6 0 Following the December 6 event which I believe you

3 7' stated yesterday the pump was destroyed or at least required
0

8 rebuilding, was there any change in the training of operators,

3
^ 9 to emphasize the importance of suction for pumps to minimize
a

i d 10 these types of errors?
l i

@
11 A No, because the training of operators with regard

,

n
| 5 12 to starting a pump without suction is essentially one that if,

s

[: 13 you do that, you'll destroy the pump and there was really

() i 14 nothing more that could be said other than, of course, ,
,

:= ,5 publicize that this incident had occurred and it was a verifi1: .

2 |,
*

16 cation of the concept that running a pump without proper
'

3 17 water supply to it can destroy it.
-

,

] 2i 18 Q Could you refer to the event that's dated December i

J ty'9 5, 1977. I understand this is also one that you have not i

N I
g 20 reviewed, but I'd like you to refer, rather than to the

E 21 whole thing, just to the third full paragraph on the first,,

A
22 page.,

~ 239d A This .is the December 5,1977?
D<T.%,

f24() Q That's correct.s

5' A The third paragraph?

i

O
,

|

:

A* II.94cM 3E."cM7'$c COM84NV. IN c..

_ , _ _ _ _
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|

| I
;

1 Q The one that begins, "On November 11, 1977..."

2 A I've completed reading that paragraph.

3'

i .' MR. BAXTER: Mr. Rodriguez, if you'd like to read
t

' the entire report, take the time to do so.
,

; 7 5
; ; BY MR.ELLISON ( Resuming) :

I
O2 Q That's fine, if you'd like to. I will ask the

7 questions and if you want to stop and read the rest of the=
.

8,
report, say so.

A 9 .I.

A Fine.
a

~

10
Q The second sentence of that paragraph describes a

,

=
= 11
y new switch installation proccdure that was done completely
-

< : l''
!

-j the reverse of the standard control room practice, "...which

13
; ei has the open indication on top and the closed on the bottom."i=

'

/ ' 14:
-

Do you recall this particular installation?-

5 15
A I recall the circunstances.e ,

= !'= '6'
) C Can you recall when the installation occurred as
U 17*

4 opposed to when its effect became apparent?
,

*
*- 18

; A No, I cannot.
.

M 19 .

j Q When a switch like that is ins talled, who reviews |
M 20

'

;
- the installation of it?

'

5 91~

g A Ucon comoletion of this type of installation, cae
- 1

,

,
22

!installation is inspected by an inspector not associated with-

9952" 23 the individuals actually doing installation. And then a test.
~

;

55 [ 24C I() is run on the component to ensure that it operates per the .|;

25
design and that that's documented by the, in this particular

i

O

_ , _m =., .m

. , . _ ._ . . - - _
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- I case,the electrical people.

2 Q Nould the operators be given any specific training

3 on the operation of a new switch that was installed in their

k' 4 control room?>

2 5 A Yes, they would be. They would be given specific
7

6 training on why that installation is being made and then,
'

G 7 issue the procedure changes that reflect how to use that
'

O
8 installation.,

2
A 9 Q So would it be fair to assume in this instance
u
i 10 that one person installed the switch, a second one inspected
~

=

@ 11 ' it, and that the operators and perhaps others were trained on
s

5 12 this switch before anyone noticed that it was upside down? ;
s s

} 13 A Well first of all, it would not be fair to say |

('')i i l5 , 14 that one person installed it because in an electrical instally.-s,
r*

|! 15 tion like this there are usually two or three people at least
Mj lo that are fully capable of putting in conduit and making actual1

r i
M 17 switch installations. |'

s IW , 18 It would be fair to say that one individual ;:
*

i.

$ 19 inspected it. !
x

{ 20 Would you repeat the last part of your question
-

21 with regard to the -- I kind of lost track of what it was.,

22 Q The last part of my question addressed in addition

23~

ih(;P7o to those who installed the device, those who inspected it,s-.,

Y
,

{ 's 24
-

]N- the operators presumably would have been trained on this! d
,

!

25 s,witchandthatallofthesepeople'involvedwouldhavefailed

/.

n=sssen u.=ca- no c:MPwr.- .Nc.
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1 to notice that it was upside down.

2 A No, I can't make a judgment that all of them

3 noticed that it was -- first of all, I would say that it was

N 4 not upside down and it was not installed in the same manner
o

5 that the other switches were installed. There's no right'

7
6 side up or upside down on a particular switch, except with

'

5 7 reference to the normal switches or the convention.
O

8, But I can't say that no one noticed it. Someoneg;

=
9~

may very well have noticed it.
a

d 10 Q Would you expect an individual who noticed that a
i
$ 11 switch had been installed in the reverse of the standard
=

j 12 control room practice to report that in some way or bring it
5

[: 13 to the attention of SMUD?
3*

i ! 14 A Some people probably would and others probablyss
r

15; would not, depending upon how concerned the particular indi-
a t

16 vidual might be about that switch orientation.

U 17 Q Is this the type of matter that SMUD management!
=

18 would leave to the individual discretion of the personnel
J .'9 '

,

i b involved?
.

I=
-

it's really left to the engineering organiza >jO
i [ A Well,'

- i
* 21

~

cion who does the desie.n. .The desie.n is -- the detail ofe
,

e a
* the design is approved by both an engineer and, as far as.

D<[[[ 23
~

the classification, an associate or a senior engineer, and

() ultimately gets approved by a civil engineer. prior to itsj

25 installation. j

i

1,

I

resasen .=1=cir-':s c::.tP4.vr. INC.
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I/'s reporting items that deviate from established criteria orV '

2 it can also be used for reporting items that are not func-

3
'"T tioning properly; and there is a reporting scheme which we

_/ 4
refer to as AP-22 that is used primarily for reporting opera-

1o
5

3 tional errors or items that are outside the scope of our
t

6"

technical specification or items that come under the defini-
;

I 7 I
tion- of REG Guide 1.16, non-conforming reports.e

~

0
j Those particular reporting schemes are available to
_

A 9
anyone in the Department. However, primarily it's the super-

,

-~ 10
vision that generates the paper. It's not expected that the,

=
= 11
g individual workmen have to go through writing up the paper,

-

_

g ' 12 and the primary reason for that is that most individual
:

-
~

13
f crafts abhor paper, and if we required that they write it up

O -

' 14
3* I'm afraid we might not get as viable a reporting scheme as
-

5 15*

g we get by just having them tell their supervisors and it's up
16

-

3, to the supervisor to fill out the paper and get it moving
U 17
", through the chain.
*

- 18
", : O Would you expect personnel within your operation
h 19
j who noticed this type of problem to alert their supervisor fa 20 .

in one way or another? |

;

= to it

21' e A I ' m j us t --
,

"

22
MR. BAXTER: Objection. That question has been

~ 23

U<$[D[ 24
3 asked and answered. The witness said some would and some -

E(~S(,y would not.

25
:!2. ELLISON: My question is not whether he --

O
!

i

/.I |:E. 4CN 2E.:CRTNG c~.* 'P4NY ;NC.
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1 Q My question is not to the practice of the installa-<~

v
2 tion but rather, to the practice of reporting apparent
3 errors, misinstallations or deviations from standard practice .

4 Is that a matter that is left to the individual discretion |
s

5'
of those who notice such errors?

7
6'

: A Definitely. Because -- and the reason I say

b 7 de finitelv. is it would depend upon the individuals on a~

|
8 day-to-day task to identify errors. There is no one indi-

3
9 vidual or one group of individuals who are assigned the

u
d 10 responsibility for finding problems. Individuals in all
~

$ 11 divisions of the Department are expected to report to their
2
-

i'n5 supervision problems that they feel are of a serious nature.
-

gS

|,; 13
Q You testified a moment ago that you felt some

|
ey =

(_, f ' 14 people would report this and some people would not, and I
:'

15
.] believe -- and ir the last part of your last answer you said ;
a

.

E 10 people noticing such errors are expected to report them to
r

"E 17

*.

their supervisor. That's really the gist of my question.

18 !W Is it -- dces SMUD prescribe and instruct its people to report
.

* 19 |y all such errors of this type that they would notice to their
!.-

5 20 |_ supervisors?
,

-
'

21
g A Cur instructions or our procedure for reporting
~

92- I problems within the plant cover essentially three different
~~~' 23 I

99{}$ programs. There is a work request program that is normally ;

yy 24 .
r,
, j usec because something is broken or not operating properly;

or'~
there is a non-conforming report program that is used for

6
-

|

;mscn =g.=cc.N3 COMP ANY. >Nc-
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1

|

|
- 1 perhaps the word " expectation" is inappropriate. My question |gy

+ ,

\. /

2 is not whether he thinks they will or they won't, but
1

3,r , whether he thinks they should~.
'

4 THE WITNESS: If the individual noticed this and~'

* -

felt that this type of arrangement might lead to the kind of' 3

7
6 error that it did lead to, then yes, I think he should report

'

3 7 it.
~

8 BY MR. ELLISON ( Resuming) :
5
# 9 Q Are there any written instructions on when particu-
d
i 10 lar reports that you mentioned should be initiated?

~
~
:

11
,A A Yes, there are.-

5
-

l*o5 Q And are they written?
< |

i
13 A Yes, they are, i

,4 i

Q And what would be the designation of those |14
r
s Ic procedures?
x

|10
-

y A Well, I already indicated one was the AP-22. The
I I

17". work request program is -- I think it's AP-4. And the non-=

* !
. 18 conforming report program is in our Quality Assurance Manual ia

|

$ 19 and I don't recall the particular procedure number. I
l^

Q I believe you stated yesterday that you reviewed |'
O'*

_

P ,
* 91 i

Abnormal Occurrence Reports such as these before they were i
--

e
e
m

92- transmitted. Is that correct?,

i--- 9

Oq{}g 3 A I said normally I do. i

Qw~ 9* t

(, ,') N O These reports have attached to the back of them' "

-

50
a form to fill out. One of the categories is "Offsite

v
i
I

I
i
|

I;.t.::.wc. z. ca- .sc ::ya4.w. :nc.
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1 Consequences." Could you describe -- some of them say none,r~g
,

Qi

2 some of them say non-applicable, some of them say minimal.|
3 Could you describe what the term " minimal off-site conse-

\ 4 quences" would mean?,

* -
' 3 A Can you refer to the specific item that you're

6 discussing, please?

7 0 Certainly. Well, for example, the March 14, 1977

I 8 one describes the offsite consequences as " minimal to none,"'

1 5
9"

{ and the April 30, 1976 report describes the offsite conse-
! u

d 10
; quences as " minimal."

i!

@
11 A And what was the other one after March 14?;

=
- to

0 April 30, 1976. e5 --'

d
13 (Pause.).

( ! 14 A The problem I'm having is there was a change made
1 r<

=
i*n]. in how you reported that, probably because of the varicus.;

=
'' 'Sy ways in which offsite impact was characterized. The minimal-

;

i r.
j M 17 and the none I think are the same thing. If you look, -- at

.

* IJ ; 18 least in 1979. I don't know when the change occurred, but
i|J lo

5 in the licensee event reports in early 1979 you'll see that-

x

20 the report format was changed, and it went to activities
Is, ;

* 01
released and specifically required the amount of activity--

e
e

22 and the location of the release.. ,

2

*W

fo1~qg.P
.

4

1
,

25

4

I *JEdcN ?.E. c A""NG CO.*4 NNY. |Nc.
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i

i

I 1 Q So, it would be your opinion it 's minimal and.p - 5
ss1wsSRS

tS-l&2 2 none would be equivalent?'

1

3 A Yes. That is right.

4 0 With respect to the reports that are set forth in'
;

a
5 C2C-40 that you are familiar with, do you know whether'

7
6 S:1UD made any attempt to identify the individuals that were: '

j 7' involved in any of these incidents?

8, A You will have to expande a little bit on what you
3
5 9 mean waan you say "Did S: IUD make any attempt?" Are you
a
i 10 talking about the Board of Directors, the general manager,
.

=

@
11 you know, there are 1600 people in S: IUD.

Ii

! j 12 Did I iaen ciff theu publicly? I am not sure what L
a.

! 13 you are driving at..

i

(, 5 14 0 I am not referring to the Board of Directors. I
r'

i 3 15 am not referring to identifying them pu51icly. I mean,
,,

E

5 16 S:tUD management, such as yourself, responsible for the
1 :

5 17 operation of the reactor, but at high level management posi-
-

.' 18 tions attempting in some formal way to ascertain who is |

.;
I.

: b 19 responsible for any of these incidents.
I'

! } 20 A What I have done in this instances as they have
;

[ 21 occurred in the past is to discuss with a particular group
3

22 ; sugervisor, the cause of the instance and whether or not the

23 - - ' - -.~
a<pmv Individual that made the error has a istory or this type ofn

~Dat,

! EN 24 ageration.
'

25 By history, I mean, he is doing something that is

O
..

/.;.OT.74CM 2"tcRTNG OOMP ANY. ;NC-u
t
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hfm2 1 outside our normal practice, every six months to a year, to

2 the extent of what the individual's name is. I am really

3 no concerned unless it becomes -- unless the answer ta my
7
(
(e 4 inquiry is, "Yes, this is somebody that we are having

2 5 prblems with."
7

6 To date, that has not occurred.'

4 o

3 7 Q Is a formal record kept by SMUD of the history of
0

8 , . particular individual and his responsibility for events such,

3
9 .i as those described in CEC-40?A

a
d 10 A There is a record kept, an individual's performance
'

evaluations that are made up by his supervisor. Thosed 11 '
E

12 performance evaluations do not reflect in detail that thej .

s
13 individual may have cor.mitted some error that resulted in

~

.

'l.

f_-) k i 14 an event report being generated.
s

,
-

! 5 15 Q So, would it be fair to say that if you wanted a
.-
A

E 16 more accurate record, other than the general impressions of
51

h 17 the shift supervisor of a particular individual's association
L

18 with reportable occurrences, that there would be no formal{ - ;, a

d 19 record that you could go to that would identify whether he
|-

;

1 20 was associated with a particular incident or a series of ,!.

5 I

21 particular incidents?~

i
~

< 22 A Ne do not keep book on the operating personnel.
! '

-g 23 Q Do those responsible for the training of operating
,

E*C 24 personnel routinely see such reports such as.these?
p(_) s

'

25 A Yes, t'tey do .

|

!
- (~'/ss-

,

i
l

l

I

;.:.cs.ucn ns.=ca- na ~;Mnn?. :sc.
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1 Q Do they see all of them? Do you know?
(

2 A I cannot state with certainty that they have seen !

3 every one that we have ever produced.

4 Q The people you are referring to are shift super-.-
bfm3

{ 5 visors or are you referring to those who have been hired

f6 specifically to train personnel?i

j 7 A I am speaking about all of those.

$ 8 Q So, it would be true that those hired specifically
~

I
A 9 to train personnel would routinely see these reports. Is
a
d 10 that correct?

f 11 A That is correct..

5
E 12 Q Does S}1UD management review -he performance of its
o
S
~

13 operators at the B & ;i simulator?
.

t=

() 14 A The best way I think to answer that is that the

E 15 plant superintendant, the operations supervisor, the
n

h 16 chairman of the plant review committee, the engineering
=
r

i 17 and quality control supervisor and I, as well as the training

*.
a. 18 supervisor, all participate in the SMUD training simulator

d 19 program.
-

.
-

=

E 20 That participation is norually by one of us going
=
>

21 uith part of a crew. In that light, we have first-hand~

C
C
~

22 opportunity to observe and evaluate their performance. |,

--=' 23 Secondly, the Babcock and Silcox company returns to
$_$25, :

2'C' 24 the -- to SMUD, a summary of the operations that each indivi-;ig s

,.)
25 dual had participated in while at the simulator, and some

,

4;. sasc.N ss.sca- NG c:M94NY. INc. I
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bfm4 1 general comments with regard to his participation.

2 Q Tould it be the case -- well, first of all, the !
'

Crews go back to Lynchburg for their simulator training at

/ 4 various times throughout the year. Is that correct?
I,

5'
A That is correct. |

5 6o
Q Each crew going once per year?

; 7= A That is correct.
~

8,
Q Nould it always be the case that a crew going back

=,

1 A 9'

to Lynchburg would have accompanying them a member of SMUD,

u
d 10

raanagement who was also going through requalificct:: on?

11 A Not in every ca- no. I think historictt.ly so,,

5

5 12 each crew had either a me.ner of managment or a sh;.fti
5
~

13g supervisor accompanying them.

iO
=
: 14: (Pause.)4

:
s i*n

Q Who reviews the report from the B & W people aboutx
=

16 the perfor ance of Rancho Seco operators?
U 17 A The training supervisor, in all cases. If there=

.

*
- 18 .

he will bring this up with theis some apparent problem,a

$ 19 operations supervisor and/or the plant superintendant.
?

20[ Q Do you know whether any SI1UD personnel have ever
*

} 21 gone for more than the minimum required amount of simulator
A

22 training?,

---. 23Eg M2. BAXTZa: I believe there is no foundation in.

24
(} the record that there is required simulator requalificaton,

25 '

training, .if that is what the question is going to.

: O

t.cg3 den mE. ca-*NG CO.*.f ? ANY. ;Nc.
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-hfm3 1 :12. ELLISoli: Let me clarify my question.r a

V
2 BY MR. ELLISON: -(nesuming)

3 Q As I understand, the requalification program
f'),

\"' 4; requires one week of simulator training per year. Recogni-
o

5 zing that after the Three Mile Island accident, there was"

~

N 6 some additional training given to operators apart from the

j 7 Three Mile Island training. Are you aware of any instances

8 in which operators have received more than a week -- or
2
4 9 more than the amount of simulator training set forth in the
a
i 10 requalification program.
-

-

| 11 ' A As far as the requirements are concerned, our
s
3 12 reciualification re.quirement for the one week simulator
s
-

13,. course has exceeded what 10 CPR requriements are, historically.
s
5 ; 14 That one week that we schedule each year is takenx_,
: '

3 15 by all the on-shift licensed operators. There have been
f'
-

16 i; some occasions where a member of management missed a year,
=
-

g 17 but we have not had any particular reason outside of the

j 18 Three Mile Island special training to schedule more than that

f 19 for anyone.
> -

j { 20 Q Is the program that operators experience at the
;

.-
-

; 21 simulator put together by 3 & W or is it put together by
%

22 SMUD personnel?

gq 23 A The siuulator program, with respect to the opera- .

/~3 5 $ 24 tion of the simulator, is a 3 & W program entirelv aut
'

\_) ' ~

25 together by them. The types of training that occur in the

4-

%s
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', fm6 1 classroora is also conducted by B & W.

2 However, our training supervisor establishes with

3 the B & W training deprtment what particular items we j
'

i :'
4 desire to be covered in that classroom portion.

a
5 g ;iould it be feasible to routinely send operators I'

~,
,

6 back to Lynchburg for simulator training for asubstantially |
'

3 7 greater period than one week a year?
O

8 A Well, if you are using feasible in place of,;

5
end tP-5 4 9 possible, anything is possible, yes.

u
i 10jl flws
~

tP-6 =
= 11 <r

E . 12'

N
*

| 13.

. 9.

$ ' 14
?'
E 15
e .

& 1
';: 16

=
$

| 3 17
:

_*
~. 18
A e

.

t . 19
:
W 20
=
e-
'

21
. e

i 22
>

.

I

D
EN ~24O,

i
i 25

i O
,

t
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,- 1 Q Let me ask you the same question. Inserting,

( )
'~''

2 reasonable as distinguished from would it provide you with

3 great difficulty, great operations problems?-

,/ )(_ ' 4 A It would create a burden on the overall staff

7 5 because while those people are gone, there have to be others
n
N

I 6 to take their places to continue doing what they are doing.

E 7 Q And that is because you have only five crews and
;

5 8 if one is gone , everybody is essentially on shift. Is that
E
E 9 correct?

) 10 A That is correct.
.

i 11 ; Q Is that also in part because the simulator is--
2

f 12 across the country and it is not reasonable to send someone
<

13 for simulator training without having them gone for more.

t*

(||) f ; 14 than a day or so?
_,

i 15 A Whether the individual is traveling or whether he j=
E .

i

16 is at the simulator there has to be somebody back at Rancho
a

h 17 Seco doing his job. The traveling makes it a seven-day

f 18 period that needs to be covered instead of a five-day j
i

N 19 ceriod. |
:

$ go Q Isn't it true that if an individual wanted -- an i
= 1
E

21 individual operator wanted some discrete transient or
|:

*
' experience at the simulator, that that would be difficult22

to do because the simulator is so far away frcm Rancho Seco
sRQ" 23
. .

-

73 E"C 24 you would have to fly across the country and fly back ins

'_/')n

25 order to get that experience?
1

|

[ ,

w_ '
I

t
i
i
t
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,

1 A If the operator has some discrete t_2nsient that

O
2 he wants to see at the simulator, he has that opportunity

3 during the week he is at the simulator to ask for it, and

4 I know of no case when the instructors at B&W have not
I

5 accommodated that kind of request.
{
f6 Q Se might have to wait as much as a year for that.

3 7 Isn't that true?
A

5 8 A If he decided that the transient he would like to
e
i g see came to mind the day after he came back from simulator

) 10 training, yes, it would be probably approximately a year
.

! 11 before he got back there.
e
s
5 12 Q Has SMUD ever done any formal study or considered
~2
*

13 the idea of constructing a simulator at Rancho Seco to
cE

('') -[ , 14 train its operators?
(-

,

5 15 A There has been no formal study done for constructing
2

16 a simulator at 2ancho Seco for training operators.-

3

| 3 17 Q Do you have a ny idea what such an effort would '

j -

cost?~

E 18a

f 19 A The study or the simulator construction?
I
5 20 Q The simulator construction.

21 A Do you want the initial construction cost, or do
i

", 22 you want the cost' over the life of the f acility?
,

,

-- 23 Q The initial construction cost. |

D5523 :

$9D(24 A Approximately S20 million.7-
V

25 Q What is the basis for that?

() ,

'

;

I
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A The basis for that is that the simulator that was
i

O
2 constructed at B&W ten years ago cost approximately S6

million. There would be a considerable upgrade probably3
r
b 4 because new things have come up since that time. It is my

5
understanding that the more recent simulators that are

d 6 being ordered today or are being built today are on the

g 7{ order of S10 to $15 million, so by the time we got around
;;

5 8 urs ordered and installed with the very -- what 1t

i g anticipate very high activity of o ner utilities building

their own simulators, and therefore the marketplace would be'

10

[ more of a seller's market than a buyer's market, I would
17!-

$ ' 12 estimate you wo.11d add another S5 million to it.
G

.

S S I am talking about S20 million. That, of
'

13 ,

.

14 course, would include constructing a building to put it in.

5 ' 15 Not just the computer control room itself.
e

$ 16 Q Are you aware that the Diablo Canyon facility has
a
E an on-site simulator? -

17 \1

j , 18 A I have not been to Diablo to look at their

{ ig simulator, no.

h0 0 Are y u aware that i t has one?2
=
t A I may have heard that. I cannot say that I knew21
5

22 ' about it or did not know about it.a

~ 23 0 Have you or anyone else at S'!UD made any attempt
$~'
9 / .34 to detennine what caused PG&E to construct that simulator? |f3, % ~

v
A I have not made any attempt to determine that. I25

O
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>

>
. .y 1

don't know if anyone else at SMUD has.g

(Pause.)2

Q Y u stated earlier there has been no formal3

s' 4 study by SMUD of the feasibility of installing such a

simulator.
. : 5 Has there been an informal study that you areo

i ~

| ; aware of?
6< o

1 o

A Not that I am aware cf.g 7
a

.

~
j 3 Q Do you know whether SMUD has studied the cost of

'
~

j its present simulator training r" cram including theg

e st of transporting its personnel to Lynchburg?
'. 10

3 A I know what those costs are. I have notp 11
c
-

studied them as a result of cssentially knowing what they12
, n
. <
; : are.

13_

e(') Q What are they?74,

s- -
,

A Appr ximately 9300,000 a year.5 15
=
i (Pause.) '

16-
=
=
g 17 0 Does that figure -- What does that figure include?,

A That includes the cost of training personnel
|

= 18s
I

g tg to simulator. '

! Q D es it include their travel costs?20
=
.t A Yes.21
e
*

22 Q Does it include the cost of overtime or whatever

23 for those who are filling in for them while they are in-,
;

. ^%$~m.s
'

:.s' ,4r/ 94 Lynchburg?-

C ,

s ;s -
|

A N it does not include the cost of overtime for'-

^5 ,a
l

O<

,
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the individualc filling in for them.

() O S this would be -- ??ould you characterize that
2

as being the direct cost of transporting people to
3

(O
( ,) Lynchburg and the training they received there and bringing

4

them back?o -

: 3
~

- A Yes. The primary portion of that cost is the'

*2

g $500 an hour cost that we pay, approximately $500 to $600
:

-
7

an hour that we pay for the simulator computer time, which-

84

3 is the major portion of that.9
; .-

2 10 0 Mas SMUD in the course of establishing, for

i example, a technical support center on site planning togy
.4

$ nstruct any new buildings at Rancho Seco in the Sture?123 8

<
A Yes, we are.

13.

() j 14 Q Mr. Rodriguez, I have a technical question for you,

5 ' 15 which you would probably prefer. If you had a stuck open;
-

,

.-

$ 16 EMOV, and the temperature of the primary coolant in the ;
'

z

$, 17 pressurizer was on the order of 590 degrees, would you

I
=,' expect that temperature to change as the coolant passed-

18
; a ;

g gg across the open EMOV and encountered the pressure change

| 20 that would result as it entered the tailpipe?
=
% A Yes, I would.

21
e
% 0 What would you expect it to change to?22

A I think it is going to be dependent on the back- -- 23MM
jh([24 pressure , but I think some of the calculations that I have,

7_s)\ i

seen indicated in the TMI case that the maximum temperature25

O
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1 that probably would have been experienced downstream of the

O
2 E OV was on the order of about 380 degrees, 360 degrees.

3 0 You stated that was the maximum temperature?
f-

(/ 4 A That is what I understand from the p iping

2 5 configuration and the resulting back pressure that could have

6 resulted. That would have been as high as it could have

7, gotten. I don' t think it got that high, but that is thej
5 8 calculated maximum that it would have been.
2
2 9 0 Would you expect your operators to understand that?
.:

2 10 A I do not think so. I do not think that the

11 thermodynamic phencmena that occurs in there would
2
E.12 necessarily be understood by all the operators. There would
2
*

13 he some that might, but I could not say that I would
.

9.O E ! 14 expect any given operator to understand that.
: ,

5 15 Q Referring to your testimony, Appendix 1.D, Page

16 1-2, where you describe the Sacramento State course that
3!

i 17 is given new operators or was given in the cold license

*. training program, I notice there are classes in fluid18.,. :

f 19 mechanics, heat transfer, and that sort of thing, thermo-
I
M 20 dynamics as well.
=
E Based upon your last answer, would it be fair

|21
|
" '

for me to assume that these classes did not go into the22

-" 23 kind of phenomena that I just described?M7
$k[24 A No, I do not think that would be fair at all. Igg

(_)
25 think my answer was really addressed to, as you can see j

1

i

/.t.OUJcN 2.UcR7:NG CO.*/P4.NY. INC.
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.

I here, thermodynamics was 18 hours, and that was given some

()+

2 number of years ago, in the course of the daily working

3 efforts, these people do not work with thermodynamic

( 4 mathematical relationships, and therefore I do not think all

i 2 5 of them -- and as I said, some might, but I would not

6 expect any carticular one necessarily be knowledgeable with
I

*

3 7' respect to the maximum temperature which would be on the
0
; 8, order of 360 or 380 degrees.
3
; 9 I myself am only knowledgeable about that because
d
d 10 I asked some of the engineers at -- I think it was B&W

i

f 11 whether or not what I had heard was true. Their answer
9
5 12 was yes, that the maximum cressure due to the piping
5

13 configuration vould be such that t ; maximum expected
'

.

c1

O~' 5 ! 14 temperature would be on the order of 360 to 380 degrees.,

j.
E 15 MR. SHON: Mr. Ellison, I would like to clean upj

I E I

i
; 16 one detail with :!r. Rodriguez.

.I 3

3 17 Uhen you said you wouldn't expect them to know

f 18 that, did ycu mean you would not expect them to know

i d 19 quantitatively that it would be 360 degrees, or you would
1
5 20 not expect them to know qualitatively that a fluid
59

; 21 expanding through a valve in a case like that usually
:
*

; 22 cools off?

~ 23 THE "ITNESS: As I sai ' earlier , *1r. Shon, some
9

E5 ' 24 of them I would expect would know that, but I would notC[(3u-),

25 expect any individual one to know that, just depending upon-

1

O;
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!

what his educational background might be.

O MR. SHON: Isn't it the way most household
2

:

refrig rators work?!

3

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, but you know, there are4

a lot of people that get rid of their refrigerators becausej'

5

1 the thermostat is stuck.
6::

MR. SHON: Thank you. That is all. I am sorry,; 7
2

Mr. Ellison.*

8
..

MR. ELLISON: That is fine.9

Y MR. ELLISON: (Resuming)
10

i Q Rancho Seco has operated in the past with ag
E

$ ' 12 leaking EMOV. Is that correct?
2
$ A That is correct.

13.

:
*

Q S perators would be conditioned to seeing: 14

5 higher temperatures in the tailpipe thermocouples than15
.-
.

b 16 the ambient temperatures of the reactor building. Is that
=
p

correct?: 17z

N , 18 I w uld not characterize it that way. I guessA
o

g gg what I would say is, because we have had leaks in those

h 20 tailpipes, operators are more sensitive to the temperature

and monitoring that that temperature may be changing as a21

3 direct reflection that the leak rate is changing,22

md 76 % g
:ob follAQ

9 / o*./ N

25

i

O
t
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I

r^w7 1 Q Uculd you expect the readings in the tail pipe
(lws jl

tP-6 2 thermocouple to be through leakage through the PORV? Let me

>^,1 3 ask you this question.

( 'Jb<

4 Could they be on the order of 200 degrees?-

.
5 A Yes. I think in our experience that number has'

4 7
j 6 gone as high as 200 degrees before we initiated blocking

3 7 of the EMOV.
~

8 Q Mr. Rodriguez, do you have Mr. Morisawa's
3
A 9 deposition with you? I would like you to refer to page
a
i 10 13 of that deposition.
*

,

y 11 At page 18, half way down the page, I asked Mr.
'

=

| j 12 'Iorisaaa about this problem and proposed to him the
5
'. 12 situation where you have a 590 degree coolant in the,

e'N *
(_,1 ~ I 14 pressurizer and the PORV is stuck open, and asked him what

_

15
,j temperature he would expect to see in the tail pipe. |

1 |
=

e lo-
-

He responded at the bottom of the page that he,

1 9

E 17 expected that the temperature would be pretty close to
=.; , 18 590 degrees.

$ 19 Turning to the next page, after clarifying that
a

{ 20 he meant 590 degrees, I asked him if he knew that the
|;

21 temperature in the pressurizer uas 590 degrees, but saw
~

; 22 temperatures in the discharge line more on the order of

~ 23t<g33 200 or 300 degrees, would he assume that the perssurizer

PSI 24 coolant was not flowing through the PORV.s
; s)

25 Then, he answered that he would. I .' that a correct

~T
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1 response?

2 A Excuse me. You jumped around on that page. I woulc

3 like to read what the line of questioning was.

'

4 Q All right.

bfm2 o

: 5 (Pause.)
7

i 6 A No, that is not the correct response. However --
'

3 7 and I was a party to that hearing -- the line of questioning,

2 ~
*

i

8 did not proceed as the way I would have thought because,

2
A 9 there are other indications. There is 7.rassure in the PRT
a
i 10 and also level in the PRT that he would be expected to look
.

2

g 11 at to confirm whether or not the E MOV was , in fact, open.
f
j 12 Q Mr. Rodriguez, is it true that Rancho Seco is
5
~

13 SMUD's only operating thermalelectric plant?.

i -s 's

{ ! 14 A Yes, that is true.
*:

3 15 j Do you know of other utilities in the United
a
'a i

'

j 16 States whose only operating thermalelectric power plant is
;

i i 17 a nuclear facility, such as Rancho Seco?

18 A I Know of some other utilities that have a single f;

d.19 nuclear unit. I cannot say whether or not they have any
2
*

20 other thermalelectric generating stations.a
=
>
*

21 MR. ELLISON: :Ir s . Bowers, that completes myC
*

22 examination of :1r. Rodriguez. Mr. Langher has some additional
8,

'

gg {} 23 questicas with respect to those areas with Mr. Rodriguez that

EN 24 I did not cover.s

25 This might be an appropriate time to take a lunch

Ov

i
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!

' fm3 1 break, although it is a little bit early.

2 M2. BAXTER: I have a comment on that. Typically,

3 it is not permissible to have two counsel's cross examiningfs

k r)/

4 a singla witness. If there is a clear-cut identification --
* .
' 3 and I am not sure I can find it -- what parts of 'tr. Rodri-.

: .

6'
guez's testimony we have now covered.

j 7i

I would not object to a definitive delineation so
L' \

8 ve can know when Mr. Langher may be crossing back over. Ie

C
-

i' 9 Could we have an identification of what parts of the testimon1
'

d
4 10 that cross examination has been completed on? because I
-

@
11 do not think it is fair to have double-teaming of counsel

5

5 12 with respect to the sa.ne testimony.
5
-

13,. MR. ELLIson: t|e would be happy to clarify. I am
i-

3 , 14 referring to the table of contents of 'ir. Rodriguez's
r*
=
; ,15 testimony. Mr. Lanpher and I have divided up the issues in-

;

=

i g 16 this wa/. I have covered Mr. Rodriguez's qualifications
=

, -

y 17t

in part one and part two of the training.
.

*
W ; 18 Of part three, perhaps it would just be easiar if

I

19 Mr. Lanpher will cover items B, C, D, G, H, I, and J.

20 MR. BAXTER: The extent of the examination that=

f 21 we had yesterday about all the instruments and controls that
e

: 22 have been added since the commerical cperation of the plant,

23 since Three Mile Ialand did not cover item G?O ~qg[3 ,

>-

/s 2"C; 24 \
'

21R. ELLIson: No, it covered item F, controlkh*

^5' room configuration. ;
;

i

- m%

J
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i
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1 MR. ELLISON: I disagree completely.-

utm4 2 MRS. BOWERS: Mr. Baxter, now that the items have

3 been identified, does that clear up the problem you had with
,_

' 4 Hr. Langher proceeding?
,

2 5 MR. BAXTER: Except for the item -- one question.

d 6 Mr. Ellison, since you have identified Roman I and II, does

j 7 that include also Appendices 1, 2, and 3?

O
8 MR. ELLISON: Yes, it does. With respect to your

,

9 earlier comment, Mr. Baxter, perhaps I can clarify. Thi; is

a
4 10 how we broke out item F from item G.
-

y 11 I asked questions with respect to the location of-

5
E , 12 the instru.nentation in the control room, but not with.

^
$

13 respect to the particular performance of any piece of-

.
r=

0 i 14 imet==me=teti -

5 15 MR. BAXTER: That is not my memory at all. I

=
1

5 16 remember questions about the width of the scale, the method |

9 .

3 17 of failure of the scales, and the instruments and what their
4

f ,18 purpose was in being added after commercial operation, and

d 19 since the accident.
-

5 20 MR. ELLISON: Basically, it was my intention to

E
21 concentrate on the human factors engineering of the control*

i
22 ; room. If that overlaps between the two things, it is my~

,

gG {{ 23 understanding that Mr.Lanpher has very few questions on

2'C: 24 instrumentation. There is a definite overlap of those_ . .

3

25 two subject natters.
\

(
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bfm3 1 If we have misinterpreted what SMUD meant by
2 dividing those two subject matters, I apologize. I don't -

3
3 mean to cause any disruption in this hearing other than what

k,e 4 we have experienced so far to have Mr. Langher ask his,

a
5 additional questions, broken out in what we thought was a'

7
6 reasonable way.

'

j 7| MR. BAXTER: SMUD did not divide up the issues.

8 They were divided by you. I would be happy to proceed, buts

2
4 9 it is not a typical conduct of proceedings to have two
a
i 10 different lawyers from the same party cross examining with
.

=

@
11 respect to the same testimony and to the respect Mr. Langher

5

5 12 repeats any aspects of ar. Ellison's cross examination,
5

13 with respect to instrument and controls, we will be.

em 1
(,j = , 14 objecting, but we will wait and see how it goes, I guess.

f, 15 Mn. ELLIson: I would simply add that throughout
i'
j 16 this proceeding we have had, on several occasions, two

. =
l

E 17 attorneys froa a single party cross examining the same
-

2 18 witness.
.

b 19 3R. BAXTEn: on totally separate pieces af testi-- --

C

7 20 many, Mr. Ellison.
-

[ 21 MR. ELLISON: I recall Mr. Black and Mr. Lewis
-

', 22 icross axamining the same witness. I do not really think it

~ 23 -

sq 33 is ap problem. Mr. Langher is not going to repeat any or-

2 4ds 24 the examination I undertook.
-

,

25 So, I do not believe you will have cause to |

O
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1
i

m6 I object.
'

) 2 MRS. 30NERS: He will break now for lunch.
i

3 (Whereupon, at 11:53 a.m., the hearing in the

4 above-entitled matter recessed, to reconvene at 1:00 p.m.
t *

5' this same day.),
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION '

O
2 (1:00 P.M.)

3 MRS. BOWERS: Mr. Lanpher, are you ready?
/(,e 4 MR. LANP HER: Yes, ma'am.

2 5 Whereupon,
-

f6 RONALD J. RODRIGUEZ,

7 the witness on the stand at the time of recess, having been
2

5 8 previously duly sworn, resumed the stand, was examined, and
E
E 9 testified further as follows:
.-

, 2 10 CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION
1 .

I 11 BY MR. LANPHER:
-
Y e

5 12 Q Mr. Rodriguez, I want to go back briefly to a
#
*

13 number of questions which I asked Mr. Dieterich several
.

r;

(\s]) $ ; 14 weeks ago in which I got over into procedural areas, and he
'

-

5 15 indicated you would be better qualified to respond to
.,

b 16 certain questions.
I

i 17 My questions pertain to the short-term items in

*.
a. , 18 the May 7 order relating to the auxiliary feedwater system.
*

19 One of those short-term items was to institute procedures
-

E
G go for starting the AFW pumps on a loss of offsite power.

21 Prior to the changes or new procedures which were imple-
!
"

22 mented pursuant to that order, did Rancho Seco operators

know how to start the AFW pumps on a loss of offsite cawer?
9<$*n" 23

-
-

..% =

FE ( 24 A We -- I think we had the procedure in theCf3
U

25 auxiliary feedwater system procedure directing the operator

m

s

|.CQsCM ?,UcR"*NO c0*%e%NY. enc =
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1 how to put the auxiliary feedwater pump on the 4A or 4B

O
2 bus when that bus was being powered by a diesel generator.

3 Specifically the procedure I do not think stated

4 that it was for a loss of off-site power. of course, that

{ 5 would be normally the condition which you would require that

f6 bus to be carried by the diesel.

~

7 0 So.if there had been a loss of off-site power

5 8 prior to the TMI accident would you have expected Rancho
2
5 9 Seco operators to know how to load the auxiliary feedwater
a
i 10 system onto those diesel generators?

f 11 ' A Yes.

E
E , 12 C A second item relating to the auxiliary feedwater
S
'

13 system in the :'.ay 7 order was to institute surveillance.

t:q Z

3 ! 14 procedures for the cross valves during testing. Did you have
r.-

5 15 procedures prior to the May 7 order to ensure that4

2

| 3 16 auxiliary feedwater would be available quickly during -- if
i =

j 17 a transient occurred during the testing cycle?

f 18 A The significance to that change was to, I guess,

d 19 if you will, further improve the margin of safety titat eas
|:

t 1

5 20 associated with the procedure while we were testing the i

|=
E 21 auxiliary feedwater pumps. 'he procedure called out for
i
~ '

22 opening, I think it is FWS 055, and had we had an incident

t ~ 23 occur where the shift supervisor would have neededM- Q-

iN 24 auxiliary feedwater, the shift supervisor would have told

25 the operators out there running the test to go shut off

O

f.gg,qdc,*g 2,I,2c R-*NO OO Y,S ANY, |NC.
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FSN 055. The change we made specifically prescribed that
1

-,
! \
\/ an perator be in phone communication with the control room

2

at FWS 055 while that procedure was in operation where in
' . 3

,- ), the past we had not been that prescriptive about wheref
x, 4

he is.
2 5,
~

J Q The third item of those short-term items was to6
C

: 7 develop procedures for manual steam generator level
E

control if there was a failure in the ICS. My question is,~

g'

3 prior to TMI, operators would have been able to takeg

control of auxiliary feedwater and to control the level in
10

g' the steam generator if there had been an ICS failure?
77n

j ' g3 A Prior to the Three Mile Island incident, the
a

13 pr cedure did not specifically describe the detailed
.

t:
*

g ,y steps through which an operator would go to control level

5 in the steam generators using the safety features actuated15
-

h 16
auxiliary feedwater ficw control valves. The detailed

*

=j 17 specifics of the steps to go through doing that were

i , 18 incorporated in a procedure as part of the overall enhance-
a

J 19 nent of the auxiliary feedwater system.
a

5
5 20 However, that enhancement was a procedural matter.
=
0 We did not have to make any hardware changes. The capability21
5

t do that was there, and had it been necessary, there is-

22
;

n d ubt in my mind that the operators would have used it
D<?w- ."o

23N
.

g, ' 24 and used it properly.p.

\' ~''
25

q In the time frame prior to these procedural

,.

( )
_

2: cz.ucn =n=ca- :c cc:.mnv. :sc.
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1
changes?

r~
D)

2 A Yes.

3 0 A further modification pursuant to the May 7 order
es
|
b 4 was to provide verification in the control room of

5 auxiliary feedwater flow to each steam generator. Werej
S 6 Rancho Seco operators able to verify AFW flow to each steam

E 7' generator prior to TMI?
7.

5 8 A By observing steam generator level, and that level
7
E 9 could be varied by operating the valves, the operator would
.-

2 10 have been able to verify that he had flow to each steam
.

! 11 generator. The enhancement in that particular case was
.
2
= . 12 , to, in addition to that indication already available to
Q

13 him also, to add actual water flow meters.
.

( | 14 Q Would it be fair to say that this would, then --
~

5 15 that they were able to do it before but this would provide

16 an additional means to verify that the flow in fact was
5

h 17 occurri.;?

f ,18 A ty were able to determine whether or not they

f 19 had control of steam generator level. The addition of the
1
5 20 f1 w instrumentation gave them a direct readout of flow.

E Q Pursuant to the ?!ay 7 order, you also21
5

22 instituted procedures in training for providing alternate"

23 sources of water to the suction of the AFN pumps. I assume~

E @%..
i

EN 24 this is from the reservoir or from the canal. Is thatn
U

25 e rrect?

Oa
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A That is correct.
i

O
2 O Pri r to TMI, did Rancho Seco operators know how

3 or were they able to provide such alternate sources of

4 water?

2 5 A Yes, they were. However -- and I do not recall

d 6 right now whether or not it was specifically prescribed in

g 7 a procedure how to manipulate those valves. I think our
;;

5 8 enhancement was that we would either put that in the
2

3 9 procedure or verify that we did have that in a procedure.
.:

2 10 Q The need for such water would not aris .mmediately
4 .

i 11 i after any transient, would it?
9
j,12 A The need for such water would not arise within
2

13 -- no sooner than 24 hours after a transient.
.

fj ; 14 Q You also provided control room annunciation for
*

V =,
i 15 all auto s: art conditions of the AFW system. Prior to

16 these changes, would Rancho Seco operators have known when
5

h 17 the AFW system had started?

'.
- 18 A Prior to --
o :

d .19
.

What the change really incorporated was
,

$ annunication that the pumps themselves had started. Prior20

E to that time, the operator had no audible annunciation. He21
i,

22 did have indicating lights that would tell him that the*

23 pumps were running.
,. w

EN 24 0 Do you know of any occurrance Nere a Rancho Seco-

25 perator was unaware that the AFW pumps were running?

OV
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|

j 1 This is prior to these changes, Mr. Rodriguez. j

i.

2 A I cannot think of any that he would be unaware of.'

i
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flws jl
tP-3 |

tP-9
--gni 1 2 nelated to that, the requirements that you were

)
<

,

a
2 discussing, the next item of the May 7 order was that

- 3 orocedures will be developed and implemented and training
( )
1# 4 conducted to provide guidance for timely operator verification

n
5 of any automatic initiation of A7W.-

~

d 6 Prior to these changes, would operators have been

3 7 able to verify in a timely fashion automatic initiation of
~
w

8 AFW?,
~

3
4 9 A Again, ' hat response was with regard to enhancing
u
i 10 ' the auxiliary feedwater system, and addressed documenting
-

-

3 11 i tne response thci.t prior to that time the operator, as part
E

j 12 of his training in diagnosing what he had Icat would use to
S
~

13 verify auxiliary feedwater..

e

||h f 14 The main change, however, was the fact that an
r
3 15 annunciator was installed to alert the operator that the
.-
=

5 16 pumps were running. This annunciator is an audible as well
~

3 17 as risual annunciation. ;

Ia '
18 Then, to follow up with that annunciator, if it is

'

;

d 19 running, tnat the operator's action was to verify that he
2
5 20 had pumps running. Excuse ne.
=

21 If that annunciator annunciated to verify

,5
~ that he

22 had pumps running.

gq 23 ; Mr. Podriguez, I believe Mr. Dietarich also stated

- 5"C 24 inresponse to a question that you were involved in, I wil]s

%) 1

25 use tha word " negotiation" or the cecisions relating to the

-

h

4!'

-- ,
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<~12m2 I selection of the short-tena selection items which were
i

V

2 contained in the SMUD April 27, 1979 letter to the N2C. Is

3 that correct?
I,

\ ,

4 A I was with Mr. Mattimoe in Washington when a letter'''

o

: 5 of April 27, 1979 was generated.
~

f6 0 Could you please describe how the specific items

j 7 which were selected to be included in that letter were

8 determined? Would it help to have a copy of that letter?
I
' 9 A Yes, I think so, because I do not have all of -hose
u
4 10 items off the top of my head.
I 11 ' MR. IAGPIER: This is CEC-25.i: *

E I
i-51o (Counsel handing document to witness.) 8

s
~

13
, , . (Witness reviewing document.)
* || 5 14 THE WITNESS: A couple of days prior to this letter,
r-
5 15 the Naclear aegulatory Commission had had a meeting with
E

g 16 B & W, and B & W owners. At the end of that meeting, Mr.-

9

E 17 Denton, as I recall, indicated that he was going to go before
i
A , 18 the Commission the following day and make some recommendations
.

$ 19 regarding 8 L W units.
a

} 20 'At that Commissioners taee ting , after some discus-
-

n 21 sion, it was decided that -- or he said that, as I recall, I,
= 1

22 ;that he was going to recommend the operating 3 & W unitc to |

Ek'qP7e~ 23 be shut down.
.

~M
/~ E'5I 24 There was essentially no restart critaria, what

_-

25 the units hava to do to return to power. The following day,

t

7-
,

-

I
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1 :!r. Mattimoe received a call from Mr. Denton stating that

2 the Duke Power Company had volunteered to shut down the
.

3 0:ennee Units and make some modifications, both hardware

( 4 and procedural, which he found acceptable.
.

5 On cono.letion of those modifications, the units~
A

6'
would be able to return to power. As a result of that,*

b 7 Mr. !1attimoe obtained a coo 7 of the letter that the Duke~ _

8 Power Company had proposed to Mr. Denton or sent to Mr.
E

9~
Denton.

a
i 10 He and I reviewed that. "he Oconee auxiliary
.

., 2

~@ 11 feedwatar system was considerably different from Rancho
b
5 ' 12 Seco's; however, there were a numbar of items that Oconee

- 5

]. 13 had proposed to do to upgrade their system and enhance its
2 ,

5 I 14 reliability.-

s-
| r'

= t3
-

; As I recall, in reviewing those enhancements and
a

3 16 comparing them to our system, our system already had a lot

i 17 of that capability.
=.

18di So, I sat down and looked over hat list and looked

19 at what kind of items could apply to us and would enhance.

} 20 our reliability, maybe not significantly, but in some cases;
;
* 21 in other cases, maybe it would.,
e
m

22 :tyself and :ir. Mattimoe generated essentially the,

~ 23ZN(P7s nine items that appear here as those items that we .:culd
,,.m

S $ 24
(v") accomplish with regard ta enhancing our auxiliary feedwater

25 system prior to restarting the plant.

()

_ cs m . ,c = ~ . m
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1 Q Does that complete your response?OO
2 A Yes.

3 C My question went not to just the auxiliary feed-,,

4, water items but other items. Let me follow-up on what you

j 5 said to this point, then we can go on to the other items in
7

S the EMUD letter.'

i
7 You said that some of the items in your view did*

8 not significantly enhance reliability, but others did, or
:

} 9 '. believe something to that effect. Could you please
u
i 10 identify, in your view, which of the items -- and they would

~
-

,E. 11 be in enclosure one to that April 27 letter -- which of
3
E . 12 those ite.ns, in your view, significantly enhance the safety
5
. 13 or reliability of the plant?
e

( ')l ! ! 14 MR. BAXTER: The reliability of the plant or the%-
,

3' 15 auxiliary feedwater sysrem?
2*

j y 15 TIIE WITUESS: I probably used a poor choice of wordd

! t 17 because when I talked about significantly anhance the
i

'

~-

! 18 reliability, at the time that we are talking about this

d 19 letter, the auxiliary feedwater system had been called upon
~
a

E 20 to operate under test or actual requirements, some 84 times.
= 1-

i 21 It never failed to o,erate."

= -

C
~

22 | So, enhancing that reliability significantly is
,

zg 23 a powerful chore. It is 100-percent reliable. So, I think

'5/ C 24 my term "significant" is relative -- needs to be taken inx s
t

,

25 the context of these nine items.
i
i

,

S*dUdcM EUCENO CEe**1P ANY. ;NC.
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- 1 For example, putting in flow meters which we did

2 not have would be a more significant enhancement than ,

3 verifying the technical specification requirement for how

4 many gallons per minute flow each auxiliary pump was supposed

2 5 to deliver was correct; because that specification had been

6 dealt with at some length early in the FSAR.

3 7' I felt confident that it was accurate, that this

! 8 was just another check. When I talked about significant
2
% 9 and less significant, that is the context I was really

' d
i 10 referring to.

11 Q F ine . Among these nine items, are there any other
! E

E 12 than the flow indication that you believe stand out above
5 i

13 the others as being the most important? |
~

,.

() | 14
r

end tp9 3 15
> tp 10 g

follows : 16
5

| r*
Y 17;

. .N 18

.

b . 19
| t

5 20
E
*

21
i
"

' 22 |
.

N[ 24END'

25

()'

I

i
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|

1 A I think the Item Number 2 with regard to

O
2 having an operator dedicated at FUS 055 when we were

3 testing, that system is also a significant improvement,

( 4 again in the context of the other items.

2 5 (Pause.)
7
j 6 A I think that the -- relative to some of the other

j 7 items, the installation of an audible annunciation in the
0

d control room to alert the coerator that its auxiliary,
~

3
*

9 feedwater required was significant, and going along with
a
i 10 that is his response to it. I think that although the

i f 11 -- we knew ahead of time the failure mode of those valves,
2

i j 12 it was significant to verify that they failed in that
5
-

13 direction to assure that we had auxiliary feedwater to.

2
O $ i 14 supply the steam generators.,

%- ~,
3 15 If I ranked these one through nine, those would be
2

3 16 the top four, but I think all of these items served to
E
y 17 enhance -- enhance their reliability. He could not really

f. 18 improve it because it was already 100 percent.
I

d 19 0 Were any of these nine items either not present
-

E 20 in the Oconee-Duke Power letter or not substantially
51

*
21 similar to items in that letter?

E
~

; 22 A I cannot remember. I would have to have Oconee's

gy 23 letter to compare it.

f 24 Q In your opinion, if it had not been for Mr. Denton'sO
25 phone call or maybe not phone call, his statement to the

O
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.

NRC that he was going to recommend a shut-down, would

Rancho Seco or SMUD have voluntarily shut this plant down

* "U"I3

( A No, I do not think so. Let me -- I guess I would'

4

like to clarify. As I recall in that hearing there was,

5

some disagreement as to wF.et.her or not it was requ hed
6

that they be shut down immediately amongst some of the; 7.
0 staff members addressing the Commission, and why I say that

3*

j, is that there were some that felt that the units could go
9

a uple f weeks and make some changes in that length of
10-

,

~

= time,g
t-

|'g MR. BAXTER: When you say hearing, you are
"A

E referring to the open Commission meeting?
r;
* THE WITNESS: Yes, the open Commission meeting,e g

'

-

j'g before the full Commissioners.
n
* BY P.R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

; ; 16 |

Q If y uld turn your attentio'n to the remainder'
.

7
iof the short-term items on CEC 25, could you please tell

'

:: g
a :

me how those items were developed to be included in thegg

*
short-term measures to be done before restart?g

k (Pause . )
21

C
*

A As I recall, Items B through E were all itemsg,

that were discussed one way or another in the meeting that'~ 23

we had had initially in the week, I think it was onn 75, 24

Tuesday morning, with the NRC staff, the B&W owners and
25

O

m._ m _ = ., ~ e. m c.
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1 B&M.

('
2 Q Mr. Rodriguez, can I interrupt just a moment?

3 You are referring to B through E on the first page of that
l'

( 4 letter. Is that correct? We have B through E on the

j 5 second page?

f5 A Yes, I am referring to those on the first page,

O 7 the short-term items. I think B&W had by some letter,
2

5 8 either that Tuesday or Wednesday, after meeting with the
?
*

9< owners' groups, had committed that they were going to

10 conduct a small break analysis and that operating

f 11 ' guidelines would be developed from that after the meeting
2
5 . 12 that night.
$1

13 I had called out my plant superintendent and
~

.

7
I

3 14 some other people and asked them to look at the high wire'

:,
~

E 15 control grade trip scheme and see if they could come up
2
# 16 with a design that would allow us to install that in a
$

i 17 fairly short period of time.
.

*
18 We had already determined that we were going to be.

a i

d 19 sending people back to the B&W simulator to observe the j
$

|M 20 Three Mile Island transient, and I knew from an operating
,

E 21 standpoint that we could develop the procedures for
i
*

22 controlling auxiliary feedwater independent of ICS just

N""2"" 23
simply knowing the system design.

gx Ed((24 We headed in that direction, and I say I had looked
'd

25 at that because those items were discussed in this meetinc

)
1

|

l
l
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as things that could be done. I think the major problem

V that bothered Mr. Mattimoe and myself and I think the

ther utilities was that a shut-down order without any
3

restart criteria made it very difficult to determine what
4

really had to be done before we brought the units up.,

5'

Als , the fact that I think in every case these
6

7
items could be done in a reasonably short period of time,

;
~

that they would enhance the reliability of the auxiliary
8'

3
9 feedwater system, the operator's ability to respond to small|~.

'i break loss of coolants, and that shutting down the units in
= 10

i order to install this was not really necessary. However,g 11 '
..

j when Mr. Denton essentially said he was going to s but them
-

E down, that kind of precluded the restart when he told us
13

r;

j that by committing -- or when he told us that Oconee hadO : ; 74
j mmitted to shut their unit down and do certain things15
.,.

5 16
e re ey started up.

E

6, 17 It was Mr. Mattimoe's decision that we would be

j ,18 better off as an organization, as a utility in meeting our

customers' needs if we could get some definitive restart Ig 3g

$ 20 riteria, and as a result of that we generated this letter,
_

E and we presented it to Mr. Denton for his review and whetherg

k or not he considered it acceptable.g

u d h be fah to say dat de shon-tem hems~ 23%W
f A through E on the first page of the April 27 letter wereg

' ' " * ** ' '' "" '" " ' "' Y25

g
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or safety of particular systems involved or would increase
1

O
2 Operator training and at the same time could be completed

3 relatively expeditiously?

A Well, these items in one way or another can be4

2 5 e nstrued to enhance reliability of the auxiliary feedwater

6 system, and the reliability of the operator being able to

7 cope with a small break loss of coolant accident. These
2

5 8 particular items were items that could be accomplished in a
2
E 9 reasonably short period of time, but my overriding concern
.:

2 10 and I think Mr. Mattimoe's overriding concern is that there
.

be some criteric established for allowing the units to! ~1,3

t-

| .12 restart instead of just shutting them downand then start
2

13 discussing what the criteria would he,from experience, how:
.

14 long that might take.-

5 15 Q When this letter was sent, did SMUD have a tenta-

16 tive timetable on when it thought these items could be
5
6 completed and thus subject to some NRC review the f acilities17; =

N , 18 would be restarted?
a

d 19 A Tentatively we thought we could accomplish it in '

h 30 to 45 days.20
=
; Q By mid-June? |21
3 '

A By the end of May or early June.* '

22

~ 23 (Pau se . )
ED,.%
M 24 Q Mr. Rodriguez, do you have a copy of CEC Exhibit

O
25 26 up there? It is the NRR status report on feedwater

bv
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1 transients.

j
2 A No, I do not.

<
.

3 0 I do not have an extra copy.
/3
(ed 4 If you need it after I ask this question, let me

2 5 know. I just have one question with respect to it at this
~

5 6 time.
4 o

3 7 In describing the short -- It says, and I quote,
"

8 "In the" --,

0
3 9 MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, Mr. Lanpher.
d
i 10 MR. LANPHER: Page 1-7.

f 11 BY MR. LANPEER: (Resuming)
2
5 . 12 o At that page, it states, "In the short term we
S

13 must take all reasonable steps to reduce the likelihood of
'

.

iO 2: 14 occurrence of transients at B&N plants and to improve
: ,

E 15 standing instruction in trahiimg and crergency procedures
.-
.

b 16 available to plant operators.
5

3 17 "This can be acccmplished by," and it lists

f ; 18 several items, one of which is the auxiliary feedwater

l
d 19 system, and Item B states, " Reviewing results of FMEA
I
E, 20 analysis of ICS in taking actions as to reduce its likeli-

21 hood of initiating or exacerb'ating transients."
&
~

22
,

j5:q 23 My question is, why did you not include completion

g'?.Y ' 24sa. t
,

EC[ of an ICS f ailure mode and effect analysis as one of the |

(S
V

25 short-term items?

O

Amsen =t=en- sc c:.msy. :Nc.
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1 (Pause.) *

O-
2 A At the time -- I do not think at the time Mr.

3 Mattimoe put this letter together, I do not think we had a

( 4 firm date on how long such an analysis might take, and I

2 5 guess my -- at that time, and even now -- I considered that
7

3 6 the integrated control system was a reliable system, and I

3 7 did not feel that we were going to come out with any major
0

8 revelations that would require significant amounts of,

*
9 changes to that system.

d
d 10 Q Were you aware that B&W stated to the NRC,and it

11 ' was one day after your letter, but in an April,28, 1979,
M
E . 12 letter to the NRC, B&W stated that it could complete and
S
-

13 transmit to the NRC such an FMEA somewhere between June 15.
f*

( ) i 14 and June 27, 1979.~

r'
E 15 MR. BAXTER: Mrs. Bowers, I should note that while
E

$ 16 this line of examination was introduced as some questions
c .

i 17 which Str. Dieterich referred to Mr. Rodriguez, indeed, this

j ,18 line of examination with respect to reasons for not

d 19 including the ICS failure modes and effects analysis as a
2
E, 20 short-term item, indeed, the very reference to the NRR
E

21 status report we just had was asked to Mr. Dieterich by*

3
"

; 22 Mr. Lanpher, and these same follow-up questions were as

-*-' 23 well.

'N( 24E'k So I am not sure whether you have overlooked that,s

25 ' Mr. Langher, or why we are repeating the same examination

O)\_

1

/.* eJ4cM 212CRTNG COMP ANY. :NC.d



8

3261

1 because these questions were asked and answered.

2 MR. LANPHER: I am asking these questions because it

3 is my understanding that Mr. Rodriguez actually participated

(- 4 in that, and I want to make sure that the previous answers'

3 5 were in fact accurate, and I think this is the last question
7

6 along this line that I have. I am going to go back to Mr.'

3 7 Rodriguez's prepared testimony after this.
0

8 MR. BOWERS: We would like for the witness to,

E
Z 9 answer.
u
d 10 THE WITNESS: Would you repeat the question,
a
5 11 please?
E .

j 12 31R. LANPHER: Mr. Rodriguez, on April 28, or by a,

i 5
i ~. 13 letter dated April 28, 1979, B&N advised the NRC that its

() j 14 schedule for completion of an ICS FMEA was be tween July --
C.

f 15 June 15 and June 27, 1979. My question is, were you aware;

=

3 16 of that proposed schedule by B&W at the time you made this
:

3 17 decision of what to include in short-term and long-term

f,18 items?

d 19 THE WITNESS: I was aware that B&W had committed
I
5 20 to, not by letter, but at the time, committed to generating
5
[ 21 the failure modes and effects analysis. I do not remember
3
~

22 whether I was aware of the schedule or not, but I think .

1

zg 23 " this -- even had I been aware at that time, I-think from

E CI 24 what I recall in describing the scope of it that the
Y I

(m)ss
25 schedule was probably a little ambitious in that it may

'

|

; 1.u cn ? a ca- na c:up w v.:nc.
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i

1 extend longer than that, and in that these other items were

2 items that we contemplated with some reasonable surety that

3 we could complete in 30 days or thereabouts. )
4 So, I do not think I would have included that |*

|*

: 5 anyway, but I do not recall whether or not I knew the i

i 7 I
! 6 schedule at that time. !

'

4 |

E 7
5

end 11 8,

Bob fol. 3
4 9
a
4 10

, .

2

g 11 <
,

s'

3 . 12
$'
~

13'
.

! !! .
3 | 14 ,

i
3 15
e
A

\

1 ;: 16 !

=.9

E 17
_

i 18
41 1
.

t 19
_

20'

=
>=
'

21
i<

~ y.

.

5 % 24<

25 '

O>
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,

a
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rS-11 1h
Q I would like now to follow up on a completely

ws jl(,j *P-10 2
bfm{ separata line of questions to Mr. Dieterich. I raised --

3 I made some questions to Mr. Dieterich concerning the standby

( 4 hydrogen recombiner, which is available for Rancho Seco.

7 5
; Are there procedures for hooking that recombiner i

. 1

6'

up to the containment at Rancho Seco?

7g A No, there are not.
-

0'
Q Would it be fair to say also that operators have

=
A 9 not been trained in how that would be done, then, also?

.

u
5 10 A Two answers to your question. The first is that

,

3
11

j operators would not hook up that hydrogen recombiner. The-

_

3 ' 12 second answer is that ocerators are not trained in how to
:

-S
'

13,; hook up that recombiner.

( Q Who would hook it up?-

I 1

[ A It would probably be hooked up by mechanical
*

=

15 . maintenance personnel, prix.arily welders under the super-
U
^ 17

*.
vision of the design engineer that would establish the piping

18.

layout to do that.a
.

* 19
y Q That piping layout has not been established?

E 20
_ A I do not know that. I don't know if our engineering
-
'

21
9 departnent has established that layout or not.
a

22
Q Mr. Rodriguez, my nent line of questions is going

lE~g{}} 23 'to concern emergency orccedures starting at page 32 of your
C"'' 24*\ ; testimony. As a preliminary, I unders.tand there are four

s
25 shift crews plus a fifth crew that regularly is on a nine

()

J.;,, .ERicN .:E.Sc.9"*NG cO.*.tP ANY. |NC.
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bfn2 1 week shift, doing 8:00 until 4:00. Is that correct?>

2 A No, that is not correct.

3 2 Could you please correct me?7_s

4 A There are -- there is a five crew rotation, but the
.

5 fifth crew, up until very recently, has not been completely
~

.N 6 filled out. It is not filled out for richt now.-

| 7 We are short one -- no, I take it back. The two
-

8g I have qualified gave us enough licensed personnel. The five
s
A 9 crew rotation is set up with four crews that are rotated to
a
i 10 cover the 24 hour, seven day a week shift.
~

~

! 11 The fifth crew is on a nine week rotation onto
E
j 12 day shift, so you normally have two crews available, ilonday,
S
~

13 Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday on day shift..

e

() 14 On Thursday, that fifth crew, if you will, stands
=.
3 15 the control room watch because the normal day cip it, or the
2

5 16 normal rctation of four shifts takes all four of the other
p .

3 17 crews off, or takes that day shift off, normal day shift off

- ; 18 on Thursday.

$ 19 2 The four crews that are filling out the 24 hours
2
G 20 per day throughout, they are each on an eight hour shift?
=
>; 21 A No. One of those four crews is on days off.
%

; 22 Q But they would come on for an eight hour shift on

gG 23 ; those days?
,

Ek 24 A That is correct.q(s
i

25 Q Cach shift, regardless of the time of day, would the

!
i- ~} t

x_/
i
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hfm3 1 operators perform the same kind of duties?

2 A Exactly the same? No. Generally the same, yes.

3 By that, I mean in our watch standina routine, we have some1

! /3
' '

k/ 4 functions carried out on the swing shift, or the mid-shift
'

' m

2 5 that are not carried out on the day shift, and vice versa.
7

6 Q For those four crews, do the operators report'

3 7 directly to the control room when they arrive at the
0

8 facility?,

?
A 9 A The licensed operators report directly to the
a
d 10 control room when they arrive at the facility.
~

~

j 11 ' Q They will stay on duty in the control room, or
E

E, 12 at least two of them will stav. on duty in the control room
.

s
'. 13 for the next eight hours?
e

(') ! i 14 A If the unit is not in a shut down mode, yes.
.

'-
_,

i -

1
3 15 0 At the end of their shift, do they have any other
n
=

j 16 duties, or do they are they free to leave?,

9 .

i 17 A At the and of their shift, they are free to leave.

.j ,18 Q Could you briefly describe what the nine week

d.19 shift does? I understand on Thursdays they will stand a
i 1

5 20 regular 8:00 to 4:00 shift. What would their duties be the
E
* 21 other four days?
5
~

22 A Those duties vary. They may be involved in some |,

-g 23 trnining evolution. They may be involved in the receipt and

?"[ 24 handling of new fuel. They also supply a cadre of people
N-.'

25 to cover illness or vacation relief. That fifth crew, nor-

O
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(.fm4
b 1 mally, is not whole.

'-
2 By that, I mean normally one or two of those

3 member is off cevering illness or vacation or taining

( )
(,, 4 assignment relief another crew.

.

2 5 Then -- the day shift is usually the busiest
7

6 shift. There may be other evolutions going on where members'

! % 7 of that fifth crew are performing operating evolutions in
I 2

5 8 assisting the normal day shift.
E
E 9 Q Would it be normal for most of a licensed
u
d 10 operator's requalification training to take place during the
.

7 11 ' time that he is on this nine week shift?
-
'd

12 A no, what we have found is that due to the vacation

S
'. 13 relief, sick relief, fuel handling, that the training is

: e
a =

E i 14 normally carried out when the operator is on the swing shift'

: ,

5 15 crew by bfinging him in four hours early on Nednesday,
e
m

16 Thursday and Friday of any particular month.-

=
r

i 17 o so, once a month they will come in for four hours

*.
a. 18 of overtime, in essence?

d 19 A I think I said yesterday that training does not
s
5 20 occur every month.
=
&

21 Q Oh, I thought that you sai' in your previous'

=
%

22 response.
,

-gg:ggg 23
You asked me when they would receive their training.A

'

F8'C' 24 It would be when they are on swing shift c: an early calling,
m.,

gs
(_)

25 but the training does not necessarily occur every month.

O
%s

f
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1 Q At line 11 on page 32 of your testimony, you
)fm5
,

2 state that changes to emergency procedures are issued to

3 operating personnel through the Rancho Seco special order' -

' 4 ' pt _ .' are they always issued that way?
o

g A I guess I will never say yes to anything that5

$ 6 starts with always. That is our program for making the

f 7| operator aware that there have been procedure changes.
8 There may have been an occasion when the procedure

3
5 9 was not issued under a standing order, but just came out as
a
d 10 a procedure with some direction to read it or the procedure
2

,E 11 may have come out from the training supervisor to read.
3

5

5 ' 12 Uormally, the method for promulgating those
S

[ 13 changes to the licensed personnel is via the standing order

() i 14 procedure.
r*
=
; Q You used the term " standing order." s that the15-

x

j 16 same as a special order?
,

9
i E 17 Excuse me. Soecial order.x
J -

[ 18 Q Mr. Rodriguez, Mr. Ellison is going to show you;

d 19
_

a document labelled CEC-42. I would like you to take a look

C
20 at it.a

5
; 21 (The document referrel to

22 was marked CEC Exhibit No.

Deg[3 23
~ 42 for identification.);

E 24 BY MR. LANPHEn: (Resuming)

25 Q All you need to look at is the first page for

/~
\~)N

.

|
>

-

.

i
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. -



90*e
v4i

- fm6 1 now, Mr. Rodriguez. Can you identify the first page of

2 CCC-42?

. 3 A I am not sure what you want me to do. This is

%' 4 a -- do you want me to read it?
o

5 Q No. Let me ask it again. Is this the -- is this'

7
6 the way -- does this document represent the way that

'

a

3 7 operators at Rancho Seco would be informed of new emergency
*

8 procedures?,
<~

2
A 9< A I think in my answer I said that normally the
a
4 10 standing order program, special order program, is used to
:

5 11 ' promulgate procedures to the operatoing personnel.
S -

i j 12 < I also said that there had probably 'cen occasionso
s
'. 13 when it may have come from a training supervisor or thee() b: 14 procedures may have just come out under some other memo.
r'
3 15

t .

In this carticular case, Jack '!au -- J. Mau is the.- -

I &

j 16 training supervisor. These procedures were promulgated under
; .

i 17 this technique.

*.
18g: Now, I cannot specifically state whether or not

b,19 this was in addition to the special order. It may be that
E
E 20 Mau, as a training supervisor, wanted some additional

, =
&; 21 documentation that these procedures had been delivered to
%

22 each operator.
,

23g :tr.. LAMPHZ2: For the record, this document appears
#*/ C 24 to be a memorandum from :4r. :!au to all licensed operators('s s

t )v
25 transmitting certain procedure revisions.

O
Q/ .
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g m ,E m 7 1 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
t !
%d |

2 Q Now, this is different than a standing order? ;

3 A This is different than a special order, yes. The
/_ _T
t J

4 special order program is a program, I might use the term'''

,

; 5 belongs to the operations supervisor.
l

~. i

6 Q You stated on line 13 of your testimony on page'

j 7 32 that under the special order program, the shift super-

5 8 visor must discuss the contents of each special order with
~

=
; 9 his crew. When vill he do that?
u
i 10 ' A He will do that on shift.

11 Q If a procedure has been transmitted pursuant to
S
E 12 this special order program, is it in effect as soon as it
a
s
-

13 has been transmitted to the control room and put in the
.

t:

h f i 14 manual?
r
3 15 A it is in effect when it is in the manual.
.-
.

&

5 16 O Is it possible that a procedure may be in effect
-
r

3 17 when a crew comes on and some time during that crew's shift,

a '} 18 the procedure will be discussed among the members of that

d 19 crew?
I
m
'

20 A '. e s . That is possible. : lore typically, there ise
=

21 some advance notification if it is a very important procedure
S

*
,

%
22 change that is coming. Yes, that is possible that the

,

4 23 procedure change could be in effect when the crew comes on

O EN 24 shift.
\ s
v

25 2 Is there any testing program to ensure that

,,

'L:s55 cit ?s?cC:.C *;.*APM4Y. ;.'4C.
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bfm3
1 licensed operators understand and, in fact, have read new,

g ,\

'd
2 emergency procedures which are promulgated through the

3 special order program?;_

(%>' 4 A I think elsewhere in my testimony, I discussed that

.
5 the operators are tested on some procedures. Not every one

7
j 6 every time, but some procedures during the requalification

3 7 lincensing examination.
0
g 8, Q Apart from that, my understanding is that*

I
A 9 particularly in the last year, there have been a lot of
a
d 10 chagnes to emergency procedures. Is that correct?4

*
,j 11 A That is correct.
E'

j .12 2 As these changes come along, has SMUD taken steps
S
~

13 beyond the discussion by a shift supervisor with his crew.

e

() f ! 14 to ensure that those procedures are fully understood by
:
3 15 operators?
=
a

j j 15 A The technique for the shift supervisor discussing
;

. i 17 the operating procedures uith his crew is the primary
t
' -

] ; 18 technique for assuring that operators are aware of the

d .19 procedures and understand them.
I
-

20 Also, the simulator program is used to familiarizea
_

c-

| 21 the operators with particularly the emergency procedures by
%

; 22 keepting the simulator set of Rancho seco emergency

g5 23 procedures up to date so that when the operatces go to the

O EN 24 siaulator, they have our procedures to use as opposed to the
N.)

i 25 simulator procedures.

O
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r-5fm9 1 Q Do I understand your testimony, also, to state that
U

2 the shift supervisor will have gained his understanding of

- 3 an emergency procedure change by talking with the operations

' 4 supervisor ahead of time?
,

5 A That is correct.'

f6 Q When will he have done that?' The same day or on

6 7 shift or --
~

8 A The operations supervisor's routine is that he
; E

^ 9 comes in about an hour early. by an hour early, I am talking
u
d 10 about before the shift turnovc .i

.

i =

@
11 ' Then, he is there during the day, then he is there

E

j .12 a half an hour to an hour after shift turnover, so he sees.
S

.

'. 13 all three crews during the week. That is the opportunity
1 e

s 2 .

that he has to discuss with the shift supervisors new5 ! 14
r'

end tP-ll 16 procedures that a e being implemented.<

: srb flwa j 16
1 9 .

E 17
;

*.
18

A. i<

j *

b . 19 ;

I
$ 20
i
~

21
1 3

~

22 ' .

.

i

-- 23AW '

$0E[24()
25

: (:)
!
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1 Q In order for the operation supervisor to have that

2 discussion with each shift supervisor, he has to do that on

3 a number of occasions; he doesn't get them all together at

4 once. Is that correct?
e

5 A That's correct.'

7
6' Q So, would it be fair to say that to implement a

'

f7 new emergency procedure may take several days in order for
8 the operation supervisor to have had his conference or dis-

3
# 9

|
cussion with each shift supervisor?

,

a
d 10 A Well, it would only apply in the case where that
i
,4 11 ' fourth shift was -- say, in the cycle there's a period where

i E

j 12 they have four days off, and if that procedure comes out while
s

].
13 that particular crew was off, then he' d have to wait for that

() ! 14 shift supervisor to come back. But typically, the procedures

3- 15 can be discussed the scme day with the three shifts that arem
=

16 currently covering the shift, I guess, and the shift super-

i 17 visor from the fifth shift who's on days.
'

18 Q When will a licensed operator review the new
.

5 ' 19 procedures?
*

20 A Well, the shift supervisor sill review those pro-
-

21*

cedures with the license people or make them available toe
.

~

22 '

i them to read the day that they are issued. There may be
.

~ 231h4*"o an occasion when a busy day shift might not allow the operator
~

f
24

.I' to review it immediately that day and he'd have to wait
y

25 until the next day. The swing shift and the mid shift which

n
%J

i. 'Js3icn 37,,,xcRTNG CCMP4NY. .NC. *
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!

i 1 are normally quiet periods are quieter than the day shift.s
| L-]
i 2 and provide for the operator to review the procedures.

3 0 Nould it be fair to say,then, that the shift super-

\- 4 visor initially will discuss a change with the members of'

2 5 his crew, the licensed members of his crew, and then those
7

6 members when they get an opportunity are also expected to'

3 7 review the new procedure independently, or the changes in
0

8 that procedure, independently?,

5
4 9 A Well, what more typically happens is that they all
a
i 10 will read the procedure and then any discussions that might
~

=
g 11 ensue after they're familiar with it the shift supervisor
E
j 12 would discuss with them and answer their questions.
s
~

13 C Does the shift supervisor receive any training in.

a() 5 ' 14 the sense of how to explain new procedures to his crew?
r*
E 15 Aside from just having the new procedure explained to him,
E

E 16 the purpose and background, by the operations supervisor?
9 .

5 17 A No, in the course of an individual achieving the
:. I18 shift supervisory position, he has spent many years explaining;

,

f 19 to inspectors and to oral examiners procedures and how they
x
h

eO apply and how they work. I don't think, just from my personal[
'

; I

; 21 experience with shift supervisorsaftertheyreachthatlevelk
e

22 ; that there's any program that I know of that would assist

Idf{{ 23 them in explaining what they've been explaining for a long
,

f'} E 24 time. Primarily because on the road to getting there, if
tj

25 the individual doesn't explain it very well he either learns

G
k..)
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1 how or he never gets there because that's part of the very

O
2 important part of how he conveys to others that he can handle

3 his job. And if he has all that information locked in his

s' 4 head and can't explain it to anyone, then you have no assur-

2 5 ance that he will act properly.
1

6 0 Is it correct, then, to say that for most procedural'

3 7' changes, emergency procedure changes, they are communicated
S

8, to operators while they are standing control room shift,,

i
A 9 and they're discussed while operators are on shift, and in
a
i 10 a sense it's on the job learning regarding those changes?

i
j 11 A Yes, it's fair to say that in the context that the
5
E 12 immediate familiarization is on shift and as I said, they
5 -

'. 13 go through the requal program and they have -- procedures
e
5

(-)% g 14 are gone over there, they're gone over in the exam and in(
r-
3 15 their required reading procedures. So there are additional
1
j 16 reinforcements of the procedures, but their initial exposure j
E- |
M 17 to it is while they're on shift.

, 18 Q Do you know whether the procedural changes relating |

d 19 to the reactor coolant pump trip scenario were handled that
I

'} 20 way? Do you know what I'm referring to? The reactor coolantf
|c

[ 21 , pump trip, pursuant to I&E Bulletin 7905C.
%

22 A I know that the operations supervisor spent time

O<gg
2, .~ with the crews individually on that particular change because

,

S*S 24{} of the necessity to fully explain the reason behind it,

l25 necause there had been a great to-do about keeping reactor

l

!
|

I
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I(} coolant pumps running, and when this particular procedure
,

change came out, it was necessary that they fully understand'

3

)
the background, not just the action but the background, so

that we could change the emphasis. And I say that because

0 5
; there was so much emphasis after Three Mile Island about
5 62 keeping reactor coolant pumps running and it got thoroughly

7g engrained and they wanted to make sure that now that we 're
-

6 going to change, they fully understand the reason behind it.
=
; 9
,

So that had more activity in that particular change

10', than what I've been describing here recently as more typical.
-

'
11

G Q So either on the job or at some other time there
-

: 12
-Q was some enhanced training regarding that change because it
~

13 was serious and pretty radical compared to the prior procedurds?*

g

3 ' 14
1

' A Well, it wasn't radical and serious; it was a
5 15
g change following closely on the heels of the emphasis of
# 16

running reactor coolant pumps. There has always been an=

i 17

*,
emphasis, at least in the Rancho Seco training program, to

- 18* run reactor coolant pumps. The Three Mlle Island 7905 series
,

M 19 +

j identified that as one of the reasons the core damage occurred,
a 20 I

- and as a result, to go through and make the procedure changes
* 21
g emphasizing that at least one reactor coolant pump in each
~

22
loop is running. We had just gone through that iteration and

~ 23
Di$h now it was determined that in further analysis, there are -

?"R 24r~s) a certain small spectrum of small breaks that, *cith all the(
25

other circumstances being just right, if you lost a pump late

Ov
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1 in that incident, you may exceed some design limits on the

2 core. And it was necessary that operators fully understand

3 why so that when the time came and high pressure injection

\s 4 initiated automatically, they would shut off the pumps.

2 5 0 Did SMUD conduct any testing of licensed operators
7

6 to insure that they understood the change in procedures,'

j 7 pursuant to I&E Bulletin 7905C?
O

8 A The follow-on simulator training carried out,
'

E
E 9 different type scenarios that tested the operator's response,

) 10 particularly with regard to shutting off reactor coolantj

~
-

j 11 pumps to assure that they knew that was the action to take
E
E . 12 and took it in a timely fashion. Yes.
5
'. 13 Q Is that the only testing program that you know of
e

() ' 14 relating to the reactor coolant pump?

I5 15 A That was the testing program that we used to provide
$
g 16 some experience to them and reinforce the reactor coolant
:

3 17 pump tripping criteria.
-

18 Q When did that simulator training take place?
'

,;

d 19 A That simulator training, as I said earlier, it's
? 2

E' 20 an annual simulator training and some operators went, as I
E; 21 recall, in July and some went in September and some went in
%

22 : IIovember , and the one or two that I went with went in
,

g'jy;smqG 23 February.
.

,

/~S E 24 Q When procedure changes are made, such as you
V

25 describe in your testimony for emergency procedures , are

(O/

m m e.,: ,:n- se c u .sv.:.sc.
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I() unlicensed operators briefed or informed of those changes,

2 also?

3 A No, the unlicensed operator's familiarization withg~)
k' 4 those procedures would come about when the procedures are

a
5g discussed during the scheduled training that the entire crew

I O participates in.*

O 7g Q Your testimony, which commences at page 32 regardinc

0 emergency procedures, does address only the question of how

A 9 emergency instructions or procedures are transmitted. Is
a

i 10 the same special order program used for other instructions or
?

11
@ procedural changes?
=
: l *'
y A Yes. My testimony really addresses itself to the ,
'

13
ci fact that the licensed operator initials that he, in fact,

(~~ 5\S ,

$,' has reviewed that. The other procedures are promulgated the
'

-

3 15
.- same way, and the shift supervisor, by initial, verifies that.

=
.

16s
m the crew -- that this has been discussed with the crew, but
e
U 17 each licensed operator is not required to initial off that*

,

*
a- 18 :

he has reviewed this. !-

N 19 .

C Q Mr. Rodriguez , Mr. Ellison is going to give you a i

a 20
copy of a Rancho Seco emergency procedure. It's Procedure=

-
''

21
g D.5, and it's -- there's a cover sheet, it's " Procedural

Change Approval Form" and it was Revision 14.. '

~ 23
3'$$3E (The document referred to was ,

E5D 24s

) marked for identification as

25
CEC Exhibit No. 43.)

O
;

o'.J$54CN =E.=c R~''iG CsMPANY. ;NC.*
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/' 1 BY MR. ELLISON ( Resuming) :b'
2 Q Are you familiar with this document?

3 A Yes.
,

) 4, Q Referring back to CEC Exhibit 42, is CEC 43 a
o

5' procedural revision which apparently was transmitted to
.

a' 6 licensed operators by the memorandum which has been labeled

3 7 as CEC Exhibit 42?
O

8 A Yes, it is.,
<

5
9 Q And is CEC Exitibit 43 the Rancho Seco Emergency

u
d 10 Procedure relating to loss of reactor coolant and reactor
i
$ 11 coolant system pressure, which was in effect sometime in
E

j 12 September 1979?
5
-

13g A Yes, that's the date on it.
r- =

k -} f ' 14 Q The reason I'm asking was it in effect then, I can- |
5 15

i well under:;tand that there may have been further changes
-

e
=

5
10 which we have not gotten.

: *

17"
i * What is the purpose of this procedure?

.

10Wi A The purpose of the procedure is to provide emergenc'i,; .

5 ' 19 procedures to be followed in the event of loss of reactor |
*

b !20
-

coolant and/or reactor coolant system pressure. ;=
-
*

21
g Q And when will an operator know to utilize this
~

' 22
| emergency procedure?,

~ 23

U<{5 [ 24
[3 A The symptoms described in the procedure include .

ECs
,) pressurizer level and/or reactor coolant system pressure

25
decreasing without associated decrease in coolant average

:

g a U * O

- - _
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I temperature; reactor trip; turbine trip and safety features
)

2 initiated.

I 3 Q Maybe we can save having to read all the symptoms.

10 4 Would the operator determine to use this procedure by verifyirg'

2 5 that the symptoms listed starting at the bottom of page 1 of
7

6 this procedure are present?'

j 7 A Not all of them necessarily, but some of them.
0

8 Q Is there a priority among the systems that the,

5
; 9 operator should look for?

) 10 A No, there's no established priority.

i
g 11 ' O Are some symptoms more important than others?
E
j 12 A Yes, some are more important than others.
5
~

13 0 Is there anything in this procedure or in the list.

. ( )~ ! 14 of symptoms which indicates to operators which symptoms are
r<
E 15 more important than others?
2
'

16 A No, there is not specifically identified which Ij
9 .

3 17 symptoms are more important than others. As I said earlier,
--

, 18 there's no priority established for the symptoms,
'

d ,19 Q Is there any statement to the effect that -- strike
2
5 20 that.
5

[ 21 MRS . BOWERS : Let's take a 10-minute recess.
E

22 (A short recess was taken.)
,

A

N| 24EEC

25

' (~)s-

/.t ERicM 9 .SCR-*NG COMP ANY. ;NC.
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1 MRS. BOWE RS : Let's resume.

2 BY MR. . LANPHER (Resuming) :

3gw Q Mr. Rodriguez , we were talking about the symptoms
b 4 which are set forth at page 1 of this procedure. If only,

5 one symptom were occurring, would that nevertheless direct

6'

operators to proceed with this procedure?

A No, it would not.

8 0 Is there any statement in this procedure which
4 9 tells operators that they must -- strike that. Does that
u
d 10 mean that they have to have more than one syn.ptom?
? \

5 A No, it doesn't mean that. It just means that
5
:
g ' 12 there may be a symptom listed in here that when that symptom

,

~

13
J occurs, they do not have to immediately start using the

f) !' i 14
,

details of this procedure.'-
-

3 15
Q Is there any instruction to that effect in this.-

a
p 16
g procedure?
U 17* A You mean an instruction to tell them that if one

,

*
- 18
.- of these occurs, don't use the procedure? No, there isn't.a

h 19
C Q They would have to exercise their judgment and4

5 20 .
; decide that they have not confirmed the need to use this |=

*
*

21
g procedure?
~

22 '
A That's correct.,

~ 23

lby[k(242E Q Is that the same with other emergency procedures,

E*/"5
\ ) that there may be cases where there are one or more symptoms

25
but nevertheless, the operator should exercise judgment and

Ov
4

;.i OERaCN Ag?cRTNG CO.*.tP4NY. ;NC.
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I
(]} not proceed with the procedure until more symptoms are

2 confirmed? |
3

g-N A Yes, I think there are other procedures that fall
(/ 4 into that same category.

I 5
; Q Is there a reason that the caveat we have just been
I 60 speaking about; that is, that just because you get one of

7
these symptoms you do not need to proceed with the detailed=

!6 steps in this procedure -- is there a reason that that caveat
=
4 9 !

is not set forth in this procedure?
,

2 10
~, A No, I don't think there was any conscious reason
E 11
y for leaving that out of the procedure or not incorporating
-

g .12 it in the procedure.
:

-

13
e' Q To your knowledge, do any of the symptoms which

O 3 ,i 14 are listed for this procedure -- are they al so symptoms for

=

5 15
other procedures?n

=

C 16
5 A Yes.r
C 17
", O Could you identify which symptoms those are, and |

18 .
I.

,- which other procedures they would be symptoms for? |
d

1

h 19
C A I have not committed to memory all the symptoms of I ;
5 20 !

all the procedures. I just looked down here and I can see !
-

*
21 |

reactor trip. The reactor trip does not occur only becausee
1

~

; 22 there is a loss of coolant accident; it can occur for anumber |
'-' 23

U'<$'23 of other reasons. |:

5Y | 24C
. f(%,1 Q So if a reactor trip were to occur, how would the

25
operator.know to come to this procedure as opposed to a

Ov
1
|

I

!

l .i. U4cN :UcF"Nc cO.*.f P ANY. !NC.
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l

(s 1 different procedure?
d '

2 A By observing his instrumentation and determining

3 what's happening to the various reactor coolant system

k' 4 parameters and making an evaluation of what is the likely
a

5 cause of what's happening.
7

6 Q Is this a situation where you want more than one'

~

7 symptom in order to be sure that this is the correct procedure

8 to be following?
S

9 A That's true. There are, I think, very few transients
a
d 10 where there is only one symptom. As a matter of fact, I can
*

2

g 11 ' only think of one off the top of my head that only has one
5 .

j .12 symptom.
5
~

13 Q Do you want to tell us what it is? I'm curious now..

| 14 A Well, the high startup rate in the initial phase
r

y 15 and bringing the reactor critical would be a single symptoa
=

j 16 that's telling you that you're adding reactivity at too rapid
p .

.-
m 17 a rate and you would -- there is no other symptom that indicapes|
:.

18 that. |J:

f .19 Q Turning your attention to page 2 of this procedure, |
t 1

'

y 20 there is a note which, to summarize, says that LCCA symptoms
G

21 can be caused by a makeup system malfunction or a steam line !

22 rupture as well as a loss of coolant. Steam line rupture is
,

|

- - . l

bgy]{ 23 the worst over-cooling event, is that correct?

E 24() A Yes. The maximum change in reactor coolant system'

25 parameters would come about from a steam line break accident.

O

|

,.CGdCM 3Z.ScR'"MO COMP 4NY. |NC.*
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?

|I
|

1 Q The loss of coolant accident symptoms also could

2 be caused by an over-cooling event less severe than a steam

| 3 line break, is that true?
[)!
\' 4 A Yes, that's true.

2 5 0 Is there any reason that such less severe over-
?

6 cooling events are not also mentioned in this note?
'

j 7 A The primary function of the note is to draw the

8, operator's attention to the fact that loss of coolant accident.
3
A 9 syrptoms or some of the symptoms can be caused by situations
a
i 10 other than actual loss of coolant, but that until he confirms
~

=

$ 11 what the cause is, it's too assume that it's a loss of
5

5 12 coolant accident.
s
~. 13 0 To your knowledge, are there any other events

() I 14 besides a makeup system malfunction or an over-cooling event
*:

] 15 including a steam line rupture, which could have the same
a

j 16 symptoms as a loss of' coolant accident?
I'
5 1 A Well,
--

the over-cooling event that's not associated

3 , 18 with a steam line rupture.

$ 19 0 We've identified that one. Any class of over-
x

} 20 cooling event and any makeup system malfunction I understand.
;

21 Are there any other events which could, if you will, mimic

22 ,
a loss of coolant accident?,

D<$[];23
~

A Not that I can think of, no.

24
; |( ) Q Is it correct that this procedure really sets out-
2 25 procedures to be followed for three different classes of loss

b-
I

;.nacn p.?scR-~NG cabtPANY. ;NC.
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1 of coolant accident?
{~ )

2 A Well, we set up what we called three different

3
7,,) cases, yes.

\ '' 4 Q Could you briefly describe what those cases are?
o

5' A Well, I guess the briefest way is to read them.
t

'|
6'

The Case 1 is a small break with the incapability of the*

f7 pump to maintain RCS system pressure and pressurizer level;

8 approximately 120 gallons per minute, which is equivalent

9 to four inches per minute in a makeup tank. Case 2 is the
,

u
= 10 median, such as a letdown failure, OTSG tube rupture or an
3

11
j EMOV stuck open with incapability of the high pressure

:_ 12
g injection system to control the RCS system pressure and
~

13,; pressurizer level. And the third case is a large rupture
|*

O. 3 ; 14 in excess of high pressure injection system, and this requires
2 --

-

3 15
an evaluation of core flood line break..o

=

3 16
3 Q Regardless of the symptoms , does an operator
C 17*

*,
always begin with the Case 1 immediate actions? When an

18-

operator takes action, presumably after the automatic actionse i
.

M , 19
j have occurred, loos ae always begin with the Case 1 actions?

5 20
A No, none of his actions are taken regardless of=

e
" 21
g the symptoms. The symptoms are what de fine , and his interpre-
*

22
tation of those symptoms, are what define the action that he,

~ 23A is going to take.

(~N 24*

(j Q Did you finish your response?
'

A Yes.

i

(~T I

U

/.cg.94cM .:.EscR MG COMPANY. INC.
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1 Q If upon review of the symptoms an operator believes
)

2 that he has a stuck-open EMOV, would he then go to Case 2

3 for his immediate operator actions?

O 4 A No, I expect he'd shut the block valve.

2 5 Q Is that procedure set forth in CEC Exhibit 43?
7

6 A In the Case 2 it talks about stuck-open EMOV.'

3 7' 0 My question was whether there is a specific direc-
0

8 tion in this procedure to shut the block valve if he believes,

5
1 A 9 that the EMOV is stuck open.

a
4 10 A No, there is no specific direction in this procedure
i
E 11 to shut the block valve if the EMOV is stuck open.
E

j.12 MR. BAKTER: Excuse me, Mr. Lanpher, I'm sorry to ,

S
13 interrupt. My copy of this exhibit is missing page 4..

' 14 DR. COLE: I'm missing page 4, also.'

y 15 MR. ELLISON: All the copies are missing page 4.
=

{ 16 MR. LANPHER: I believe that our copy was missing
9 .

i 17 page 9, too. I'm not sure that there was a page 9. I noticed
Ii

J ; 18 that last night, but it seemed as if it went from page 3 to

j 19 10 -- the sequence of the numbers seemed to go from 8 to 10
x
*

a0 in terms of the detailed procedures. Maybe we are. There[
4

-

,; 21 definitely is a page 4, though.
e

22 MR. BAXTER: Yes, because that's where the immediate
,

23
E' ~yggg action for Case 2 is.

,

24() (Short pause.)

25 33, tagpggg: 1.m sorry. We'll just defer further

'}N -

/.;,. ERicN 37 cR***:c C::M P A NY. N C.

- , . , - - .



_ _ _ _

3289srb 15 e-

1f- examination on this. We'll try to get the copies.
(

2 For the record, the NRC staff has Revision 15 of

3
g this procedure and maybe we can get this copied.;

%s'' 4 BY MR. LANPHER ( Resuming) :

5
; Q Mr. Rodriguez, I'm going to direct my next set of

2' 6 questions to the section of your testimony regarding feedback

7 on operating procedures starting at page 34. Who decides=
-

8, what data are communicated to operators?
E

9,~
MR. B AXTER: Can you get a little bit more specific?,

u
* O BY MR. ELLISON ( Resuming) :

,

H
11

j Q Yes. What data relating to operating experience,
_

y * 12
:

either at Rancho Seco or at other plants or significant NRC
*

'3 documents; for instance, perhaps I&E bulletins, that kind of
~"

,
Z
: 14

. E thing, who decides whether such data should be communicated
-

3 15
to operators?e

=

f, A The source of data from operating experience that
C 17* '

would be communicated to the operators at Rancho Seco -- and
,

*
a. 18

I say at Rancho Seco as opposed to while they're at the-

'

simulator undergoing simulator training -- is primarily
5 20

carried out by the operations supervisor, the plant superin-=

and the manager of nuclear operations, and the trainin|g21
g tendent
~

' 22 ,
.

supervisor.- i

~ 23
Ih$h23 G Do they have any criteria which they apply to

E#<' 24[rg
( j determine whether particular information should be communi-

25
cated to licensed operators?

|

/.1,.OE"ticM UE. cRTMo COMP ANY. INC.S
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1 A There is no written specific criteria. Generally,(x
(_)

2 the information that is passed on to the operators is items

3 that directly reflect how the units operated; those I&E

\') 4 circulars or bulletins that relate directly to problems in
.

5 which they're asking, the NRC, is asking some response from-

f6 SMUD that relates to how the units operated as opposed to

j 7' maybe some QA function would be passed directly on to the
-

8 operators.,

3
9~ As I said, the four individuals that are primarily

a
i 10 in the line for passing this on are all in the supervisory
i
5 11 ' roles, and in their review of the documents that come across
u
j.12 their desks every day, they make this as a j udgment evaluation .
S

13 The fact that there's more than one person involved in making.

e- =

k_)3 fI this judgment provides some assurance that it's not just one14
- ,

f ,15 individual's concept.i

=

16 Q Could you turn your attention to the second document, ;
* 17 CEC Exhibit 42. This is a memorandum from Mr. Mau to all=

.

18A: licensed operators, and it purports to transmit the latest
.

d ' 19 revision to I&E information notice 79-20. Is this the way
*

*

g 20 that I&E bulletins would be communicated to operators?
G ,

21 ,*

A Not normally. In the case that is referenced here,=
e
~

22 the training supervisor has sent to each individual operator

23INC'?? a specific I&E information notice. I wctid need to look at .

24(') 79-20, but it seems to me that I recall that that particular
v

25 memorandum from the NRC had as a requirement that each

fh%)

;.:. gwcn ?g.scR"'NG COMP ANY. |Nc.
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1 individual operator receive his own copy, and this was the

2 way of being able to provide to the NRC inspector an audit

3 capability.
)

4' MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, Mr. Langher, I don't know

[, 5 whether there might be some confusion on the record. Your
7

6 question was with respect to -- is this the way I&E bulletins'

j 7 are communicated, and this on its face appears to be an infor-
0

8 mation notice.,

E
E 9 MR. LANFHER: Thank you,
a
i 10 SY MR. LANPHER ( Resuming) :
-

-

! 11 I take it from your answer that normally there would
E
j 12 not be a memorandum to each licensed operator conveying this
s
~

13 information. Is that correct?.

e

() f i 14 A That's correct.
:

i
3 15 0 Usually, a single copy would be sent to the control
2

[ 16 room?
9

E 17 A That's correct. !

-- ,

18 Q And it would be available there for licensed
'

1- ;

d 19 operators to review?
I

{ 20 A I take that back. Sometimes a single copy is given
p
; 21 to the shift supervisors to read over and make available to
i \

22 their licensed operators or discuss it with them. Other |
,

c;}:gg 23 times, the bulletin might be put out under a special order

24 with some other amplifying material; particularly if it was !
*

/ss

25 a bulletin that came out and required some response from the

O
,

;.; :: 38cn ME.=ca- Mc c:MPAN?. Nc.
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1 District, it would have both the bulletin and the response.

2 Q We were talking earlier about I&E Bulletin 7905C

3 which was significant at least in the sense of changing the.

4 reactor coolant pump criterion, that trip. Was that bulletin

2 5 made available to all operators?
7
j 6 A Yes. I don't remember the number but that came out

3 7 under a special order.

|8 Q Would it be normal for I&E bulletins to be trans-,

=
A 9 mitted and then discussed in the same way by shift super-
a
d 10 visors as you described earlier with respect to emergency
*

=
g 11 ' procedures?
'5

j 12 A It would be normal for those bulletins like the
s
~

13 7905 series that impacted fairly significantly' on the opera-.

O ! ! 14 tor's normet roueine function. au11eeins thee do not imeece
r<
3 15 that significantly would not normally receive the same
E

j 16 amount of attention and discussion that the 7905 series
;.

i 17 received.

, 18 0 Would licensed operators nevertheless be expected

d 19 to read them?
-

} 20 A Again, it depends upon the significance of the
::

21 bulletin. If it was a 7905C series, then as I recall; I
~

22 think we had a requirement that the operators sign c '# on
,

{g having read that which dealt with them. But normally it23

,o 24 would not be a requirement that each licensed operator sign
\

25 off having read it. Normally, it's a requirement that the
,

]

,:.ez.%cn =uew ss c:MP4xy. :xc.
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1 shif t super has signed off that he has discussed it with

2 his crew.

MRS. BOWE RS : Mr. Lanford, CEC Exhibit 42 is kind[g
\_/> 4

of an unusual exhibit. It has three separate things that

5
don't seem to relate to each other. Is the last page the

I 6g school attended by Mike Carter?

7
2 MR. LANPHER: It seems to be. This is the way we
-

0
5 received this in discovery, stapled together, and that's'

=
A 9
u.

why we're presenting it stapled together. I agree that it

10
seems to be three separate things. I understood that it,

5 11 '
y was this way that we received it in discovery, but maybe
-

E , 12 '

g I,m wrong.
~

13" MR. B AXTER: I believe the way the discovery process,

(^h ? + 14
s_/ 3, went, there were each licensed operator's file that was

-

3 15
g available among many other things, and the District reproduced

16
-

2

3 whatever pages were requested, and I don't know whether these,
U 17*

are the three you requested and they were stapled together |,

*- 18
". i for convenience, or whether they are actually together in
M 19
C the file, but the selection was yours, not ours. But they're
U 20
- all out of Mr. Carter's training file is what it looks like.

21 !
*

g MR. ELLISON: I'm sure that's correct. I'm sure |
~

22 i
that these were taken from Mr. Carter's training file and

~

-

D$[[[23
~

9 that's the reason they're associated this way.
EEC 24-

%s/ 1

25 !

i
'

C)
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1 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

O
2 Q Are all licensee event reports related to Rancho

3 seco made available to licensed operators?
.

4 A No, they are not.

2 5 0 Are some?

7
6 A some are, yes.'

,

j 7 0 Which ones?

5 8 A Those that pertain to the operation of the unit.
4
2 9 Q You and Mr. Ellison spent a good deal of time
a
d 10 discussing CEC Exhibit 40, which is that group of abnormal
:
j 11 occurrences and licensee event reports. Would I be

i

H
! E . 12 correct to assume that all of those documents contained in

5
~. 13 that exhibit were communicated to licensed operators?
3

0- 3 ; 14 A No, you would not be correct in assuming that,
: .

5 15 because I think the change in our program for the chairman
.-
A

N 16 of the Plant Review Committee to forward those reports to
1.
i 17 the operations supervisor for distribution to the coerators,

.

18 I think that occurred scya two or two and a half years*
-

a t

[ 19 ago, that we institutad that positive function.
"

1
4 20 so, some of those reports occurred before then,.

21 and they may or may not have been made available to the
4

i
"

22 : operators.

-" 23 0 since that time, all those that are dated
-e$5"2E

, "'

[95[' 24 subsequent to that time, two or two and a half years ago,.

L
9 e ', would all --

O
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1 A All of those would have been operating typeO
2 LER's that would have been forwarded to the operators to

3 read the response.,

(- 4 Q Are there procedures which require operator-
-

: 5 related LER's to be communicated or transmitted to the
7

6 licensed operators who would'then within a certain time
'

3 7 from the date that the LER is sent to the NRC?
"

O
8 A No. The procedure is, when the LER is signed by

5
A 9 Mr. Mattimoe, that the distribution then is to the
a
4 10 operations supervisor, who then forwards it on to the
*

2

; g 11 ' operating crew, but there is no prescriptive time that is
5
g .12 stipulated for that distribution to be made from the
s
-

13 operating supervisor to the operators..

2() [ l 14 0 Are LER's -- operator-related LER's the kind of
-

i 3 15 materials which you would expect shif t supervisors to
i-

i 16 discuss with their crew members?
=

5 17 A Yes, they are.

18 Q And would the discussions of LER's also involve
'
-

,

f 19 unlicensed operators?
?
'; 20 (Pause.)

|=
21 A Typcially the emphasis on -- the results of the

"

22 , LEn's for the most part deal with control of what the
-

t$ygg 23 unlicensed operators might do or what the actual control
'

eMk"C, 24 room personnel did in the discussions. The discussions are(S s

\/
25 normally directed at the licensed operators. In those

i

[ j
V

2; ::ca3cu wea- xs c::.tnav. :nc.
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i cases w e the LER's do deal with the results of the'
O

2 -- some action outside the control room that was inadver-

3 tently carried.out by a non-licensed member of the crew,

4 those non-licensed members would be made aware of it.

2 5 Q Is there any procedure to audit or test licensed

6 perators relating to their understanding of LER's that have

3 7 occurred and their understanding of the discussions which
n

5 8 you have described with the shift supervisors?
2
E g A No, there is no examination process that we go

10 through to evaluate that understanding.
.

! 11 ) Q Are you familiar with the transient event which
t-
a

g.12 occurred at North Anna Unit 2 on September 25, 1979?
,

A
: A There are lots of transients.13.

:

p @ ; 14 Q Mr. Ellison is going to give you a document which
3!
3 15 describes the event, and if you could take just a moment

16 to familiarize yorrself with it. '

5

E,'17 A Okay.

N MR. ELLISON: I would like this document, Mrs.
> 18a

f,19 Bowers, marked as CEC Exhibit 44, and it is a letter frcm

$ 20 the NRC to all operating nuclear power plants, dated

b October 17, 1979, and the subject is " Radioactive Release21
E

22 At North Anna Unit 1 and Lessons Learned."a

~ 23 (The dccument referred to.wasAD
& marked for identification ase4o' --

25 CEC Exhibit Number 44.)

(v~'s
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1 (Pause.)
bc

2 THE WITNESS: Yes, I remember that particular

3 inciden t..

4 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

2 5 Q Do you know whether either this document or
7

6 information related to this North Anna Unit 1 event was'

3 7 transmitted to licensed operators?
O

1 8 A I would not have transmitted it to the licensed,

;
E 9 operators in the Rancho Seco facility.'

' a
d 10 0 Could you explain why?

f 11 i A Because as the scenario -- at least as I read the
!!
j 12 scenario, our system is not designed that way, and the

'

s
13 applicability -- the testing that we have done in verifying

-

.

O !!14 how the system is ;.ut together, their event is not

3 15 applicable.
2

$ 16 Q Mr. Ellison is giving you a copy of a document
i 2

M 17 previously marked as CEC Exhibit 41, which is a May 1

}. 18 NRC letter to SMUD which encloses their evaluation of

d 19 SMUD's compliance or their review of SMUD's compliance with
s
E 20 the short-term Lessons Learned items.
=

f 21 Are you familiar with that document, in particular,
E
"

22 the evaluation which is an attachment to the letter?
~ 23 (Whereucon, counsel handed the document to theRg -

EN 24 witness, and the witness reviewed the document.)
|

- \

25 A No, I am not. It is probably in my mail somewhere.
,

O
1

|

i
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1 Q I would like to short-circuit this if it is
O

2 possible. If you could turn to Page 7 of that attachment,

3 the third paragraph on that page, the third full paragraph,,

4 "The one that starts, the licensee has reviewed the plant

'
5 design," and read that paragraph.

7
6 (Pause.)'

o

j 7 A okay.
0

8 Q Is that -- is the statement in therc true that,
'r

=
A 9 based upon the North Anna event and your review subsequent
a
i 10 to it pursuant to this October 17 letter which was marked

f 11 as CEC 44, that Rancho Seco has decided to change the
s
E , 12 release valves for the make-up filter in the reactor
5
'

13 coolant plant -- reactor coolant pump seal return..

9

(]) 5 i 14 A I assume so. This is an engineering evaluation,
r'
3 15 and I assume if that is what we have committed to,
E*
g 16 engineering is going to embark on that.
i-
y 17 0 Does this indicate to you that the North Anna

3. , 13 event on subsequent review was relevant to Rancho Seco

d .19 and has resulted in some proposed changes by aancho Seco?
-

M 20 A I think -- they refer in the October 17 letter
E

21 to an I&E Circular 7921, and as I read S. MUD's response,*

E
~

22 they talk about North Anna and related instances, and that
,

g'j g 23 7921 may have had some other instances that were also
,

ESC 24
{N

reviewed in looking for leak paths from radioactive systemsx
%

25 into non-contained systems as an overall evaluation of

()
1

;.wSicN RK?CRTNG c"MPANY. iHC- j
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1 the entire system, and I think that is separate from the

2 judgment I would make en this document, passing it on to

3 the operators on watch-out for this kind of an accident
,.

4 happening to us.-

2 5 The reason I say that is, as I said earlier, the
7

6 design, at least as I read this incident, the design is not'

j 7 applicable to us.

[ 8 Q Is that because they mention there was a design
s
A 9 error in construction.

,

*1

d 10 A Nell, that and the fact that in our make-up tank

11 4 if the make-up tank became overpressurized, the release
W

] E . 12 valve would relieve to a flash tank that has got two 125 to
S
. 13 150 gallon permanent pumps on it that would adequately

2

({} E 14 handle our maximum letdown, our maximum letdown of the water

5 15 going into the make-up is on the order of 140 gallons per
s
5 -16 minute, and if we exceeded that we would wind up with a
2-
W 17 high temperature in the letdown system that would isolate

1

j ,18 letdown.

d .19 That and the fact that I know we hydrostatically
2
E 20 tested our flash tank and we use that routinely to
5
* 21 vent off radioactive gases into the waste gas system which
3
~

22 compresses the gases and passes them on out. If we had
,

r~' ' 23 leaks in there, we would be plagued with high levels of
#*

I

s' 24 activity throughout the auxiliary building.*rg
(J

25 Q Did Rancho Seco management communicate information

(a'i
,

!
t

! 4;: men men se c:.w4.w. :sc.
i
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relating to the Crystal River incident to its operators? !
g

O ;

A Yes, we did. '

2

0 What information was communicated, if you know?
3

A The -- well, we are not completed. In the
4

training that is going to pick up some more, but the
2 5
~

; information that was communicated came in a couple of
62

different forms. When the incident first occurred, which
3 7

I guess was when we were in session last time, or the8
3

first time the operations supervisor received over theg 9

notepad program, which is an EPRI communicative device
10

i to Rancho Seco, a sequence of events. This was a sequence
31!-

| 12
f events essentially as prepared by the Crystal River

4
r the Florida Power Corporation,and then he went through

13.
r;

O ! i 14 that and annotated based on that sequence how their
O 3|

5 15 systems evidently differed from ours and how our response

w uld be different.
16

<

And then that was again given to the licensedb 17=

N perators to read through and any discussions that they
; 18a

g , gg might have, then he answered those to the best of his*

' 20 bility at that time.'

b Subsequent to that, then he again conducted21
i

22 a series of training sessions with the licensed operatorsa

. ,,, 23 covering primarily the changes that we had made in our

EQ
N 24 NNI design and how those changes -- and those changes were i

related -- not related to Crystal River, but the kind of25

:

;.t :sascn =rpcnTNG c;.'APAnY. INc.

|
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1 problems Crystal River had were discussed in the context-

/s \

U
2 that these changes would eliminate or reduce the probability

3 of the same kind of occurrence, and the training supervisor
,,

/ s

(-) 4 is putting together some follow-on sessions to carry out in

2 5 a broader context than the Crystal River, and of course
7

6 there is information coming out of there now that he will'

3 7 probably include in his training.
0

8 0 Aside from the Crystal River incident which you,

;
E 9 have just described, certain training and communications,
u

- i 10 and the TMI accident, which I know there is plenty of
~

~

j 11 < communication about, can you recall any other transient
s
E 12 events at other facilities that have been communicated
5
'

13 to licensed operators at Rancho Seco?.

E
e- '2 E i 14
Bo foll. E'

E 15
2
E 16
E

E 17

N 18a
.

b 19

$ 20
5
*

21
5
~

22 '
.

~ 23

,cx ENR 24
t \
N/

25

(~'s
V
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1(v,-P-13 MR. BAXTER: The time period is over the entire'

s_)flws jl
2t P-12 operation, the life of the plant?

bfm 1
3

s MR. LANPHER: Initially, yes.

4 THE UITNESS: The most recent one I can think ofs

7 5
; is, of course, the -- we transmitted information that we
.

6'
0 received on the Oconee transient wherein they lost integrated

i 7g control system. I forget when that occurred, four or five
-

8,
months ago.

=
; 9 I probably remember that because it was not too,

a
4 10 far back. I cannot recall specifically any particular
E

Il6 transient.
=

r ' 12 <,

G BY MR. LANPHE2: (Resuming)
5
-

13
J a Are you familiar with a recent memorandum from

( 14
the NRC which was communicated to SMUD relating to the so-

=
la_=

called " light bulb incident," and the alternate se uence ofn ,

=

5
10

events under which the " light bulb incident" might have been
b 17 quite a bit more serious?*

1
.

=
d. A I am familiar with tne letter and the hypothesis,
.

M 19
: yes.
C

0[ Q Do you know whether that letter and the enclosed
*

21 memorandum or information relating to that was comaunicated
~

' 22 to licensed operators?

~ 23
Ihyf]/[ A Uo, that has not been communicated to licensed

.,- 4
#% 24p) operators.,

\_
25

Q Uhy not?
|
,

C^) I
.
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~'72 1 A The " light bulb incident" of course occurred

2 at Rancho Seco. We have made a number of modifications as

3
f- a result of that. We have conducted training as a resulti

/,

4 of those modifications, as well as the incident, itself.,

a
5'

The letter that came from the NRC with that
.

6'
hypothesis asked for the District to comment on it. There

*

7 was no information in there from an operational standpoint

8 that related specifically to how we might change the operatior,'

s
9 of the plant, or something new that they found out that we,

u
d 10 should be alerted to, or alert the operators to be alert to.
i
,@ 11 Q It is true, is it not, that that memorandum
2

5 ' 12 described an alternative sequence of events which could
S

}.
13 have made the " light bulb incident" much more severe,

2

(.s)
-

| 14 correct?
-

3 15 A I would have to look at that again to comment ona
a

E 16 whether that was so or not. I do not recall -- I recall9 .

U 17 the hypothesis, and our response to that was why the=

=.
d . 18 hypothesis was wrong.

19
Q Mr. Ellison is going to distribute a copy of this

-
20a letter and enclosed memorandum. We would like it marked

E 21 at CEC-45.,

%
22

(The document referred to,

~ 23
O'<?.w9d was marked CEC Exhibic No.

,

' 24
} 45 for identification.)

25 M2. LAMPHER: For the record, it is an April 3rd

O
'J
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|

FRm3 1 letter to Mr. Mattimoe from Zir. Darrell G. Eisenhut of the
/ i
V

2 |iRC. It encloses the memorandum that I was talking about.

3 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming.)

4 Q Are you familiar with that document?

3 5 A Yes.

7
6 0 I believe I had asked the question whether it'

j 7 presents an alternate sequence of events which the author of
0

8 the document believes could have occurred during the " light,

E
% 9 belb incident."
a
i 10 A In going back and looking at our data on that

11 particular repcrt, our response pointed out to Mr. Eisenhut
9
5 , 12 that the control system for the main boiler feedpumps
S
~

13 shifted to what I would call a pseudo-mode causeing the pump.

e
2

(-~)s E i 14 speed to drop to 2200 rpm.
,

r'
3 15 In the context of what was going on, the ooerator
i

16 improper instrument indication in many areas, that aspect~

h 17 of the low feedpump rpm was not discovered immediately.

j' , 18 It was upon discovering that that he took

d 19 control and boosted rpm from that main feedpump to 3500
t
M 20 rpm, which provided sufficient pressure than to start
=
e

21 introducing feedwater back into the A steam generator. We*

5

", 22 were not able to determine precisely main feedwater flow went

g[}pg; 23 to the A steam generator before auxiliary feedwater or af ter
,.w

Ek 24 auxiliary feedwater.p)x_
25 de do know that both pumps feeding that steam

I~T ;

\_/ |

l

|
!
!
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1 generator contributed to overfilling it, and the resultant

O
2 cooldown.

3 so, the hypothesis that the only reason it did not,,

/
4 turn into TiI is because the steam generator level drifted

ifm4 2 5 low instead of high is not true. The operator had intervened
7'

6 to make sure that he had feedwater supplying that generator.'

G 7 Q Would it be fair to say, then, the reason you
O

8 did not communicate either this document or the substance of,

5
A 9 this document to operators is that you disagree with it?
d
i 10 A Well, I think I just went through three minutes
.

2
g 11 why I disagreed with that hypothesis.
E
j .12 0 I don't want you to tell me again that,,but is
s
'. 13 that the reason this information was not communicated to
e
=

O I | 14 Rancho Seco operators?
:- .
3 15 A No. The reason it was not communicated to 2ancho
E

j 16 Seco operators was that it really did not add anything to
p

i 17 how they are going to operate the plant or call out anything

18 that has not already been called out to them.,

d 19 It was not -- we are sending more documents to
2

{ 20 the operators to read now than really we ever had before,

f 21 ' as a result of the additional information that is coming
;

e
\~ '22 , out from the NRC and the NUREGs; and that we try to be

,

4 23 selective. I do not uant to overload them.

5'<[ 24 This I did not consider significant enough togg
'\-)

25 put into that program of havinc the operator read it.

!

(_/
I
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c"9m3 1 Q From your last response, do you feel as if, given
(v)

2 the paper crunch, the amount of material that is circulating

3
s anyway, that operators need more time to review information

(k '') 4 which is significant and is pertinent to operations?
o

5 A No, I think you need to select what is pertinent
~.

6 to operations to forward to them. I do not think this
'

3 7' particular document falls in that category.
~

8 Q Was one of the reasons you came to that conclusion
S

9 the fact that they are getting an awful lot of information"

a
d 10 already and you have to be selective, given that large amount
-

-

3 11 of material?
E
j 12 .C. SAXTE2: drs. 3cwers, I object. The question
S
-

13 is repetitive. The witness has statee twice what the reasons.

|h -| 14 were for not distributing this document to licensed operators.
_ ,

=
15 He said he did not feel it related to the actual=

-
.

x

{ 16 operation, facility, or contribute anything to the knowledge
;

5 17 of how to respond to an event.
=.

18 MR. LANPHER: He also said; however, he has ag

d .19 concern that thev have a great deal of infornation with
*

2
*

7 20 paper already crossing their desk. That was a factor in
2

21 his decision, or someone's decision not to communicate this
~

22 infornation.
,

- '-- , 23 MR. BAXTER. That is not what he said. He said jthggg

(^' ) E' 24 that was the basis for the reason being selective. He gave
-

'x _ /
25 us his reasons twice now. His basis for not distributing

p
t s

R.J
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BY |iR. LANPHER: (Resuming) i

i lO
2 Q During the lightbulb incident approximately two |

3 years ago, did those steam generators boil dry?

A I do not remember specifically whether it was one4

5 at one time and another at another time or whether we everj
f6 were able to definitely conclude that they were both dry.

3 7 I just do not remember.
;;

] g Q At least one steam generator did boil dry.
7

A I think we are pretty well able to confirm thatE 9

10 at least one boiled dry before we started overfilling and
.

ran into the cool-down transient.! gyr
2

5 . 12 0 You stated earlier in this examination that the
E

13 auxiliary feedwater system has always been 100 percent
,

O !: 14 "" i"' e i" 7 "" ei"i "-

5 15 !!y question is when -- well, was the lightbulb

16 incident in allowing a steam. generator to boil dry an
5

h 17 indication of auxiliary feedwater failure?

f ,18 A Well, I guess you need to define what a failure is.

f ,19 Now, g ranted, I think it is the staff's position and
i
E 20 probably some others but not necessarily mine that failure

b of the auxiliary feedwater system is defined by the steam21
5

22 generator going dry. I do not think so. I think thea

~ 23 f ailure really is more logically defined as the inability

24 to adequately cool the core. That is the bottom line.

25 In that context, the auxiliary feedwater system

1.;, ||:E34cM RE.*cR""*MC COMP ANY. |NC.
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1 did prove reliable.

2 0 If you define reliability in terms of preventing

3 a boil dry of a steam generator, then that would have been

( 4 an ASW failure.

j 5 A I do not define it that way.

I 6 0 If you did?
a

O 7| A well, as I said, I cannot remember what the
2

5 8 sequence was of those steam generators going dry, and I
E
2 9 think even anyone that defined failure as a steam generator

10 going dry would have to -- would have to provide the

f 11 allowance that they both go dry before they really have
s
5 . 12 failure.
E
*

13 Q If both steam generators were to boil dry, and if
.

fl ; 14 the criteria for auxiliary feedwater reliability were
d : .

i 15 avoiding boil dry, then that would constitute an ASW
s
E 16 failure, would it not?
5.
i 17 A only if some criteria established how long the

*.
18 stean generators remained dry, if they went dry and two,.

a

d.19 three, five, ten minutes later auxiliary feedwater went
2
3 20 on. I think you can consider that a failure.

21 Q You mentioned in response to one of my earlier
i
~

22 questions that NUREG documents have been circulated to

-" 23 licensed operators. Is that correct?-

*^$$2$ |
[[hk' 24 A I do not know if I said that, because right now -- |,~

,

V
25 right now I cannot tell you what specific one it is.

G
(_) ,

1

|

|

|
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Q You had made just a passing reference to NUREG
g

documenta. Let me ask you this. Have any NUREG documents
2

'

subsequent to the T?tI accident been circulated to licensed
3q

h operators for their review?4

2 5
I think portions of them have, but I guess I cannotA

think right now of what I would say would be an entire one
6

,

being circulated.
3; 7

Q Do you know which one a portion of it was?[ 8

! A I think some of the -- some portions of what Ig

call the Tedesco report, particularly it had a scenario
10

g" sequence of events of Three 2 tile Island, and I think ag3 ,
.-

f .12 p rtion of the safety analysis -- I am not sure if that was

, 13 a NUREG or not -- when we returned to power, but I am
e

e'l $ r 14 guessing. I just do not know for a fact.
V =,

i 15 Q Do you know wehther NUREG 0623 relating to the

delayed reactor coolant pump water was transmitted to
16

5
licensed operators?6 17= .

i 18
A No, I do not. I do know that I gave a copy of that

4 i

g 19 to the-training supervisor for him to review and include

$ 20 p rtions of it, if that were pertinent in his lecture

!
k

21
pr gr m. Whether that document was transmitted to a licensec

22 perator or not I do not know. I don't think so. I guess

.~ 23 I -- the portions of that document that dealt with again.

AM%
h/ the small break spectrum in the hypothetical question, what.c w 24

| 25 w uld happen if you ran the pumps for a while and then they
i

1

f
|

'' uwen wen na ==.m.m. mc.
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1 tripped inadvertently, was covered in our simulator.s
( !v

2 training, and whether that was from the NUREG or from

3 B&N's analysis, I cannot say.rs
I i
(' 4 Q To your knowledge it was not communicated through

,

5 the special order program or --'

7
6 A Not that I have any knowledge of, no.

'

j 7 Q Do you know whether the f ailure mode and effects
C

8 analysis of dua ICS was communicated to licensed operators?,

E
' 9 A I know that it was not communicated under the
a
i 10 standing order program. If the operations supervisor gave
~

=

@
11 ' that to a shift supervisor to read, I do not have any

5

3 12 knowledge of it. I would expect that he probably did not
s
-

13 just due to the context of that as being an a nalysis as.

||(6 $ 14 opposed to providing some specific guidance.
-

3 15 Q Do you know whether the auxiliary feedwater
i-
g 16 reliability study has been communicated to licensed
.=

E 17 operators?
{

f ,18 A No, I do not know.
.

p 19 Q Would you e xpect that that is the kind of
-

} 20 document t hat would be routinely transmitted to licensed
5; 21 operators?
e

22 ; A I would not expect it in its entirety. There,

gypqq 23 might be some portions of it. Right now I cannot think
=Y

.

(~N 2'N 24 of any. My recollection of the document as f ar as relating
U

25 to operator responses, to those kinds of things, it would

E'
~J

l

e.;_:z. wen 3z.=ca- se cc..teany. :sc.



5

> 3312

1 not reveal anything for them. It was more an analysis and
/ ,i
,

'~

2 a comparison of our feedwater systems to other feedwater

_ 3 systems, and I think that our success with the auxiliary
( \

V' 4 feedwater system. I have already pointed out, and I have had

2 5 operators tell me that they thought our auxiliary feedwater
7

6 system was pretty reliable based on just their experience'

j 7 with it.
0

8 0 lir. Rodrigue::, in complying with the short-term,

a
E 9 requirements of NUREG 0573, StiUD has sent a whole series

10 of letters to the NRC, including one which we have

11 previously marked as CEC Exhibit 30.
E
E 12 (Whereupon, counsel handed the document to the
_J
~~

13 witness.)
~

.

e

h ! 14 Q Are you familiar with that letter?
r
3 15 (Whereupon , the witness reviewed the document.)
2
3 16 Q I am not going to ask you a series of specific
E
-

h 17 questions with respect to it . I just want to know whether
.

' , 18 you ara generally f amiliar with that d ocument.-

a

d 19 :1RS . BOWERS: :Ir. Lanpher, we would like to take
2
M 20 another break. We took a break a little bit early this

21 afternoon. Now might be a good time,
5
"

22 THE WITNESS: I am generally familiar with the

document.4K 23
k% 24 '!R . LANPHER: Can I just finish up this line?g3

( !
'/.

25 I think I am almost done with this feedback sort of section

,m
's_,-,

1.;.r,s.%cn ?s?cRTNG cC.*dP ANY. :NC.
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|
| 1 of his testimony.
: O

2 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
,

,

3 Q In preparing a document such as this for trans-

i 4 mittal to the NRC, would SMUD consult with licensed

2 5 operators serving on ships relating to the contents of this

6 letter to attempt to get feedback from them regarding SMUD's

7' positions?
2

5 8 A Not generally. The contact would probably be with
a
% 9 the operations supervisor.

10 0 Would the operations supervisor then attempt to
i -

| 11 , find out the views of licensed operators who are serving on
2
i , 12 shifts relating to the' issues that are raised in this
Q

|
-

13 response?
.

, e

) $ i 14 A In his communication with the shift supervisor as

5 ' 15 well as the control room operators with regard to

15 probably location selection, he would. I think in this
5.
i 17 particular letter I recall some feedback that I had that

.

*
18 the engineer was going to be talking to the operator about-

A |

d .19 the placement of the TSAT meters. That kind of feedback.
t
M 20 But I do not think that is addressed in the letter, particu-

21 larly where we were going to place those.
3
"

22 This letter is more of an engineering response on

'~ 23 what the district was going to do to meet certain

EN 24 requirements in 0578, and not if you will how we are going

25 to human engineer it. That aspect, as I said, is more

A
V

|

I.a.=rw., mcn- na == e c. me..



U

7

'. .3314

1 typically carried out by an engineer if he is going to

2 install something in there, to go up and talk to some of

3 the operators that happen to be on shift or with the shift

4 supervisor or the operations supervisor, and find out from

2 5 them where they would think the best location from an
7
j 6 operating standpoint to locate the new equipment.

3 7' MR. LANPHER: This is a good place for a break
0

8 now.,

s
A 9 MRS. BOWERS: All right, fine.
d
i 10 (Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

i
g 11

'5
end 14 2 . 12
Bob fol. S

''. 13

's
2 i 14
5'
3 15
2
3 16
3

i 17
.

*
18-

w I
.

t: . 19
2
5 20
5
*

21
5
"

; 22

.-._ 23A%
$ x 24

25

-)

|
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,^?-15 1 MRS. DONERS: No would like to resume. Are you
(v!ws jl

tP-14 2 ready, Mr. Lanpher?

_
3 aY :la. LANPHER: (Resuming)

k/ 4 Q Mr. Rodriguez, do you know whether .iUREG-0667,

j 5 whether in draft or in final form, has been communicated
S

6 to operators?'
e

j 7i A No, I do not know.

8 Q Is it the type of document you would expect to
-

~

9 be communicated?
d
d 10 A : o, I would not expect it to be communicated.
~

~

! 11 MR. LAMPHER: Mrs. Bowers, I would like to go back
N
E . 12 to the a::2mination that i terminated aarliar regarcing the
S
~. 13 D.3 amergency procedure. Mr. Ellison is handing out,
'l

||$h 5 14 hopefully, complete doucments except for one page, page
-

} 15 number 9, which our copy at the Energy Ecamission does not
2
; 16 have.=
9

E 17 I was not planning to ask any questions on any |
e

18 of the pages after page 3. In other words, with respect |

|
d 19 to tne large rupture case.
Z
G 20 So, I am proposing to continue. I do not have
-

-
' 21 , much more examination on this. I would just like to .e
e \
m

22 , comolete it.
'

4 23 MR. LEWIS: *7hich exhibit number is this?,

,

EN 24 MR. LX.iPHER : Ehis is exhibit number 43.7m
e ,

L|
25 av MR. LANPHE2: (lesuming)

7 's
I ]
,s,
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.hfm2 1 Q I believe when we were last talking about this --
(_)

2 I apologize if I repeat a question -- you had stated that

3 if an operator believed he had a stuck open EMOV, that hisp
'

(- 4 immediate action should be to close the block valve. My

2 5 question was whether this procedure contains a direction to
7

6 that effect.'
.

3 7| Mr. Baxter said I don't have a page for it so he
0

8 could not tell, maybe you could not tell. Anyway, I would,

5
A 9 like to pose that question again, whether this procedure does
a
i 10 contain a direction to close the block valve if a stuck open

11 PORV is suspected.
E
E . 12 (Pause.)
5 -

~. 13 A On page D.5.7, paragraph 2.2.17.2, it says
e
=4

,

E i 14 isolate EMOV (block valve HV-21505).'

.

I 15 Q Am I correct in understanding that that is one
2
'

of the subsequent operator actions under the case 2 medium
'

s 16
p .

3 17 leak?
-

-

} , 18 A That is correct.

d 19 Q As set forth in this procedure?
| ~

M 20 A Yes.
'

5
; 21 0 An operator should go ahead and, in effect, skip |
e '

22 ' to that procedure if he has reason to believe -- skio to that !
~

'

|
zg 23 step if he has reason to believe that the PO2V is stuck open? '

E# [ 24C A If he believes that the electromagnetic reliefg-

i (_
' 25 valve is stuck open, he should shut the block valve.

/.I.,0 K,hc N * E.*C R**N O CO.*.t P ANY. ;N c.
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d,,bfm3
1 Q Are there any directions in this procedure to an

2 operator to the effect that he does not have to do all the

3 steps in sequence, but that he may move to other actions if,s

- 4L he has reason to believe that that is appropriate?

2 5 A No, the procedure is not that prescriptive with
7

6 regard to the order in which he carries out his actions.'

o

j 7 Q Thus, for instance, if the operator had reason to
0

8 believe that he was in a Case 2 situation, he would not,

3'

9 necessarily have to complete all the immediate actions, but~

a
d 10 rather could go to subsequent operator actions.
*

z
E 11 A No. If the operator saw the EMOV or suspected the
2
-

j 12 EMOV was stuck open, he should shut the block valve. If he
s
~

13 did not realize the CMOV was open and the first thing that.

e

() i 14 happened to him was the reactor trip occurred, then he should

5 15 carry out the procedure for a reactor trip occurring.|
2

| g 16 In the context of your question, you said the
r-

2

M 17 operator realized the CMOV is open. Well, then shut the

; 18 block valve. If you are referring to his action in combattind

d ,19 a si tuation which had a reactor trip, and the subsequent
2
E 20 transient as a result of that, then his immediate action is
E

21 to carry out the reactor trip portion of a Case 2 medium leaks~

E
~

; 22 If, along the way, you know, he recognizes that his

g5 23 source is the EMOV, even though it is not until he gets back

r- E'C[ 24 into the subsequent action, I would suspect he would reach
(_3)

25 over and punch the block valve shut. It is a 1 1/2 second

f%
t

/.;.OERicM ?.E.*clT"NO COMP 4NY. INC.
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1 evolution.

O
2 Q Turning your attention to page 3 of this procedure,

3 this pertains to Case 1, a very small leak, at the end

4 of Section 3.1.3.3 after completing the preceding --
,

2 5 A You said 5.1.3, I do not have one of those.
~

d 6 Q 5.1.1 --
.

3 7 (Laughter.)

',t 8 A Why don' t you just read it and I'll pick up on
?
E 9 it?

10 Q That's better. After he has done the immediate
~

E 11 < operator actions, he is directed " perform tne Case 2=

S '

E . 12 . tedium leak actions. "
"
S

| 13 Does that mean that the operator at this point~

.

* 14 is oupposed to go to the Case 2 actions and not complete()4

=.
3 15 the subsequent operator action under Case 1?
i
E 16 A No, it does not mean that he is not to complete
5
i 17 the subsequent action under Case 1. What the procedure

-

18 essentially is describing is the situation where the-
'

-

d .19 pressurizer level has dropped below 160 inches and is
-

U 20 continuing to decrease. That is the key that goes into

5
21 the Case 2 procedure. That is, trip the reactor and verify*

i

22 2CS is subcooled, those portions of Case 2 that are~

23 applicable.

E# [ 24 Q If an operator at the outset of a transient jC
r')s I
's_

25 event saw that the pressurizer level was less than 160

!

O
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1 inches and decreasing as an initial symptom, do you

0"1m3
2 expect the operator to go immediately to Case 2 procedures?

3 A With respect to the Case 2 procedure, you are

N' 4 acdressing to trip the reactor? Yes, but that if a follow-on

2 5 fro.n the Cace 1 uhich says that if it is dropping, that if
7

'

j 6 it if less than 160 inches and decreasing, trip the reactor.

3 7 It does not necessarily mean that the high pressure
0

8, injection automatic initiation of high pressure injection,

! 9 has occurred, which is part of the verification in case 2.
a
i 10 There is -- I guess it is degrees, depending on the

2"
g 11 < size of the leak, how fast these things are occurring.
W
j 12 Q At the bottom of page 4, there is the statement
5
~. 13 "If natural circulation flow cannot be verified, utilize
n

() f i 14 incore TCs to determine RCS subcooling."
r*
3 15 Is there any reason why the step for verification
i

E 16 of natural circulation cooling are not set forth in this
9 .

i 17 procedure?

, 18 A Uell, they are set forth in the B.4 procedure,

y' . 19 which covers natural circulation.
! 2

5 20 Q On the next page, page 5 --
E
* 21 A All right.
i
~

22 Q About half way down the page, this is in the
,

, -"" 23 context of subsequent operator action, under case 2. It
#4

#
E 24 says, " Perform natural circulation cooldown in accordance(-)V

25 with the natural circulation procedure in conjunction with

I /~N
I NY
I

|

|

I
,
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1 the remainder of this procedure.
(.')'fm6

2 Yesterday, I remember -- I think it was yesterday,

3 you told Mr. Ellison that operators cannot do two things, O
| 4, at once.

o

: 5 A In that context, I was talking about manual
7
j 6 manipulations.

3 7' Q When an operator or an operating crew -- there
"
.,

; would probably be at least two people present, I under-8

9 stand -- receives this instruction to continue with this
L
d 10 procedure and also to initiate and complete the natural
a
E 11 ' circulation cooldown procedure. How do they know which
E

j .12 procedure to do at any particular time?
<

~2
13 A I think the action by the operators, based on of.

' t.() 5 I 14 the information that is available to him. In thiscourse,
r'
3 15 particular case, it says this step that you picked here,
i-
j 16 it says " perform natural circulation cooldown in accordance '

9 .

i 17 with B.4, section 6.
.

=
18 If he was in a situation where he had lost orWi

N ' 19 secured reactor coolant pumps then the natural circulation | !

-

9
20 is what he is going to verify. He is going to go to B.6,"

=

f 21 if he doesn't have off the top of his head what the i

%
22 appropriate delta t is to find that out. .

l,

., G500 23 Once he has assured himself that natural circula-'

2*C 24 tion is occurring, the- ':- is going to move onto something
O('N

s

{25 else, like try to ft f .1, oh, where the leak is, or at
!

I
Ih j
\> j

l
|
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1

bfm7 1 least take the actions to attempt to stop the leak, those,

/d'
2 that are available to him.

3 He may move from this procedure into B.6. To

( 4 give an example, if he has trouble with one of those4

2 5 auxiliary feedwater pumps, he may move into the auxiliary

6 feedwater procedure.

7 There is the possibility of three or four of these
2

5 8 procedures being open and being used all in conjunction by
E
2 9 two o_ three operators that are in the control room in
d
i 10 coping with the particular scenario that they have.
.

i 11 Q Is it a matter of judgment to be exercised by the
r
s
5 . 12 operators which, of possibly several procedures which may j
4
*

13 be open, should be utilized at any particular time, then?
.

e

() f ! 14 A Very definitely.

5 15 0 uould you expect, if an operator gets to thia
2*
# 16 procedure that we have been referring to, the natural
5

5 17 circulation cocidowninstruction, that before that operator

:
, 13 moves on to any other procedure in D.5, that he will get

e

d .19 the natural circulation cocidown procedure and take some
s
M 20 ' action to commence following that procedure?
=
% 21 A If he has lost forced circulation flow and he has
%

22 ' auxiliary feedwater available to the steam generators, I* -

1

% " 23 would expect that his action would be to initiate and verifv ;-
'

:

p"[ 24 that he has natural circulation as his next step.-

~

Mhen he finishes that, then go on to something25

f~)h.

|

.
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1

bfm8 1 else. At least one of the three operators, depending on |

) 2 what the shift supervisor -- you know, what his direction
i

3 is.

4 On of those would be attempting to verify that he

2 5 has natural circulation.
7

6 0 would it be possible that one operator would be'

E 7 responsible for following the natural circulation procedures
5

8 and another responsible for following the LOCA procedures,

3
| % 9 with the shift supervisor offering overall direction?

d
end tP-15d 10 A That is very possible.

jl f1ws 5 11

tP-16&lk
E 12
0
~-

13.

(]) ! 14,

.

E 15
! 2

{ 16
-

i 17
.

*
- ; 18o
.

D ,19
1
E 20
E

21
*

3
~

22
.

~ 23AM
..

25

O
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g Q I would like you to turn your attention to Page

O'

2 6 and in the center of the page there is a note. It reads,

3 "When the reactor coolant system is 30 degrees subcooled

4 reactor such RC pressure can be controlled by reducing the

2 5 HPI flow to avoid exceeding the reactor vessel integrity

limits. Pressurizer level may increase due to loss of6

; 7 subcooling." If the pressurizer level does increase due to
2

5 8 a loss in subcooling, should the operator take any action?
e
f g A He should have taken action long before the
.

) 10 subcooling was lost. He should have taken action when the
.

5 11 50 degrees of subcooling was lost, when it dropped to
n
2
E ,12 something less than that. So I would have expected if he
E

13 had 50 degrees subcooling at one time and he had high
.

O I ' 14 "*"""'" t"5*="i " ^"* '"*" i' d' roed 'e "' ***'***
5 ' 15 subcooling, he would have reinitiated it.
-

5 16 If the pressurizer level was increacing and he
5

h 17 had no subcooling, I would expect he vould let it increase

i 18 and continue operating the high pressure injection.
a :

f.,19 Q Is this note that pressurizer level may increase
.

20 due to loss of subcooling something that you expect to
=
0 happen?21
E
A

22 Let me put it in context at this point in the

procedure.

bD[g'' 23
~

A If you lose subcooling, it is expected that the24O
25 pressurizer level will probably increase. Where it might

I
,

G 1
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1

g occur in any particular scenario is hard to predetermine

b'
at this point. This particular statement was added justv

2

as a reminder again f that concept of loss of subcooling3

4 resulting in pressurizer level increase.-

2 5 Q W uld this note maybe be better phrased if it said

f6 if on throttling back HPI flow subcoo.'.ing is lost andthat

; 7 pressurizer level begins to increase, resume HPI flow?
*

I 5 8 I am sure there are probably three dozen ways thatA

g this concept could be written out to get across to the
.:

2 10 perator -- It just depends on who is writing it.
.

Q Who writes Rancho Seco's procedures?g
17'.-

12 I think I answered that yesterday at some length.A

5 Q They are all done internally. Right?13.
c;

f $ ! 14 51R . BAXTER: Mrs. Bowers, it is my recollection as
s _

5 ' 15 well yesterday that we discussed in some depth the group
-
.

5 16 supenisor assigning it to someone within his group and then
E

I. 17 the group supervisor signing off. It went from there to the

,'= gg plant supervisor. We went through the whole thing at

19 great length.

$ THE WITNESS: I do not recall being asked that20

b question yesterday. With regard to internally -- We have21

g had on occasion contractor personnel on site who have

.. ~ 23 written procedures for us, but it has been the case of
EQ
g'24 identifying a particular individual that we wanted from a

I
~'

25 vend r and then hiring his services, and he conducted those

| O
' %,/
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1 services entirely on site, so I would still classify that

O
2 as being written internally, but the individual that was

3 writing it was actually employed by another company, not
r"*V) 4 SMUD.

3 5 BY !1R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

d 6 Q I would like you to look at Page 7. In the

7 middle of the page the statement appears, " Continue plantj
5 8 cooldown in accordance with Operating Procedure B.4,
E
5 9 Section 6, until all conditions have been met for restart

10 of an RCP." What are those conditions for restart of an
.

I 11 RCP?
-
E
= , 12 A I would have to look at B.4, Section 6. I do not
N
*

13 have those conditions committed to memory.
.

() 14 Q That is wha an operator would presumably do also

5 15 at this point.
.-

b 16 A That is correct. That is what the direction to i

3

h 17 B.4, Section 6, is for.

*.
, 18 Q And those conditions for restart are contained in

a

d ,19 that?
5 |

5 20 A That is correct.

E
21 (Pause.)~

3
~

22 0 In utilizing this procedure, how does an operator
.

know which case to go to at the outset?
bD" 23

-

d( 24 A Let me pick a scenario, I guess. If he wasO
25 alerted to a problem by a reactor trip, then his immediate

O

.
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1 response would be to carry out action pertinent to that

2 trip while he is trying to diagnose the cause of it, and

3 if in that diagnosis he identifies that pressurizer level

4 is decreasing fairly rapidly, certainly faster than the

5 make-up system was able to keep up with, that is why he}
f6 tripped in the first place, then he would go to Case 2.

7 On the other hand, if it tripped and he turned}
5 8 around and within a few seconds the pressurizer was
2
E 9 essentially empty, then he knew he had something bigger
a
d 10 than Case 2, and he would go to Case 3.

11 ' on the other hand, if he was alerted to the problem
2
5 , 12 by a low pressurizer alarm, for an example, which meant that
0 .

*
13 he was losing inventory but he was not losing it.at such a

.

h'- i 14 rate that the system could not maintain pressure -- at such
r,
5 15 a rate that the system was able to maintain pressure so
E

e 16 the trip was not an initial precursor, then he would be in
E

E 17 Case 1.

*.
18 Q If an operator cannot make those kinds of dis--

a t

d 19 tinctions at the outset, he is just somewhat unsure, should
'

~

t; 20 he go to Case 1 and complete those steps as first actions,

21 or should he take no action until he thinks he has a Case 1,
E

1^

22 a Case 2, or a Case 3?-

,

. 23 A I guess I need some scenarios from you, because

fk 24 those questions are too general for my to hypothesize here

25 what any operator might do. As I said, if his initial

O

;.-egR4cN :.UCR-*NG COMP ANY. INC.
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1
warning to him is a pressurizer level low alarm, and he looks

2 up and says, yes, pressurizer level is low and it is

3 decreasing and yet the reactor has not tripped, he is in a

Case 1 condition. If his initial warning is that he has4

2 5 tripped and he handles his trip problemand recognizes along

5 6 with that trip is fairly rapidly decreasing pressurizer

;; 7' level, then he is in Case 2. And if it is very rapid -- and
C

8 by that I mean he is in high pressure injection almost
E
E 9 immediately -- then he is in a Case 3.

) 10 (Pause.)
.

I 11 Q Hopefully the last question on this. If an
i-

2
E.12 operator just cannot tell whether he is in a 1 or a 2, is

4
13 there any guidance in this procedure as to whether he should

.
c;

h ! I 14 go to the Case 1 immediate operator actions or to the Case
: ,

i 15 2 immediate operator actions?
M .

b 16 A The operator's responsibility is to maintain the
=

h ' 17 unit in a normal operating mode. There is no cut and dried

i 18 difference between Case 1 and Case 2. It is more a matter
a i

, 19 of how quickly the system is responding. The operator's

b 20 attention is drawn to the problem somehow, whether it be

b by an audible alarm, whether it be by his scanning of21
i
"

22 instruments, he sees something awry, and if we are talking

~ 23 about e. loss of ccolant, the logical thing is that he sees
MQ

k 24 pressurizer level coming down and make-up tank level coming
,

25 d wn.

1
1
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1 He has got a leak. Then his evaluation needs to be ,

O
2 is it a leak that he can control and bring the unit down

3 in a fairly controlled manner, and it is stipulated in our

4 procedure if the pressurizer level drops below 160 inches

3 5 and continues to decrease, he trips it.
i

6 Q My question was whether this procedure offers any'

3 7 directions to an operator as to which case to go to if he

0
8 is not sure which case he is in. Does this procedure offer,

3
% 9 that guidance?
u
4 10 MR. BAXTER: its . Bowers, the question nas been

|

11 asked a couple of times, and I think the witness has done |

3
j.12 his best to explain at least why the answer cannot be
s

13 given as directly as Mr. Lanpher would like it to be, but I
~

.

() 14 do not see how' repeating it develops the record any further.

5 15 MR. LANPHER : If the witness cannot answer the
2
5 16 question, Mrs. Bowers, he should state that. He has not
9

i 17 answered my question. He has given me an answer which I

f. 18 would interpret as saying that an operator exercises
,

1

d .19 iudgment. My question is whether this procedure directs him |

2 l
'

E 20 to ene case or the other, in a case where he is not certain
:* 1

21 whether he is in Case 1 or Case 2. I think it calls for a 1*

3
; 22 '

~
yes or no answer.

~ 23 MRS. BOWERS: I think he also testified that the

,Mg# '[ 24EC only way he could approach how you determine whether it is

! 25 Case 1, Case 2, or Case 3 is through examples of scenarios.
l

O
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MR. SHON: Mr. Rodriguez, would it be fair to sayy

O
2 that it is not the intent of this particular procedure to

3 direct the operator into a diagnosis of what is happening,
,_

(, but only to a response af ter he has diagnosed, in a sense.4

THE WITNESS: That certainly is correct. Yes, sir.7 5"

h6 MR. SHON: I think that is the difficulty, Mr.

g 7 Lanpher. You are looking for something that really is not

] g there. There is nothing there that tells him how to
E
E g distinguish between transients that may look quite a bit
..

2 10 alike, and Mr. Rodriguez could only tell you how to
.

5 11 , distinguish these transients if you could c4ve him specific
r
s
r inf rmation on the exact readings or rapidity of change of
a . 12 i
<

13 readings or something of that order, because that is what
.

14 the operator will use, too.()
i 15 Is there, Mr. Rodriguez, another sheet somewhere
e .

$ 16 r other that gives that kind of data, that tells how to
i

h 17 make the diagnosis, or is he carrying that in his head

,' ig largely?:
o e

f,19 THE WITNESS: N o, sir. That diagnostic function

$ 20 is what a large part of the training program is aimed at

b and the simulator training. There is no single document or21
5

22 piece of paper that provides that diagnostic guidance.a

end pl6 . 23 (Pause.)
la(*mo ,

[ 24 BY MR.LANPHER: (Resuming)
O

25 0 Mr. Rodriguez, has SMUD investigated the possibility

/~T
NY

!

1
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1 of installing a reactor coolant level indicator?

O
2 (Pause . )

3 A That subject has been looked at for some time, and
-

~/ 4 we have responded, I think, to the Energy Commission --

2 5 excuse me, to tne Nuclear Regulatory Commission that at this
7

6 time we did not feel that the level indication would add'

3 7 significantly to providing an unambiguous indication of
0

8 loss of level in the core.,

O_

E 9 Q In the event of a transient condition where you have

10 lost subcooling -- you are less than 50 degrees subcooled --

f 11 you have lost subcooling, is your pressurizer level ind! 3a-
2
5 12 tion accurate as to the level of core inventory?
5
~. 13 A I am not sure how your question is worded. Do you
e

() ! ! 14 mean loss of subcooling or subcooling less than 50 degrees
-,

5 15 Fahrenneit?
E
'

16 Q Loss of subcooling.
E
p .

i 17 A In the case where subcooling is lost, your press-
.

*
- 18 urizer level indication would not accurately reflect
a i

d ,19 reactor cr71 ant system inventory,
s
a 20 Q in that situation, how would an operator at Rancho
E

21 Seco determine whether the core was covered?*

5
"

22 ' MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, Mr._Langher. Are we now

.g 23 working from Mr. Rodriguez' testimony at Page 46?

fk 24 MR. LANPHER: I am not asking my questions from

25 that. I think that is the section of the testimony that

O
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this relates to, yes.
1

U THE WITNESS: Adequate water level in the core
2

an be determined by referen e to the T-hot indicators
3

and or by referenee to the in core thermocouples, that those
4

temperatures do not indicate superheat in the reactor
5

lant system but rather that they are at saturation
6

temperature or pressure -- that the system is that.
7

?.
BY MR. W PHER: (Resuming)~

8'

{ Q And from those readings, the operator would beg

able to infer the reactor coolant's level or simply that
10

i the core was covered?
31.r

!. A They would incur that the core -- they could infer= . 22
m

S that the core is covered. However, in the procedural
13.

r:
n @ I 14 guidance that they are given long before they reach the
U =

j ' 15 subcooling area they should have high pressure injection
e
* flow on at its maximum capacity. They should also haveI6;

$,'17 auxiliary feedwater supplying the steam generators and

N have -- and raising level if it is not raised to the 95';8a

y percent, and I would expect that that is where the j
-

d ' gg
>

b perat r's primary attention is, because if he does that, he
20

! an assure that he will adequately cool the core, and as I21

kg '

said earlier, I think, in my reference to dry steam

1 generators, the bottom line is whether or not his action is..% 23gp
successful, and then there are varying degrees of success. |

*

24<

-

But the bottom line is that the core is being adequately25

A
V l
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1 cooled.

O
2 Q At Page 4 of CEC Exhibit 41, this is the NRC's

3 evaluation of the short-term Lessons Learned item,the
/$

4 following statement is made. "The licensee has stated that

2 5 it has reviewed several conceptual designs for reactor
7

6 vessel water level indication. By letter of March 5,'

3 7; 1980" --
O

8 MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, Mr. Lanpher. I have not,

E
E 9 located that.
d
d 10 BY MR. LANPEER: (Resuming)

11 Q The top of Page 4 of the enclosure, Mr. Rodriguez.
E

5 . 12 I am interested in the first two sentences. The
$

licenseg|
-

~. 13 second sentence is, "By letter of March 5, 1980, the
e

() ! ! 14 informed the staff that it has not considered any of these
r'
5 15 designs that it has considered to date to be acceptable."
E
g 16 Do you believe that to be an accurate statement of SMUD's
5

9 17 review and its position?

j ,18 A To the best of my knowledge, the engineering

d .19 department has reviewed some conceptual designs and, as I
i
E 20 said earlier, I thought, and this confirms it, that our
E

21 response was that we did not find a design that we felt*

5
"

22 that was acceptable to the criteria of unambiguous

- 23 indication. I

s g "I 24E'D Q Do you know whether one of the designs which the

25 engineering department has investigated would be the use

f)'

\,

|

|

| |
1,

A;,,:|:E.7dcN 2E?cRTNG c::MP ANY. INC.
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of void detectors in the core.

A No, I do not know for certain. I can guess, and my
"

2

3 guess is that void detectors were considered, particularly

(G) if anyone in the engineering department read Dr. Lewis's4,

5 transcript of his hearing.j
d 6 I might add at this point, I guess, with regard to

:: 7' v id chtectors that this point and as much as I 1 mow about
2

] g them, and I am not an expert on them, I would have some
S
E 9, problem with our engineering department recommending that,

10 primarily because, to the best of my knowledge, having a
.

5 11 void detector and noting that there are voids in the J-loop
E
-

12 would not tell the operator or give the operator information
,

E

13 that he could take some action on that he was not already
.

e

O i t 14 a i"9-
~'

s 15 Furthermore, particularly in backfitting an

f 16 operating power plant, you do not do those kinds of things
5

5 ' 17 without taking exposure for the individuals making the
=

18 installation, .iand exposure for the individuals that have

d .19 to maintain that equipment, particularly, I guess, in a void
i
E 20 detection technology, which I said I am not an expert in,

E but rememb'ering what Dr. Lewis said about acoustic void21
i

22 detectors, and I think the installation and maintenance ofa

~ 23 acoustic eauipment in the reactor building, t he contaminatedMW ^

f 24 piping w uld increase the exposure that the maintenance

25 personnel take, and that it would not provide anything to

1

I
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I the operator in the way of a diagnostic tool to direct him

O
2 to take some more action. As I said, long before he has

3 voids in the core, he has already done just about everything
/
\ 4 he can do.

j 5 MR. SHON: Just one thing,?ir. Rodriguez, if you

d 6 will excuse me, tir. Lanpher. Would that still be true after

7 the proposed high point venting apparatus, the things that
2

! a people have talked about,at least, have been installed, that
E
E 9 he would not be able to do anything anyway about the voids?
a
d 10

f 11end 17

'$ .

E . 12
y,

'. 13
r?

O s i 14
=.
3 15
2

'E 16
9 .

i 17

5
18

s :
.

b . 19
2
5 20 i

5 I

* 21
5
~

22 ,

.

Nf ' 24O
25

O
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tP-13
f1ws ji

1 THE WITMESS: From an operating stardpoint, I
") tP-17

2 have trouble with those high point vents, also.
bfral

3 MR. SHON: I see. Thank you.
0
\~' 4 THE WITNESS: I guess just to clarify that that

: 5 high point vent is another leak path. Our whole design and
?

6 operating program since TMI- In our case, I think even before
'

3 7 TMI--was based on maintaining cooling water to the core.
:

8 You put vents on the high points and void the,

3
5 9 detectors if you will. I am not sure that that is the time
d
4 10 that we want them to start venting steam. Maybe we just want
S
g 11 ' to keep pumping high pressur; injection in there.
5
~ . 12 MR. SHon: I see, i
5
~

13 '

,. BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
i() ~-{14 Q Mr. Rodriguez, in the previous question that I,

}' 15 asked prior to Mr. Shon's question, did you understand my
E
j 16 question to be void detectors in the hot leg, or void detec-
:
I 17 tors in the core?

-

I
g ; 18 A Void detectors anywhere, in the hot leg or in !

~

I
.

y .19 the reactor vessel.
i;
i-

3 20 Q That is what you were referring to? !
c '

] 21 A Yes,
e
M

22 O Anywhere?
,

gg( 23 '
~

A Yes.

EC 24 (Pause . )'

O
25 ' Q Mr. Rodriguez, I would like you to turn to page 12

i
L
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74m2 1 of the same document that was CEC-41. Could you please
U

2 review the top two thirds of that page relating to shift

3 technical advisors?

4 (Pause . )

2 5 Is it correct as set forth in this document that
7

6 the shift technical advisors at SMUD will be plant staff'

.

3 7 graduate engineers?
O

8 MR. BAXTER. Mrs. Bowers, excuse me. I would like,

E
2 9 to request a reference to what aspect of Mr. Rodriguez's
a
d 10 testimony not covered by Mr. Ellison's cross examination
*

2
g 11 this question refers to.
E

j 12 MFS. BONZnS: Can you respond, Mr. Lanpher?
S
-

13 MR. LAUPHER: My first response is I cannot recall.

2() j | 14 this coming up at all before. We were dividing it up. If
r'
E 15 you could just give me a moment, I do not believe Mr.
E*
$ 16 Ellison went into this at all, so I do not believe it is
E.
i 17 a matter of trying to gang up on the witness, which is the

, 18 purpose of the two attorney rule.

d 19 We have been, I hope, careful not to ask questions
I
5 20 in the same area.
5
* 21 MRS. 30NERS : Well, the first question was what
i
~

' 22 ' part of Mr. Rodriguez's testimony does this come within?
,

23 MR. LANPHER: I suppose if you had to -- I suppose,%

f C[ 24 if you had to fix it into any spot it would fall into/~
L)N

25 operator and facility management competence, but Mr.

O

t.ce34cN 31=cR- Nc CO.*.1PANY. INC.
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,hfm3 1 Rodriguez did not, in his testimony that I recall, make,

b
2 specific reference to shift technical advisors. So, we did'

3 not, in preparing for this, really put it into one section

4 or another.

2 5 However, I think the shift technical advisor is
7

6 a relevant area for inquiry.'

3 7' MR. BAXTER: Well, Mrs. 3cwers, whether or not
0

8 , Mr. Ellison asked the question, nevertheless, he did cross,

2
A 9 examine on operator and facility management competence. The
U 1
d 10 test is not whether Mr. Rodriguez put this in his testimonyh
a
j 11 I at that point, but to the extent that they feel it is

.M
E . 12 relavant to a given portion of his testimony, it should have
S
~

13 been convered by Mr. Ellison when he cross examined on that.

E

O 2114 point.
.

5 15 We are now having admittedly two attorneys cross
2
E 16 examine with respect to the same portion of the directi

5

3 17 testimony. I do not think that is permissible.

j. ; 18 MR. LANPHER: I believe it is discretionary with

d .19 the board. There is certainly no hard and fast rule that
I
E 20 says you cannot do that. I do not think there is any
5

21 ganging up which is the whole purpose of that rule, Mrs.

', 22 Bowers.

.g~ 23 MR. BAXTER: Well, I object and say that it is,

E# [ 24 ' indeec. ganging up, if it is with respect to the sameC
, u

25 testimony.

(Board conferring.)
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1 MRS. 30NERS: In our discretion, recognizing{74
2 fully the arguments and positions on both sides, first, does

3 the staff have a position on this?

(<-)) 4 MR. LEWIS: We will submit to the board's

5 discretion.

6'
(Laughter.)

7 MRS. BONERS : We think if you are going to question

8, briefly one or two questions, Mr. Lanpher, you proceed.
3

9~
Now, if you are getting into what would be a long and in-

,

u
i 10 depth examination, then we would, at the time you have
i
5 11 concluded you part, go back to Mr. Ellison.
E

j .12 In any case, it is going to be asked by either
S

}.
13 Mr. Langher or :Ir. Ellison.

() ! i 14 MR. BAXTER: I do no understand dat aspect of the

15; board's ruling that talks about going back to Mr. Ellison.
=

j 16 ri m sorry.
-

g 17 MR. LAMPHER: My questions are not extensive here,
*.

18d: so maybe we can avoid going back to Mr. Ellison, at all.

d .19 MRS. BONERS: Let me respond, though. In an
x

20
_

administrative hearing, it certainly is permitted for
;
* 21 counsel to say "'nnre is one question or tuo that I forgot,
e

22'

to ask, may I have the opportunity after someone else has
,

~ 23%% interceded."
cM,

("/; 2 24 That is really what we h?ve here.s

x_
25 MR. LANPHER: Shodld I proceed?

/.;,,OgytscN agperrNG c:MP ANY. INC.
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1('im5 MRS. BOWERS: Yes.
\_)

2 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
3

g Q What functions do plant staff graduate engineers
7 ~/(_- 4 normally perform at Rancho Seco?

O 5 A Engineering functions.
,

0' 6
Q The whole scale of engineering functions relating

; 7g to the nuclaar power plant?
-

' A That is correct.
I
; 9
u.

Q What was the basis for SMUD deciding to utilize

d 10 these persons as the shift technical advisors?
I

II
j A Primarily their familiarization with the operation
-

5 ' 12 of aancho Seco from their individual assignment standpoint,
5
~

13g their responsibilities and experience, although maybe in a
!if~jl 3 ' 14 narrow area depending on the discipline would be or coulds
-

5 15*
be of assistance to the shift supervisor in his conducte ,

a

j 16 of handling the transiant.
:

17"
*

=.
Secondly, was their availability, and that these

d . 10 were individuals were who were familiar with the unit,
.

9 49*
d already SMUD employees. The recuirements of having the
?

20[ shif t technical advisor or. by 1 January 1980 did not provide
-

h
21

for sufficient time to hire other personnel and get them up

'to where they are familiar with the unit and could act22
,

.@ 23 ' responsibly in these positions.
/~' 24*

(_-) Q Would it be fair to say that these persons

25
generally have a good understanding of the engineering and

()
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/~'im6 1 design of the facility but where, if at all, they may lack4

V
2 experience in the operational aspects.

3 A Some of then would lack experience in the opera-,

O 4 tional aspects. Some of them would have some good experience,

j 5 maybe not in all operational aspects, but in those aspects

i 6; that deal with the nuclear steam supply system and the

j 7' thermal -- thermodynamics of it.

8 They would have good experience.
I

9 Q Do any of them hold a license to operate the
u
4 10 plant?
-2

$ 11 A Yes.
E

5 ' 12 Q Eow many, do you know?
5
''. 13 A one.

O i i 14 a aow meny shife technice1 edvisors e1eoeether de
r*

] 15 you have?
=

j 16 A Somewhere between 12 and 14. I am not sure of
A
- 17 the exact number. The reason I say that is we had selected
..
W , 18 some and in that time a couple of the engineers had
.

h ' 19 transferred to other deoartments and main headcuarters.,

# ,

3 20 That is why I am not sure.
G

21 They are in the process of transferring and

' 22 whether or not they are still onthe STA watch or not, I|,

~ 23AW cannot say.
_.M,

ST 24 0 Earlier today, I asked you several questions

25 relating to I and E bulletin 7905C and the reactor coolant

,

|

|
|
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|

pfm7 1 pump trip. I did leave out one question,k)
2 We have heard testimony from other witnesses that

3 that is not an ideal solution. It is my understanding that

Ns 4 SMUD has at least tentatively proposed an alternate solution
|

2 5 to dua present reactor coolant pump trip scenario. Is that !

?

.' 6 true?

3 7 A Yes, I think we have submitted a design for
:

8 NRC's review.,

2
A 9< Q Could you briefly describe what that design is?
d
d 10 A Not accurately, I could not. The basic concept is
-

-

i 11 ' that the design utilized reactor coolant system pressure as
8
j .12 one parameter and reactor coolant pump power as another
5
~

13 parameter in determining whether or not there is voiding.

e
['N f.
() g 14 in the core to the point where the reactor coolant pump

-

3 15 should be tripped off.
I
g 16 Q The status of this design as you submitted to the
f

! M 17 NnC and you are asking them to review it. So, it perhaps

, 18 can be instituted at your facility.

b 19 A I really cannot comment on the exact status. I
I

20 am reasonably certain that it has been submitted. Where it
-

[ 21 is in the review and the return and the question and

22 answer portion of the scenario, I do not know.
,

gg 23 (Pause . )
,

(-) PMR 24 :12. LAMPHER: This is probably a good time for
G'

25 me to go through my notes. I should probably have only a

/.;,,Og.idcN : E?cfC*NC COMPANY. ;NC ~
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b 1 couple of more minutes, I hope.

2 MR. LEWIS: Altogther, or on a particular subject?

3 MR. LAUPHER: Altogether.

v' 4 MRS. BONERS: We will recers for this evening and
.

5'
reconvene at 9 : 00 tomorrow :norning.

.

6'
(Thereupon, at 5:00 p.m., the hearing in the above-

j 7| entitled matter was recessed, to reconvene at 9:00 a.m. the

8 following day.)
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