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K UNITED STATES

:;ﬁ 9 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
w5 B WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
W
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v

i ; Nome.s /MTVAJL
From: Richard S. Mallory, 0OGC §;>Q%;7/
&

Enclosed is a copy of the transcript of your deposition before
the President's Commissicn on the Accident at Three Mile Island.

Please read through the transcript carefully and correct any

errors (other than unimportant punctuation errors) in black pen

on this copy. Correct any errors you can identify in the guestions,
as well as in your answers. This copy will not be retyped, but
will be reproduced as you have marked it, so your corrections
should be dark and legible.

After you have corrected the transcript, piease sign and date the
certificate at the end, and type your na.2 under your signature.

You may wish to make a copy of the transcri.t for yourself before
returning the original to me. When you return the transcript,
please indicate if you object to making your transcript available
to the Commission or to the Commission's investigation of Three
Mile Island. Because of Commissioner interest, we would appreci-
ate receiving your corrected copy by c.o.b. Monday, August 13,

if possible.

Unless you have an objection, I will send a copy of your signed,
corrected transcript to the President's Commission with the
request that they substitute it for any uncorrected copies they
may have.

If you have any questiocns or problems, do not hesitate to call me
or the attorney who represented you at the deposition.

Enclosure: Transcript



CERTIFICATE

I certify that I have read this transcript and corrected
any errors in the transcription that I have been able to

identify, except for unimportant punctuation errors.

om:__@?‘_x [3/879 %J%M_

Thomas M. Novak
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MR. EESPVAN: Weould 7ou please state far =h
1| Tecerd your full name?
o 4 THE WITNESS: Thomas Michael Neovak.

5 MR. HEIFMAN: 3Save ycu aver Rad vour deposiziocn

5 taken befcore?

- TIZ WITNESS: DlNo.

3! MR. BELFMAN: ?ogggps I should explain a few of ch
characteristics of the deposition.

10 | Your testimecny that vou are giviang today is swera,

sl [rom '_zf!} and as a result will resceive the same fhrze and effact as

|l 12 you had given vou: testimony in a court of law.

- ‘ |

13 | At the conclusion of the depcsition, the testimeny
|

te | will be reduced =0 “ranscript form by the court reporter,

and you will ke provided wicii a copy and afforded an

8 | oepertunity %2 nake any changes which yeou deem necessary.

5 Zcwever, 7ou should te awa.'s zhat we weuld have

g | the oppersunisy t©o comment on any chances that vou make and

if the changes aze substantial, it cculd reflect adversaly

; . .- T3
4 on your czecibilicy. -
- i
el bt B ‘- iMTmOreane =8 = e B
e ...3-!---5, aw =3 ...;-C- <alT SS9 5S¢ as 3 - —— - —— A
| i & 3 2 . = N ) ' 4
- | YOU San, and if vou need clarificatisn o2 a suestion sef:rs
- ]
|
.. . | - ) * - . - -
w | Jo0u answer, 2lease feel 2xee =0 ask for clarificzaziocn.
-
Taw =i - Ll AL m- A~ . e - - -
. - - -..‘ —e.a‘--- - - - - --:-C- -S—l - - -
-
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‘! difficult =0 take down nods cf .che Read or gesturss., You
2% should ¢y £0 allow me tc complete a guesticn even LI rcu %
3| anticipate where it is geing, and I will tzy %0 alleow you
+ 0 complete an answer tefcre I ask mv next Question because
3 it is difficult for her tc take down two fecple talking at
Gi the same time.
T It is our practice at the conclusicn of a depcsition
3 0 continue it rather than 20 terminate it in the event
9} there are further guestions chat we have to ask. We will
10 || simply reconvene the depesiticn.
i Oc you have any qi;igians 1bouﬁ.any of :hQ:?m. e
12 | THE WITNESS: YNo.
13t Whereuscn,
14 i : THCMAS M. NCVAZX
15} Raving been duly sweorn, was called as a witness herein and
!53 testified as follows:
|
7 | DIRECT SXAMINATION
18 I Y MR. JELIMAN:
19 Q 7cu were asked =2 bring a resume wish yveu. Did
20 veu do s¢? 5 -
pol A Yes, I have cne. i' 4 A\ i\ '
2 . MR. SEISVAN: We would like =2 2ave =2is nazxed as
g } she first axhibis %2 2he depositisn.
% (Jevak Dxhisis e, 3 was
28 naziked 2oz idensilisatiscn

Acme Reporting Csmpeny



3¥ MR. ZESVAN:

Q Is this
educaticnal

E ————

Tesume an accurs

and grofessional and emp

-~

\-

te representaccn of veur
loyment hackgzound?

Q I suppcse the best place to begin is could yocu give

us vour title with the

our obligaticzs and respensi

WRC an

describe very briefly what

isilities are?

A My zcsition is Chief of the Resactor Svstems 3ranch

in the Division

Inchat

—of-construction-permit “applic

pesition,

of Systems Safety.

I am respensizle Sor The raview

aticnsand oprerat.ng LIic:n<e

applications for light water reacsors.

of transients and accidents, and for a wvari

designed =5 cope with th

-

system,

Fresently I have also zeen assi

sask force r-alaced

following the Three Mile
Q 20 you contiau
of the Reaceor
A Ne.

T don't.

et IR LTS
e 3 - -y

rea of our

these events~--the em

residual heat -removal systems arce

£9 bulletins and

“a have, 33 a2

az alssrnaces

responsibility fccuses on the review

ty of systanms
emergency socling
just axamples.

sned or. an interinm

crders which was fsrmed

s

-S-Ld -

Sy
Aceidans

&
LS. 3eZ 3 70Ul
-y g
A7L8L3n0 <2

scnsecuencs 332

serforming that dusy. Eis name i3 Azsmis Speis.
% N - - - - - < - -
Q NReR YOUu Were Perfarming the ‘ch of shies 231 2
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Reacscr Svstams 3ranch, what was tle Jdrzaalzaczicn ef your
depar=ment?

A The organizaszion consisted of tTwe sections, cne

whose superviscr was Mr. Sandy Israel, and the other secticn

whose superviscor was Mr. Garry Mazecis.

Their positions were as secticn leaders. There was

ne specific differences in specilic responsisility

differences -etween sections. They arsa comparatle sections

and thev are capable of decing tasks without specialsy in a

sense.

0!

Sach secticn nas either §

=5 the secticn SO in =2ot=al we have abcut 13 gsrofessiconal

‘0

secple and two secretaries and aysell.

Q Could you descrilbe for the record what cccurs,

r 7 engineers assigned

for example, with a construction license application? Where

does it go? Cces it go to you, the team leaders, :he
angineers?

A T™he application is first, it is directsd 3 e £
assicnmant; depending on =he amcunt oI WOrk in eltler sac

I #will make an assicmment where I Zeel that the work caa

se mcst 2asily accomplished.

- -
- -

- -
-

22 i3 2hen assisned =3, I Zoute 1T T2 a sectLin
leader wish gezhars a suggesticn as neecded 2 e anglnieer

who I ehizk mights e mcst suizable 22z is.

The sectisn laader and avsell wWi.l S.3Cuss tlacs

Acme Reporting Company
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assignment. The formalicsy of the constzuction review, of
course, takes several sters. Ars vou iLnterssted in goling
through =hcse?

Q Right now I am just.iiterested in the flcow.

A The materia. then once it is aisigned <o a section,
the distrisution would include then the section leader and

myselsl and a responsisle encineer assigned o that review.

Q Then the angineer dces the actual raview?

A Yes. What will tywically hapren is the sect n
leader ancd the engineer ‘will sit down and che se .
leader—will-highlight those “aspects of the review ¢t o he ‘*L“

o vl . |
thinks and expects tihe engineer to focus on. i
We have a standard review pl#n which is cur general

way of doiag the review. We will utilize srevious reviaws

of similar plants =0 perhaps highlight a specific area wher

we want t2 spend more tire learning about a sarticular

aspect ¢f the cdesign so they generally will sit down and |
Qutline the review for themselves.

e angineer nimseall will have scme ideas of wherse
he thinks ne should be scending his tine.

Ve have as a zaz= 0f our reviaw Srccess Ldencifiaed
the sericds ¢f tine that is available £o che snginzeer, s¢
in eflect ke is trviang =5 identily =hose screicns 3¢ tae
Seview tlat 2ot e and the secticn leader feel shcull e

scverssd. Onl cccasicns, I will inserzss whas

i
1}
4
]
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chat shculd te covered. We mav ge: =scetier and discuss
che Teviaw.

Q The three ¢f you?

A The three of us; it depends svrecifically on the r.an

and any peculiarities of it.
Q When the encineer has completed his review, dces

it gO back to the team leader?

A Yes. OCf course, there is several cpopersunicties
for discussion. His first work product is a drafs set of

-~

questicns that he werks up. There will te a lot of discussion

tefore those have been prepared, But cne secticn leader then

concentrates on the reviaw of the £first set of guesticns.
He generally turns them back 20 the reviewer £2
reflect the review ané they will discuss them. Thers is
usually on occasicn a question or two that will come up %o
me where they can get earlier guidance if they f2el I woculd
have some opinion on is. It may help dizect it and shcrzten

.

the review 2rocess, Sut generally I do not see =he original
fizst rat of guesticns. TReS2,.s scmetling Cetween :le
angineer 3doing the review and the sactisn lesacder.

Q When =he sec=icon leader .3 satiszfiad, 3dces L=

ssme Sack =9 wvou?

- -l P 2 3 -~ - -
A -0 ClevY ale sozrwaried =2 Te. e | cenculnce .3
? 4. 22 . - . . -
a litss.e 3ifZerent Zepending 2n =26 stage 27 zuesticns
et T i3 - ——- - e - mm - > . - - - - -—gem- 4 - .-
- - 2 :-Qcka--’, - - -8 SL7L8580, w8 A3853TANE Sea8CSS

1
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ef Teactar safety. The fizst Tound of gQuestions on a slant

can be sent sut thrsugh the branch chiel's signasurs.
Q Your signature?
A Yes, ny signature; in effect, I concur. I am the

highest level of concurrence, so the section leader then

would prepare the formal set of gquestions let's say, and then

I would concur on them and chey would be then directed to
us, the Divisicn of Project Management. That is aot the
first time I see thenm.

What I see for the first time is generally a

Cleaned up fidst T>afT Of the questions, and then I will

review them, Make Ty comments =S the secticn leader, and the

engineer at the sametine. We g0 cver them, and we iron cus

any differances that I have.

When we agree on them, then they are sut back into

the formal process of preparing cthem in 2inal form. They
are signed out then by the secticn leader thrsuch me. I
coencur in them, and then they are dirscted 2 cur Jivisisn

£ Prciect Management.

Q Ase these questicns which are scsed =0 the Divisi

(V)
th

roiect Managemens?

A They azs actually dizected shem o3 the applicans.

e Divisicn 90f “soiect Managemen: aC=s s a funnel, SO =¢
Peax. They receaive all the Questions Zx°m a’ll 22 t2he
SSchnical aTsas 30 the stalf? and shey ace the sS3ncaAct wiskin

Acme Reporting Company
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—————The responsy;  the formal—response :=hen "Lis back £o

the staff between :=he arvlicant and the stafs.

Q Then the applicant I assume has a certain sericd
of time within which to respend?

A Yes. Generally he may take six to eight weexs o
respond to the guestions.

Q Where dc those resnonses ¢o?

A They are directed sack t3 the sroject. In other
words, the fcrmal chain is fzom a sranch chief in ?rsjecss
to a licensing manager let's say recresenting the utility
of apeplicant.
the b:ancn chief, ;nd—ﬁﬁgg'; :;;::;:ﬁéi&g—éf the ra2ssonses
are made %0 all of the tachnical divisicns so we wculd =hen
receive Qur response in terms of amendments £o the
applicaticns oz :tspcnse§ 0 Questicns.

Q In the event you disccocver a transient or an acciden
which warrants review by cther departments within the NRC,

ia addition tc o

ewn, is there scme 2rocecdure £, refarri

f

those concerms t2

"

depastaents? Would yocu do that

O

thrcugh the Division of Prsoiect Manacement?

A We 2:way. Thers ace cccasicns when ia coansmissing

"

our guestions to the 2Jivisicn of Frciect Managemens, thev

a7 20te scme Suesticns and note e S8.,2T.0080.7 S Cs?

: A " . - —
Juestions 2ave = ss=her sranches. T
3 e beteler T - — s mawea 2 ' 78l ba =l a=an~easg
e - -...d..-_' ——— - - Y- § cd=l8QC 38 - - -
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involved and zenticned to them that wWe are laking talis
ccmment.

We alsc discuss questicns directly wich other

'
x
o

bSranches where the technical disciplines reguire tha
better understand the commcnality of the concern.

e mav agree then that a guesticn wiich has a
specific flaver which may reflaect two diffsrent disciplines
would te generatad, but it would come out ¢f just one ¢f the
technical disciplines, so there is no specific procedures
that is Scllowed.
relaticonships Si:wecﬁw;:azcﬁ;é, b':.:;;:e is no sp;citic
form let's say that I would £ill out which direcsts an inguimy
Or Teguests an inguiry by ancther branch, ancther technical
branch.

Q 3ut you can tap w i knowledge of the =echknical

D

expertise of particular branches?

A That's zight.

s

s the Juesticn develcoss where i:
is recognized that it crosses into areas oussile ¢f cur awn
Pecilic expertise and for which we do not 2ave, we may

lave the srimasy respensililisy, thev may iave secsndazv

seview responsibililcz=ies in the sense 92 sugporeing sur effsx=,
we will identily sur needs.
In scme cases, thev may 2ave the zrimarv ressensi-

3ility and we Tay ncte 2ar their ianfarmaszios what ve new

Acme Resorting C:ﬁpcny,‘
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abcut the particular issue. -

L]

It is basically done cn an informal basis, but these

is jenerally documentaticn involved with it--not in everv |

|
l
6' case, but in the cases of substances zoth branches generally
l will use a meme to identify and to formalize the workiag
|

relaticnship, what we have agreed =0 do cn a ssecific

preblem.

3 Q ¥ou indicated in-your resume in the first paragraph

|

91 en the £irst age that your responsisilities include =h
|
]

serfcraance ¢f safety reviews and evaluatzions of

— —— - — ———— ——— . —— - —

‘

1| apglications for auclear éowc: sliant construction éc:ﬁ::s
and cperating licenses.
Cace a glant obtains an cperating license, dces it ,
,
fall witheous the jurisdicsisn of yeur Sramch? |

A Ne. There will be excepticns. When an cperacing

{
:ef license is issued at present, there may e a numter of '
\7 || rTesidual issues that will be resolved perhazs sricr =2 =i :
i :
3 2.8t raviewiag o2 the 2lant. Tai may ce 13 mcnchs afzar
I - . 3 3 2
19 | tle zlant has received an crerating license.

8

In this case, the Divisicn of Prociect Managemens

" : 3 2 3 - 2 -
‘44 in its oflicial transferal of a pro

ol

: i - R i B A ;
.- cTeTatilng llcensec PISJecT TS tle Jliwvision of Creracss

L5

Reacs=srs will in its tiransmissal lester iLiansiiv zacse
- [ 1
) sesilual items. H Ly
| AN
3 | S will alsc lldentily she respensisle 3ranches Ln the

Ac¢me Resorting Campeny
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Divisicn of Systems Safety who will follcw sarsough 2n

those issues. Generally =his will result in a susplement =3

a safety eva_uaticn that was wristen as sart of the cperaci:n

license reviaws.

Q And your branch then could be invelved in th
Teview of an open item ia an cperating license agplization
even alter the cperating license had teen granted?

A That is corzect. - -

Q There is another possibility that ocsuss &2 my

- -

aind where vou would tecome aware, ycur branch weuld

W Ly DR ——,.

tecome aware of a ::ansi;:: 5: an‘acciian: which #a:: -és
additional attenticn, and vet you have the exvertise within
voeur branch to analyze it and so vou weuldn't e seeking
exzertisa Ezom ancther branch withis the ¥RC, bus =might wish
to call the matter to the attention of another :sranch wnich
would have the ability %9 do scmething abous is.

Fave you Rad the experience of refarring a salfaty
Soncern %0 anctier tranci oOr anctiaer deparwment Lo orier
to alezt them to the safaty concern rather =han =3 cbtaia

theis sschnical exsertise? . -

A 7es. VYow you have used owe-4stms. 7ou 2ave used

2 - < : . 38 $ :
Sasety concern, ancd tlen 7ou sals tIans.ents, sO SC sTeak.
T werld aanrngidagw S mdmry memm mm w— w~ - -- - oy - P --C--' -
- Clas SSns.cer sala - SSnICell T e -8 SZTacer. -- N -
. ? . 5 e Tt s - - K - -
nclude serlkacss a new SnC@ISTANCLAG S5 tie TTansLanct.

- p wal g N s A
«li CCCASLON wWhere JuniCer tiie CCncest << a sassty

Acme Reperting Camepeany
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concern, we have i the raview of an ogerating licensa

identified some tas= information thats we ltave reguired and

-
\~

Szem it we cenclude that that iaformaticn is of general

concern, for example, to operating reactors.

We would transmit that information tc the appropriat

Pectle in the Division cf Crerating Reactors. We wéuld
communicate with them orally. We would send them a memo
iZ we thought it was necessary. We would talk ©2 them, and
we would make sure that they had that understanding.

Ycu have to reccgnize that we do that whr.a we feel

therfs I35 a clesar :.1 ‘snsh-: Cetween :-ne Lssue that we are

;'eson:lv working on and a similarisy of design in an

orerating plant.

Q Sasically a generic concern?

A Yes. f =

Q Who ix your zranch weuld be Eosponsibln 2or making
the decision concarning whether or not such a concern is =3
Se rocuted £ operating reac~ors? Weuld shat te vou ar
somecne like Gerz s Mazeti. or Sandy Israel cr cone o2 zhe
englaeers tnder them, or is that 7our =esponsisiliszy?

2 - '

A It is not anyone's cespensibilisy. It is svezvore

e |
'a.
u

2 shink if a recommendatic: macda, we woulld axcect an
SRAGile8T =T 2W}ke (=, 2 section leacder, L2 he raccgnizes Lo,

or mysell, sc I don's have any 2izal say whetzer ciis pesmis

=8 geing =heze or ne=w.

Ac¢me Reporting Camueny
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I2 scmecne thinks it has zesis, and generally
secrle go aicna wish chem, we wculd forward it=, sO there is
nc formal decision process as to exactly where i ;bo
organization that ianformation, o whem it should be provided.

There is generally nc hesitaticn to provide this
information to the parties that we think have an interest in
it.

Q SC an engineer cgg}d maxe a recommencdaticon €2

handlas a tter ia this manner?

A Yes, he could; if he fel: it should go to ancotier

divisich‘as‘gart“ct‘gnnc:a:inq‘:ho concurn, Re also decides ™

on the d-st.-bu ceicn. This is pa:: 0f the Sormality of

—

orep a.~nq the memc is 2 make up an isisial distribution list.)

Q Weuld he be responsible for the distributicn of
the document or the concern or the memcrandum, or does tha
cocme back to you, or dces it come to the tesam leacder?

A There is really no formality to who is responsille
for the distributicn. It is a collegial document in a
sense. If it was coriginated =y an encineer, @ may suggest
some Seotle that he thinks should =e suc on the distoisuticn
~i3t. Scmecne alse may acéd =0 it. {

Generally as veu go up hi;ﬁcf'is che reviaw gfccess

S8 suggestiocn 2o arcadsn L(t-=i2 otier werds, I =i

Wy

SUSSeST SCNacnRe i reseacch aishe have an iatsrest L2 i

kecause <S¢ scom oStiaer ixfsrmacsisn =hat T have, 30 genera..y

Acme Raporting Coampeany
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what generally hagpens is t2e distributicon increases as it

18 considered by higher and higher lavels of zanagement. \,

L)

It is very rare that we would deci =C take scomecne o2f of
distributicn. That wouldn't be a preoblem. W don't have a

guide necessarily to keep the distribution list ¢c a minimum,

although cbvicusly evervone in the building is not interested |-

in it, but we generally trv to suggest that it te made
availadle to the pecple who have an interest, have scme
background ia the subiect.

Q Weuld you have the authority to decline =2

ai ~-'bu:n a concern lika this if an engineer had reccommenced

it? Cces the decision reside in your hands?

A No. The corganizaticn permits that engineer =2 send
that copy ;c anyone he cdeems agpropriate. He can sign it
hRimself in a sense. He can send a memo, attaching ancther
meme s¢ =2 spcak, and say I thought you would e interested
in this.

NO one else in my branch &id, i2 zhat is an sxample

veu wWish =0 use.

Q Weuld that alsc te =rue of =he s2am lsaders?

A Jes. 5 (i

Q Such as Mr., Iszael ard Mr. Mazetis?

A Jes. They could if chev wish send a mtm 22 scmecn
else. Genasally, the distributicn i3 iacended = si'e Sthes

ssacders an idea <of who 2as iz 30 L2 zhers .3 3crme 32iscussicnh,

Acme Reporting Camgeny
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12 two pecple an our distribution list 2ind scmethi=zg chat

2 they wish =0 talk about, they kncw tlat the cther zerson las
P | the mamo and it is a frame of rafarance.
s Q Weuld there be any advantage = 2n engineer or 2
8 cne of the team leaders to cbtain your signacure on a zemo
§ } expressing such a concern?
’; A . 8. There would be an advantage because it
’é rTepresents a higher level -of manacement view 2n it. For
9; example, if a memc i1 written by an engineer and it is
10 | provided for general distribution as copcsed to the same
ﬁ*, unmﬁ““o.n;—;:nt either by a ' socticn leader ot even & beanch
12 | chief, I think it just naturally suggests a higher lavel of
¥ | importance being attached o tha: memo. It i3 given a liszle
Wil wit move formalis:

|
18 i It is noc nermally a sractice f2r an engineer =
"E write memes cn his own because there is an opporsunisy, of
‘7? ccurse, that there may te disagreemens. If e just decides

{
1’: 0 write a memo, ne doesn't discuss it wish anvone, =Rese is
19; a chance that his views would not represent :ticse viaws of
0 | she branch, and sc we would then have =0 wrisa a1 meme whizh
%1 is sent %2 zhe same disstrisusicn liss offaring a diffarens
= 7iewecinse it Jay be a positicon 32 the staff shat is
3 f diffezent, 3¢ generally an enginees, ¢ 3@ Ras a poins, 2e
] will discuss iz firss wizh Ais swn macagemens.
= <t MY Se suggesc=sd oy the sectiin laacdar thas e

=)

Acme Ragorting Ccmp&h";:",' l"\_
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§C akead and prepare a meme for his own signasure, making

: these facts inown. It may be that, I den's knew L2 =a "
: secticn leader would concur. It would not necessarilv te

Y| obvicus frem the transmistal <f the memo izsel? =has =here
§ is concurrence by a secticn leader. ir%an send it oue

¢ without it. He may wisih =0 have the concurrence of the

7‘ secticn leader, but that wouldn't be¢ cbvicus then =c the

’ reacer cf the mamo, bSut iv would be on file withkin =he branch

9{ whetlier or not there was concurrence. This is at the opticn
zof ef the engizeer and the sacticn leader.
_E“h —. . Q Lat me show vou a copy of what has cecome known

|

2| a5 the Novak memorandum whish for the record should be

13; noted as an exhibit to the deposition of Sandy Israel.

l‘} D;wn at the bottom in the lefthand cormer chere is
15 | a sontact reference. -

| : ) &

‘65 What would =has indicasza =4 2 =eider =7 zai

‘f: memcrandum in view of the fact that it tears your signacure?
tsji A Genezally the contact serscn is zhe criginassr.

"é Se authored it, and anycne who has guestisns -elazed =2 c=he
0 | nemc weuld se expectad :3 sensacs him.  Thas is jenezally

3 te way wWe use :the contact ia sur branch. A sezscn who

= dralcs =he Temo is iiaaé;--.‘ AS tle contact sersen.

3 Q Cauld it be assumed fzom the face tha= Mr. Israel
= is indicated as =he ssntacs, ané tke Temcrandum seass our
8

¥
.
W

SLFNATUSE, tT2AT thers Was A SSnCuUSTAnNCE tetheen =he W

Acme R2zerting Cempeny
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ef you as =9 this zemorandum?
A ies. In tais case, I receivecd the mexo first in a-
drafec, and if I recall right, I acted scmething =0 the

extent okay for final,
at that tize suggested that I

is.

which in effect at least

suppcrted issuilg

I don't recall if T made

would have -een con the aditcrial

S the secretary for

first drafs, and I think this memc

Cm— — — — . ——

sccn therea
initial concurrence by Israel,

Thers is a file copy of

identily <he origin

- - ﬁ
- —

- -

contace,

this case, I think aine was

S0 tile 2emc.

Q There would ze a ccogv

final typisg.

and then any higher levels of concurrence.

the highest

2 wms

at that level

the nemc as

any changes. If any, it

it was then rzcutad back

It was a hanéwrictcen
then went 22 fizal vTezv

fter it was typed--concurrence or original,

and then mvself.,

che zemc

what you want t2 call the criginal

lavel

$ in --
- - wmen

weuld indicate mcore informaticn =2an is consained en :“.
r
copy? 1-
- U S/ N )

A f88, S0 the extent that te file copy has on =2
lower portion of che page tlscks which are sasizally iaiszial
slocks, the date of tike 2izal =r3izg, zr ='s say when
Mr. ls3ael laitialed it, and chen I weuld iaisial is azd

- -

SR it at sX

ot

sarmscize sc I

weuld zave

§mb ok aainal & P el
sne +edSBG LS SL WRAS
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16

we refer =2 as the vellcow copy ¢f the memcrandunm,

T &4
-

8.

|

hould te a copy of zhat in

9]

Q@ Would it be pessible to cobtaia a copy of
copy?
A When we have an cpportunity fcr a :treak,

locate it.

20

Q Ia addicion £o reviewing the memcoraadum, prior

18]
l

e tialing yous cen.iurrence, @id you discuss it
M. Israel?

A I don't zecall any technical discussicns.
have been, the 4iscussisr may have only Zeen =c tie

chat I ad your meme and I ini:ia:ed it for final

can't swear =0 t=hat.

L8]

I"may have azenticned it just £o let him xka

the memc was in the review 2rocess tha:s I had read

o
wWae-

It may
extent

typing, 5

CWw whers
1&g, that

I saw no, I had no comment on it other th £2 g0 ahead and

issue it, and let it become what i3 ncow sucgesced as a reviaw

remincder.

-

As T recall T 4id add Mr. Denny/ Rdss =u =2

distributicn. He was mvy immediate superviscr, ancd

-

original drafs, I 4o act kaew 12, I cancot zecall

2 e

Mr. Israel identified Noss. I thiak T added . css o1 %he

distzisution, 30 tohis was a case whezs the 4istzils
in lazgse based con 2y raview of the Temo.

TRETZS Was 267veD ANV comhent abcus whetler

Acme Regerting Comeeany
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We acdded Mr. Rose and that's all I racall fram
discussicn.

Q Whe is Mr. Ress?

He was the Assistant Directcr for Reactor Safats

to cocmment on it if a3 saw fie.

-

our area of res.onsibilicy. Perhaps it should

note whether the information is soing perhaps,
for informaticn let's say if the review reminde
cur standard :

more frcm a management poins ¢f view-=I didn's
comment, and I &ida's
was an opporsunity for him =0 put hinself iato

£2 he saw fis.

We wersn'sz goi:x

-Q
(8]
al
[
.a
o
O
)
5
-
O
0
]
0
f

Acme Reporting Company

eceive any cocmmens Srom

distriluticn as finally came cut was all czhat was

the

> g

area that ycu are going ints is perhaps not specif

:
ze

necessarv.

2l

A At the time, Mr. Rcss was 2y immediate superviscr.

né the

TScmetiTies thers i3 a guestion that perhans

the

purpese of my adding him to the distribution was %o let aim
« oW of the area that we intended to investigate as jart of

this review reminder so that he weculd have some cpporsunicy

ca--

reviawed

by ancther-branch. It is an cppersunity for management =0

the reguest

s would

technical comment frem him- I didn't really extect

review 2lan, s0 he is cffezed an cppore:

suggest that is going cutside of whas we weould scnsider

2rocess
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22
| 28 it normal sroceduse =9 CC Mo, Ross with menmcs

such as this?

A Well, I make it a procedure. I make it a peias =0

put hin on the distribution of anything that I am signin

cut where I have not perhaps discussed it with him or he has

20t seen any draft, so he has an cpportunity to sae i: very

early in the rrcocess.

My recollecticn.is I did not discuss this review

seminder with him prior £0 my signing it, but only pravided

Bim a copy of it when it was issued tc evervene withia the

Branch.

Q What is a review reminder?

A A review reminders is intended to provid
information 22 all of =he engiaeers in the branch of an
area that we wished tc fcocllow tarcugh con as pars of eitier
a @ review or an OL review, SO0 iz provides more de=ail ina
an area periaps ‘han what the standard review slan woulsd

uggast.
It also may pick up an area that is specifizally
nct detailad in the standaxd reviaw 2lan, so zhe stancarsd

Taview zlan nmay have zeen azcad definisicn sf =hat acea

cf reviaw and a review reminder weuld sugges: in mcre Z2asail

e area :that shculd e sursued by e raviawer ia he

-

. Wy . * gl . oy

Sev.ew, 30 e 2 i ellect dicected, alshcouch no= fszoibly
\ 3 . - . e

diZecsted, Huz cersaialy encsuraged and expec=ad =3 fallaw

PN
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: ) .
i the sense tlat cuestic

through on that review rem =der

dealin ith that specif sul

his review.

He would lcok at the review remindar. EHe wculd

review the design of the plant, and he weuld generate

Juesticns Cor other inguiries as suggested :-v the review

reainder.

~l

-

Q reviewers that ycu are refarring =0 are the

engineers on Mr., Israel's or Mr. Mazetis'

A That is correce.

ject would te an cutgrowsih of

T —

Q Thereiore,

—

_the @ concerns of the memcrandum weuld

come into play in the review of construction lizanse

applicaticns and cperating license applicazions?
7; tis

A

ceTTece.

Q As far as you know, was =his memorandum roused =2

the branch or department that weuld be concermed wish

operating reactcrs that already have their construction
FeTRLts and cleir cperating license?

A As far as I know, it was nct zoutad ©o sthen.

Q@ Lat me read == you and shen sicw ySU i sessisn
e2 Chairman Zendrie's identificaszicon of what 2e consiierzed
six ma_n factsrs that caused and incresased the severizy
9 the accident at Three Mile Island, and shis was zarz= 2f
& statexent g gsave on AprTil 10=k, 1372, and I am zeferci
€0 3Lt Ne. 2 22 the Sandy Iszael cdapoesizisn

Acme Regerting Cani(pqny N\
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On sage 10, the <onc.usi~n reads, "The stalf aas
identified six nain facsors that caused and increased the

severity of the acciden

o

as follows.”
Paragragh 2 raads, "The sressurizer electromatic
relief valve which cpened during the initial pressure surge
failed =2 clcse when %he sressurs decreased zelsw =he
actuation level. This failure was not reccgnized ané the
relief line clcsed for s9§a:in..
Paragraph 3: "Following rapid depressurization of

the pressurizer, the pressurizer level indicaticn may have

"led =0 erzonecus infezenhcées 3 Righ level in the reactor

ccolant systam. The pressurizer level indication agparentcl:

led the operators to prematurely terminate high cressure
inject... flow, even thcugh substantial voids existed in th
reactor ccelant systea”

A Do you have a guesticn?

Q When you are dene locking at &

"

A I would like to read it.

(Tae witness reacd the raferenced documentz.)

THE WITNESS: I have read %;.

3Y MR. HEIZMAN: U -

Q Weuld 7ou agrese that ‘ncse =wWC azagTaszhs Zescrilze

Of the 3aia factors i shs Three Mile lsland =zansien:

ef Mazsh ¢f =his veaz?

A

LAt T8 Sa7 tkat t2ase aACs 20t necessazily e weris

Ac¢.1e Ragorting Cemseny




‘|| that I would chcose tc describe the event. Ia other werds,

"

| I den't wish =2 say that-=I have a diffserent way I woulsd "
|
| express ic.
“ In general, I would agree that the failure o

i recognize that the valve was cpen was a sericus ccnsiderazion
| ia the ocverall accident.
7} I would alsc agree that the cperator, as I

.

|| understand it, provided makeup sufficient to maintain level

that he thcught was sufficient £ mainctain level in the
Pressurizer, so I would agree with those twe statements that |

|
o = ! e s e
{

i o sy i RN

]
they are two inportant statements. i

= | There are scme points in here that I weuld diragree

with in the sense of very technical sense. I am sure that

|

|

| :

I e Chairman was speaking crally. I den'ts shink this was

f necessarily a prepared statement. Thera are scme technical
? weaknesses. . i
: Tor example, :5. failure was nct recegnized and

-3 the relief line closed for screcsime--covicuslv act closed
‘9 for scmetine is what should have teen stased in the record.

0 Q. That is a grammasical confusicn?|

-

A 7es. Also %Sfere is a staczament i era =has

an

PR o . - : b3 % Ceem- i '
- SSlicwing rapid depressurizaticn ¢f she srassurizer-~-2 don's
2 . p - - sopd ¢ ! 1 2 i .
=< L£Cw Rat, I have not studlad ke 3lots of ke sressusizar
2%

STeSsSUle IC agree tlat there Tay lave Zeen i Tary 2aslv

apid depressusizacticn, hut 23 say skat fsllawiag ra

| Acme Reperting Comoany
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depressurizaticn of the pressurizer, I might gquibble wish

b 3 . :
" the term rapid, but that's about it.
3; Q Sut generally speaciagk ycu would agree that the
i
‘il failure of the PORV to close and the misleading information
|
5 provided to5 the cperator as to core ccolant level by
{
¢ Prassurizer level indication were main facscrs that caused
- | 4
‘I ©r increased rhe severity cf the accident?
|
3| A Yes, I would agree that they are important. I
{
¥l dea't kxnew that they are that separate tecause as I recall
|
01 gzom the accidnnt. once =i -o-ie‘ valve was :lcscd, :hc
1 lavel .:apood very quzcklj, 50 in a sense, cne led to the
|
" i . . .
2 } other, given the relief valve would have -een clcsed, =2
a
|| cperater would have provided for more makeup, but Keezing
411 the two sezarate, ia general I would agree =hat the relief
5 || valve being cpen and the cperator, as I understand it from
6 | reading scme of =he material prepared describing the evens,
| intained makeup srimarily as I undesstand it tased on
3 1 pressuzizer water lsvel.
‘9‘! Q In fact, terminated HPI based cn pressurizer
2
2 E Lavel indizasicn?
v il - (r \
g A Yes, I thiak that is corzact.|) ( i
| U & ¢
" o - 1 .
- 1 Q Allew me =2 refer you fizst =3 parzagraph 1l <2 =2
|
B | Mevak memcrandum wheseia it is staced, "Under upses
i
41| condisisns, such as »ralenged relie? valve speniag and
|
3 1

accilents whers signilicant veids ave Jzsomd L8 B8 pRIAlY

Acme Reporting Compeny
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systam, it may De zogsible o end up with a =wc-chase

mixture ia the Pressurizer tiat is net at the highest

L

ceazperature in the Prizary svstem. CUnder these circumstances,
addicticonal loss of primary system inventory or shrinkage in

the primary system 2ay not te indicated by pressurizer level.

1
.~

11

S8

L
-

w

bi]

ey

This situation has already occured at Davis-Sesse ! when a

relief valve stuck cpen.”

Then paragraph 3: Althcugh the safety analyses

do not require terminaticon of thermakeup system, cperators
would control makeup flow based on the pressurizer level
‘a8 PaArt of cheir ncrmal procedurss. As a result, under
certain ceonditicns whera the pressurizer could tehave as a
mancueter, the sperator cculd erronecusly shut off makeup
flow when significant void cccurs elsewhers in the system
or loss of iaventury is contisuing.”

Then the last s¢ Ce in the final paragraph:

for COL reviews, procedures should -e reviewed =c ansure

adeguats information before the crerascr terminates makeup

Slow."

U

My gquastion 0 you- is Sirst what ace the negative

consequences which vou envisgicn Irom an Sgerassr surniag <22

- 5~ Bt : ) & . . : p . -
EPZ Cdespite i Presencs of veids i the systen, 9Or 2hecs
. . . b 2 . —-— * . -

&8 & SOnRVIULD 2288 S5 AVenSITY casead =n nislsadling

: : p ¢ & 1 Tt adl §
LRSormation shtaized Srom ETassusLies level Lacdlicasiaon?

o
fu
%)

A Sxcuse =@. Can vou o9

Sack == guestin?

Acme Reperting Cempany
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(TRe zecord was :ta§ oYy the reporter.)

THE WITWESS: The negative cconsecuences I will
judge to mean the petential for core uncovery and ccre
damage.

If you just had voids in the core, veoids in the
Teactor coclant system, excuse me, and no leak from the
feactor coclant systen, I can't define any specific grsblen
with cutting back on makcug flow in that tuation.

In other words, -~ the fact that veou have voidls in

the reactcr ccclant system would not by themselves lead =0

8 - e .- -— - —— -

1L, “ow‘vnr, you did combine ncw veoids present
in the core and a continuing loss ¢f iaventcocry where new ~ne
inventory deing lost is greater than the amcunt of makeug
Seing added tc the system, the potential there is for them,

the voids t0 increase =0 a point where =here would Ze

continue £9 ccecl the core in an acceptable wav.
T™his could lead =0 a core uncovery as rslersed =0
12 core cdamage. -

3¥ MR. EZTIVAN: U

Q Weuld this e =ore licely whers =he crerataz

9 e - 2 | - - ——— -
cempletely tirns 022 nakeup 2.2w as cprosed o intermistenctl

seduciag Slow, lacTeasing flicow, Zecueciag S.ow?

A mell, ke answer is Sasically just what we z2all

Acme Reporting Compzeany
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mass inventory Salance.
that ycu are lcosiag £zs

chen
maximized.
is maximized.

Lat me say,

you decide to turn it off, cbvicusly

29
I2 you have a certain amcunt £ nass
the resacs=or coclant system, and
the deficiency is

You are losing the maximum amoun<.

acwevear,

i2 you have sericdic adding

and cutting back of makeup flow, you would still do the

same calculaticn in effect over scme tine zericd,

inventery SO to speak <f the

coclant system,

sC dependin

« s

taxe an

anount of mass in the reacemor

en how fregquently you restored

£low, if ycu had no flow t is just a mass balance, >butc
in general it would be better to keep f£flow on than %0 take
it oft.

Q 2us in any event, this scenaric presents tae

bovious possibility
weuld you agree vi

A Zes. I
reascn <id ot preovid
svstem
system is capaczle

and what ycu effectively

ia the reactor ccolant sYstel ccSupving volumes that
weuld ncrmally be scsupied bv liguid wvasers

| Woulsd YOU &AgTeE 24T She sSoncarn in Shis Jsmorandux
tat was sizned by vou and dralted sy Sandy Israe. cSoncanling

th that

would agree

as was Seing lost through

rave i3 nore steam

of core ungcovery as a "cnscque ce,

=
that ié an gperassr S scme
the same amcunt <2 :ass =9 th
the system, that the
smen =7 maiazaizin sras3urs at 3cme valle

seing Ssrwazd

Acme Regorting Compazeny
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teraination of makeup flow cn the basis of misleading
{nformaticon from pressurizer level indicaticn is a concarm

ST sotential core unccvery? Is cthat the danger addressed?

A Well, I can say locking back at the memo tcday, that

certainly is the case.

I would poine out, though, that I =hixk it is fairz,
that the rema:ks shcoculdn't reflect the thought processes
that I weat thrcocugh at tle cizme I initiatad the memc. I
think that is important.

I did not focus at the time I concurred in the memo
on issues such as core dncévery, so at the time that I
signed the memo, I was not in my own mind following through
cn any of the specific scenariocs. I basically sead the memo
for the basic substance cf the memc. I found nothing in
there which suggested. &2 me a reascn that we shouldn's go

anead. thought we should, and on that basis, I did,

Vow to go back ané lock at the memo and study it

today, ves, in looking at it tocday,the concern =hat you would

have is that if an operator did not maintaia proper makeus,

and if he did secure makeup, the 3cssibility of core

. A
unccvery is a reality. |,
i

| I

Q When vou reviswed the zemcrandum, tihen vou
ceniined yourself s a scenaric thaz i3 descrised in =he

samecrandun and 4id act extragclacze frsem tiat?

N - Sannct aven sav =has I =4 ught a scenas.cs.
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3%
read it for the purpcses < f understandiag is=. I 4i32 nos
study it ia the sense to construct the scenaczisc o either .

agree to disagree that such a scenaric was possible.

The purpcse ¢f what I did by reading the memo was
just to know in effect the thrust cf what the memo was trviag

€0 Pursue. It seemed like an area that merited %o me scme

iavestigation. As I recall, there was, the investigatiom

was to center cn the need for a lcop seal which was just a

particular bend in

I did not see any reascn why we shcouldn't pursue

—— - — — -

the need =2 tetter understand why these ware there, so I

weuld say at this tioe if that was basically the peint,

that was all T can recall that I got cut oI the mexo.

I'did not particularly spend anv =ime reading =he
memo at all. I thiak I may have qlanéed at it for ten
minuces.

Q Would you censider the scncerns raised in =he
Zancrandunm regariing aiszleading informatisn frca zhe
Jressurizer level upon which the operzssr csulld cermilate
makeup 2low =0 ralse a safety concern? [ | : ST \

R JS

By At the Sine T signed it,. 20. Let me explaia. It
8 pazt of ocur review Irocess, Sur asranch dces not reviaw
ameIjency srocecures. I den't recall makiag any mencal
2cte of zhe fact that we were 2is3cussiang smergency srsceduras
And JPeTALOT ac=icns, SC I guess iz =ke =ine I sismed =he

Acme Reporting Comzany
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‘Teviewed Lo ensure ~dequate IAformatior

32

~smc I did not see, I did nct raccognize what =he memo was

suggesting €2 the same degree =zhas I

see 1t tcday.

8 -

- -
- - -

-

I wonder could have =g eu

res-read and
@y answer “ecause I think I lost it scmewheres along the
line,

.
- -
-

(The record was read bv

sepcrear.

THE WITNESS: Ckay.

3Y MR. HELFNER:

Q@ Had the final paragraph of Mr. Israel's memorandum

caught your attention where he suggests thats srccedures te

“the operator

)
o,
'
o
"
[1]

terminates makeur flow, weuld there have seen fez you

a way

52 call this t2 the attention of the pecmle who would =

able %o review the procedures that

-—-

to ensure

[
"
[T
o
O
"

b'—‘ -~ -
- - -

had adequate informaticn Sefare he terminates mageur flow?

A I'm sorry. I am going %o have =5 ask her .o

zead it agalin. -

(The sending guesticn was read -v the seperter.)

TEE WITNESS: VYes. Let me say zhas= if a need

22 Point this cut in the zrocedure haé scme =o [Y attent=ien
S the zoint thas I wanszed =2 make c=2er sectla awars 7 .=,
at that time I would have discussed is wis=a F=okably ;ac;;?—
WRC Teviaw, Sve:: ing lizense serscnnel. Laz me eXgoAln.

AT the tize :hat I wrste the Temc, 3igmed =he
Teme, 1t wag 2 unders=anding shas zhe 2n ¥ FECT .8 Witlkin tRe

{1\

foymnn ,
Acme Resorting Ccrﬁ.é"snyu;‘ WAL LIS
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staff who reviawed, whe had the 2rscedures, were members

ZQ £ the Cperating License B3ranch. It was m7 understandin )
| that as part of develcpment o2 ctheir examizaticons, they
‘ would have access =2 these procedures.
: I was not aware, 0 2y kncwledge, that Iaspection
a. and Exflcorcement also had reviewed the srocedures, but gerhaps

|
7! reviewed them at the site, s$0 my pcint of contact as test I
s could recollect cZ pecsle who would have at least had
? access 2 the procedurs would have teen the Cperating
0| License 3ranch.
lff _-fl:: robably weeld zcs Nave ended thise siave ;acz;
‘3E do not review the technical acceptability ¢f che procedure,
3 | but enly review it from the point 0f view of determining
‘*; what po::i;n ¢f that preceduras <o they wishr to choose to
| examine the cgerater on.

SY MR. HELFMAN:

lsi Q For the cperator's examination?
‘7i A That is corzect, so0 the answer 20 your guesticn is
:3; it would nave ceen pessible =5 fcllow sassugh, alshough I
192 do not now xaow exactly what chain of actions weuld zave 2had
0 | 25 nave seen zaken. il e ENnARAT AN
2z My asscciasicn wish cecple ilﬁgiéﬁhig;:rsviawiigJ“ﬁ’
= procedures was not, I was ot famillar wish shat at thas
2 | zize.
4 G Is scunds like 20 3¢ that thezs were n¢ Jotmal
-5 procecdures. oulli that e A2 accurace assessmenc, and thas

Acme Raperting Cemocny
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vyou would have 2ad

A I weuld say

recall cnly cne instance wherse we

discuss even generic

=)

have found a zath?

chat that is genezally ==

haé an

procedures. In one

cpportuni Ty

case,

34

-

in reviewir,

an emergency cors coolant system for a class of plants, we

w' -

- —

Wwere concarned
srocedures as
exactly what acticns

We wera int

and whether he would

actions.

orerator should have

in the sense that if

action would se done

we did
way yeou shrased

Q Do you

a 3&W plant?

-~
-

A

2 -
-

It

and as I recall

o

‘
-

There was

there was a

ceoncem

aumnber o2 avencs wvher

- - s .

- -

de2ing st

satained o

- -
-~

the operator actions,

Thac review culminat nd

net review precedures, and I weul

Jece

-
-~

he would have

i -
——-

rested then

have suf

- - < —— - —

nore, should have an

he failed to perform the action,

avtomatically for ainm,

the cquestion.

-
- -

ia last several

-l
-

T2aCTSIs wers

18 whe weczked 22> e

32 a zraceduse 32 pricadures

SQ we

the number
ic.cn~ tine to perform ¢

in our decision

d agree

was a Westinghouse standard

vears azcus

s7ar-srass:

used the

che docuzent from which we could understand

Bseresrn.

of actions

chat th

somatic backup
the
Sut in general,
with

iavolved

RAESAR-].

a

§ - -s,—'
——- -

B
.- -

.
-

- -
-

- - -~
sn oW =2

e

=
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5 Q What was the ccncern at that tine?
5 A The concerm at that tine, there was a

- concern that during startups secause eicher cof

3 Pressurized-~water reactor plants were zar<i

-'-A&

Fcne through the Licensing 3ranch

were star=ed up, $C we 2id, and I think again

| sould cbtain for us a coov of the srocedure,
3 - -~

. that is the way the engineers chtained it.

3 inattention or failures of certain eguipments,

s

~“e& Tay have
where we asked if tihev

and I shial

technical
sgerator
te plant was

larly sensit. ‘e

10 || Se cver-cressurizaticn because when the zlants were bein

"o I Tstarted up, they would be completely filled wis

L/ ; - -
wvater L.

12 unless ycu were very careful ¢n how you added water and

1 Temoved water, it was tossible there for vou tc add more

14 || water than’ycou were removing,

'8 Suickly pressurize.

nd the plant would very

was discuissac

18 | Q Is that the condition of going scliéd or being
|
- || s0lid?
|
s | A That is correcs
9} Q What was the concern, that the pizes could se broken?
20 A The concerm was that if you haéd a very irradiated
e vessel, and 12 it should h2ave a crack or a flaw i is, =hat
» there~was a suggestion that wiszh the vessel seing s2ld, is
1
’n ; was :f Sritcle character, and wish 2izh sressures =hecs
% 1 was a chance that thas flaw weuld grzaw and suptuse =he Tessel.
I =
s i - S¢ you secall whazs 3lant this cancezn
I
i
|

Acme Regerting Company
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in the context of? ' ;
A We discussed, the concern was brcadened =2 include

all cperating PWR's. As I recall, we may have aad zhe '

procedure for the Conald C. Csook Plant, and the Izdian 2cint

2 or 3 cperating plant.

Q Were any nemcranda issued by vour branch concerning

cthe danger of going sclid when the plant was in this staze?
A Yes. Memoranda tc the point that Mr. flugge, whe

is not now an emplovee of the staff, nowed the concern.

He was reviewing licensing event reports which identified

these kind of events. EHe wrocte a memc which summarized

these events and initiaced the acsicns t=hat fsllowed.

|
Was he an engineer? !
s !
Yas, he was. |
team was 1e? !

Q

A

Q Cn whose
A He worked for Mr, Mazetis. ,
Q

Would it be possisle to obtain Ron Tlugse's

aemcrandum?

A Yas.

Q Co yeou recall in =hat epciscde who Zecrrtmined zze
distzisution of the aemorandum? Was it Mr. Flugge sr M

{ |

Mr. Mazenis ar yourselL:? _ \ W LIS

A No. I can't zecall o determized Lo de -
dea's zacal. Who made =hat discributisn.

< Woulld these 4ls30 Se a vellicw c3py 22 =ais zemoraxdun

Acme Reperting Campoeny
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in your £ile?
A Tes.

Could we cbtain a copy of thats as well?

Yes.

0 » 0D

Getting back to the Nevak memcrandum of January
10th, 1978, with respect =0 the fizal parzagraph where there

is. this discussicn concerning a concsrn that procedures Se

3
a
O

'
b
®

reviewed =0 ensure adeguate infcrmatio Speracer,

is what you are sayving thas

£

at simply éidn't catch your

ave?

A It didn't catch my eye, and L2 I weze =2 probably

suggest vIi- we might have done with iz, at mest it would
2ave teen part of an cperating license reviaw. We would
have ;u:sd;é whether the procedurs f2or that specific plans,
what it would specifically say.

I guess ncw locking at it, it would only have
suggested when we finally got %2 .the Pqint wheze the ceviaw
was 2eazly cscsmplete Secause it is anly at zhas tcize when

the procedures have been pragared, shat we would nave had

an gcpportunity tc reviaw =he srscedures aa

[$N

<2 make sura
then tlat thers was ccnsistancy tetween zihe design and zhe

Procecdures, Sut that is speculatiag secause we, as I xzus=s

seiat cut, we don'T as a noermal zart of cur review, we have
2¢T ccmbined the raviaw oI procedures and the desizn.

Nhen we 2ave s3xzalned sasCecles, 13T las S,y lJeen

Ac¢me Reperting hdmﬁany i UL
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in background to Relp us have ¥ setter mnderstanding cf

what an cperator may or may not 4d¢ or what he is reguir

do. It gives us better background £o understand potent

a weakness in the design.

ec =5

ially

Q So is what you are saying that operating proecedures

and design review were separately reviaws tasically?
A That is corzect.
Q Had such a course ©f action cesurred and had
this paragraph caught vour eye, wculd the procedure

that ycu have outlinnd have cocnfined this concern 9

evaluation of cperateor license permits, apgplicactions cr
construction permits?

A If the procedure aspect had really caught av e
it would have suggested £0 me a concern to make this no
this information known &9 the Division ¢f Cperacsiag
Reacecors.

I would have locked probably for scme generic

7e,

te,

way

to disseminate this iaformatica. I may have tried o talxl

strictly then to the Operatiny License 3ranch secsle =2

i2 they cculd have disseminated t=hkat iaformaticn to all

.-

sperating ;lan:s--;:eéably a2ct, Sut I prsbably still we

2Ave 2iscussed it Jizst wish ke Sperzacing Lisensas It

secple. 1L
U WA

o ¥ 3 E . et % % e P - .
4@ Preohadly then weull Rave sSanclicded that Ve

have Bad =0 discuss it with the Jivision 92 Cpematizxg

Acme Raporting Camaoany
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Reactors.

el b
- - -

Q Let me call your attention =2 the santance

{2 the memorandum where =he memcrandum refers =0 =his

problem as being cne noted in 3&W plants that loer seals
in the pressurizer surge lines are used in scme plans
desizms notqd in 3&W,.

Is that a generic reference =2 the 3&W plant design?
A Yes.
reference cactci

Q Did that generic your ave when veu

were looking cver this memcrandum?

3 b
it as least

- - -

- - - — SRR Sttt S .

A Yes, it probably &id, In other werds,

suggested tc me that 34W designs were zhe 2nly sressurized

water vTeactor Jesigns that had a lcop seal.

I srobably didn't make much of it because t=h
3&W plant design has a different configuration with regard
to, in terms cf elevation. I% has what we call lower lcep

designs and raised loop designs, sc it would nct have

9 20 - - % op
susprised me that a2 comment like 2 lser seal onl

SCCals °on

8éW, and I may have associated tha= wizh just due 22 t2e face
that they kave a dilferenc slevatiocon azrangerment, 32iffsrans
than the Westinghouse and combusticn slant designs.
Q Of ccurse, at the ting ¢f the issuvance sf =hl
nemeorsandun tiess wWers a number of 35W zlancts nas alseady
Rad twheis ogeszatorss license and sechaps 2ad sone ssumersial
Would you agTee Witk =has? S labas
‘—r-‘\ .—“ l"l |
;1! ! ,‘_ \ | \ o
/N L e Nt W
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| : A Jes.
;! Q The procedure that wee “3llowed, that is, sroviding
s,
33 cals memorandum =2 the engineers con the stafis of your twe
‘% team leaders, wculd nct have trought this memorandum £2
,l bear con 3&W plants that were already cperating reactors and
5! already perhaczs épora:iaq commercially, is that correcs?
|
7% A That is correct. The distribution did not accsuat
5% fcr it. I think I did not recognize it as scmething that
gi should be discussed at this time with the Divisicn of
;og Ceperating Reactors.
1;! It orobably was because I thought there was scme'...
n
12; work yet that we had o do. In cther words, we would
|
‘3i Pursue the review On an operating license reviaw and if
14 || informatiod same out of that review which we thought added
15 E €0 Qur concern let us say, then I think we probably weould
|
1,} have brought the Division of Cperating Reacstors into it.
LT; I would imagine that my thcught process was one of
13‘ wdll, we still have to do the work. We s=ill have =3 perfsrr’
g | that part of the review that was a reminder =0 the raviawers
0 | to leas2 more about the puspese of having pressurized locp
1 seals, and if from our review we determined scmeziking thats
2 7@ felt Rad a safety considerazicn, then we would hzing is
,
1 | 9P 9, or iaform the 2ivisicn ¢f Cperasiag Reacesrs, 3¢
N would Rave %0 say i :ust 2ave teen 1Y shoughs as shae tize
e when I signed g =amo that it was scmesziing ==2as shculsld 3

Acme Ro:cningu Compﬁhf '
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Kept withia the branch because we wer> just goiag out, ssvin

3| =2 now learn mcre abcut the specific design peculiazity, "
31l and if something would come up out of iz, then we would
¢4 have ancther point in the review process whers cther secple
5 || could be brought in to share cur information.
8 Q With respect to the concsrns ralsed resgariin
7 inaccurate information concerning core level on tle basis
3 | of pressurizer level, and the pcssikzility chat tie cperatcr
9; would terminate makeup flow based cn the inaccuracse
1°i informaticn, what further review did voa feel was necessary
11l before this matter was called to the t:on:icn-;£ ctler 5
12 | departments?
13 A w-ll, I did not focus on that poins, sc I don't
“’ think tha. is a fair characsarization.
15 What I would say is as I recall my goint was that
15! we were going =o investigate why :there was reactor coclant
17! locp seals. When we understocd why they were zhers, we

|
e | would probably tihen disseminate that informasion.
19; We would, if we feltc it was certainly a safacy cencern
0 ? that was more firm ia sur =:i2ds.
* I did not at zhe zime we issued that Temc recogniz
2 | all of =ne ingrediants cof sie memc =0 the same Lavel shas
3 | we can =cday 2ut it was in @y miad scmesiiig thas we wers
4 goilg S0 review 3 Letter undersctand =iks sasis fs3r a specilic
2 | {

dasign consfiguration.

J
t 4
} A - vua — -
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Q@ Would you agree tlact tle safezy concern is rather
appazent on the face cf this memorandum?

Ry In coday's light, ves, but I dc nct Selieve that
it would be that apparent at the time that the memc was
prepared.

For example, there are 13 sngineers in the branch.
Te my knewledge, 1o cne ever sat down and discussed it

with me. VNobeody asked me whether cr nct we shculd discuss

this issue with the Division of Cperating Reactors. I assume

and I am fairly positive that each ¢f the engineers :Qad

juld Zave fead it to make sure he

at l.ui'uié;;;;é Ry G
e may have not done anything with it at that

tize because he was not reviewing a 34&W plant. As I recall,

there was only cne or twe 3&W slants at that tine ceing

reviewsd, so the zemo did not ring the tells at the tine it

was issued that it certaialy is suggesting it can ring today.

Q Setween January loeh, 1373 and March 28th, 1379,

was any such review conducted or fur<her exgloration of =2

\

prchlem conducted iz your sranch?

|
-
! X
(¥ ” N’ BN

P it was ny understanding--lez ne savy it shis wav.
I would ha7ve expec=ed that that furzther review weuld have
taken 2lace as part 9f zhe review of c2e Midland orerating
license seview. Midland is a 34%W plant 22 similaz desisn =2

: 2 sy ' ;
e ThTes Mile Jsland plant dasign, s8¢ it woull Rhave Seen

Acme Reperting Campany
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logical for che reviewer of that plant £9 encage in

Fuestions dealing with that subjecs.

-

-

Q 0o you Xnuow who was assignecd to review that 3lan%e?

A Mr. Scott Newberry was the assigned reviewer, and
Re was assigned tc Mr. Jerry Mazetis' secticn.

Q When did this review occusz?

A The raview Ras Ceen in process Icr protasnly =we
years. Cnly recently diéd I have an cppertunisy =2 talk &2

“r. Newberry, and ne notad for me that when we reviawed,

started the review cf £ dland applicaticn, it was one

-of -the plants that-we selected for assistance in review 2o

the EG&G perscnnel creratzing the Idahe Na:i:ﬁa; fas:
Laboratory, so they assisted us in pregariag scme of th
questions,” in fact preparing iost of the guestions f3r ous
initial round of guesticns with th e applicanc.

Q Could you please give the name again ¢f tzhe
labcratory?

A It was the Idanhc Naticnal Test Laborassry-=INElL--

2dahec Vational Ingineeriag Laborasery.

-

Q Lo you kaow if chey deult specifically wish soncerns

Taised in the Yovak memorand:m ¢f Januaszv l0+sa, 13737

A I did ask that guestion more recenzlv, anéd
A=, Newlerzy lalormed e that 26 locked at sheir Suesticns
AN it was not thers. It is possidle that =heis Tiestisn
sre~dated the issuance t2 zhe seview rsminder.

Uiy
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when we provided infcrmation =2 tle recple who
would Se assisting us ia our reviews, it is mv understandizg,
although I diéd not specifically verify it mysell, that we
gave them copies of all ¢f the standard review zlans for
which we have primary respensibility, those that we have
secondary responsibilisy.

We weculd have also given hia,.:h‘m'ccpics of all
of the existing review rem ders, so if it was in existence

at the tine they initiated the review, they would have had

the tenafit ¢of the review reminder.

3 =

L
&

. S —————————

F e i it Mt e e . o 01 e

Q Would it be possible to cbtain a copy of the
gquesticns they scsed sC as =2 ascertain “rie date =hat they
ccsed them?

A tes.

Q Csould you provide that to us?

A Tes.

MR. CHECPRO: QZfZ cthe reccrd.
(A discussion was reld ofI the :s;:;;,}l.,,~~x
2¢Y MR. EEIFMAN: -:‘

Q Co vou k3ow if the csoncerns <he Nzvak

8
N

nemcrandum wers addressed o the Suesticns finally sucmizsad

22 the applicant in the Midland CL review?
In other words, 2iid 4. JewbezTv adiress z:ose

% s = D . S . - - D 2 2
Soncerns that the Idahe Natisna. Test lLatorasesy 2.2 a¢

il
L3 ]

A I enly zecencly asiked Mz, Newberszv and Mo, Hazetlis

Acme Reperting Company
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L2 they had, L there was 2 Cuestion asked dealing with

> . . : gt |
this, . As I recall from cur conversation, cieir

fizst inpressicn was ves, they had zicked it up. EHcowever,
they had not Seen able o lccate the guesticn.
In dscussing it between themselves, they Celieve

what they nocw recall is that while it wasn't asked on =h

' 4 } . - » 1 » - .
fizse 2ound, they kad intended t5 ask fa3r it duzing t=e

second round of the gquesticns, sc it may have teen when tley

thought they had asked it, that might have been really what
the reccllecticon was coming up wish.

e No, it _hadn't heen asked vet, but what thev

probably wese going to do was ask it on the secsond round cf
guesticns.

Q Has zhe second round of guesticns been completed
or is that coming up?

B There nave ceen seccnd rounds of guesticns

-
1

completed. I don't know if we specifically issved cur £inal

second rsund gquestions.

My shcught is that whe2 we were »zcbhbably iz =2
pregaraticn o0f the seacondé ;:und of Juestions is when =
T™zee Mile incident ccsusred, $C 20w therze is a guescsion
ia 3y 2uiac whetker all 22 qur suestisns got Sut 28fsze tne
Taree Mile iLacicens.

Subsecusnt 50 =he Three Mile incidens, we 2ave nad
QtIASE PeOPle 1ssisting us on the st2ss iz pericraing =al

o

Acme Resorting Cq'i-np__qnyvd
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review, SO I am nct up to dats as to exacsly wha: stace
Of review the Midland applicat=icn is at this s2ize.

Q Would it be possible to cbtain from vou a copy oF
the seccnd round of Qquesticns if they exist or the drafs
second :ound questions if they exist?

A Yes.

Q S0 ycou believe that 2ad tihe significance 2f the

safety concerns been raised in the Nowvak memorandum £ Januazy

l0th, 1978 invelving misleading informasion fzom srassuzizer

level as to core ccolant level and potential cCceratdr erTor

—— | —————_. - ——

Dased thnerecn, that this memorandum would nave zlaved a

— - - ca— -

significant part in preventing the accident at Three Mile
Island in January ¢f this veax?

A n oy own opinion, n3:; I think the memcranda
would have teen judged probably still ayposhesiczal. Is was
2qt clearly in my mind a memorandum which haéd suffiziens
cechnical detail o perhaps suggest a change iz the desigm.

I am speculating, sut I would guess =haz is woull
ROt 2ave been a clear basis for saying haéd shat infsrmmacion
been disseminated, withcut 2 dcust i; weuld rave zracluded

the Three Mile lsland accidens. 13 Uy ! UASIH L L s

den's Xnow the answer. My suess is =hat ==e

-

S ; . e
neme Ssuld Rave seen seviswed and ‘udged =2 te s=ill

aysotietisal. Thers was sSasis =S suggest s2as tk2e sgesazars
2ad had events sinilax =3 shis., Acsagsabnle ac=izn zaé zeen
.
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taken, and it may have been argued that the cperassrs are
aleart ancugh t0 rzespend progerly and chat there would Se no
need for a designm change.

Q Your first int was that a remcrandum such as this
po

would need a techniczal workup %o really have been useiul,

is that correace?

A Yes. I think that we woculd have had =0 develcs

|
|
|
|

a4 technical basis =0 support tie need 2or changes ia cpe:a:in;

plants. We would have done it by =he accumulaticn of

additional cperating data from which a techaical argument

-

would te made o supoo:‘ .hc 1ccd for a change.

For example, when we talked abcut the pressurized
water reactor transient, it was through thas kizd <f an
argument tiat changes in the d.sign of =he plans, as well

as scme of the procedures, cccurred. The staisf was

convinced that these changes were necessary,and on a =ime

Dasis appropriate for making these changes regquired =hat thev

e mace,.
I shink only after we could have accoumulaced a

tschnical asgument, which weuld e made ¢f =he 32aza 4ren

- -

orerating slants and a =schnical svaliation 22 iz3 signifizance

- e - ———

uld changes e suggested. B
Q Zad such sechnical werkuz seen Z2ne 3n zais
memorancdum, 4o you fsel that this memerandum ia csaiuncsion

- - -, wwhe | e -

-sm 3 .o . Y e ra3 % . - =4 ey s = -
Witd sSuch tschnical werkup csuld have zeen 2 3 2izsanse

Acme Raperting Cempany



L

13

14

LS

43

factor in the prevention of TMI 27

A I would say that what wa would have certainly
changed weuld have Seen crerating procedures, so the 3ro-
cedures would have been mcdified to reflect the concern
To the degree that the mcdified cperating procedures would
have prevented the accident, ves, but that :ill would be a
certain degree of speculaticon on any part.

Q At the end of the_first paragragn of the memorandum
there is a reference tc the Davis-Sesse 1 incilent whers a

relief valve stuck cren.

Were veou familiar with that =ransient atc the =ize
that you reviewed this memcrandum?
o I was aware of the transient, 7es. We had studied
.+ several months earlisr. I did ne= specifically recall
any of the review of that incident when I signed thi
memcrandum.

‘

ew L

o

exisced, and I was sazisfied that it

-
.

was an approvriacte reference

Q At the time that 7ou reviewed tlis memerandum,
were 34 familiar wish the Michelson zemorandum sroduced Lv
Carl Michelson? 7
|
A No, I was =e=. I 3id nos=ikiew of i=s axistenc
o} At the time ou raviewes the Temcrandum, were YouU
avare that this memerzandum wvas inspised Sv a contact Tetween

Sandy Tsrae. and Jesse trerscla?

Acme Raperting Cempeny
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A No, I was nct.

Q Were ycu aware that that contact arcse cut ¢ a “

discussicn by the ACRS concerning the Pebble Sgrings plans?

‘0

A No, but let me point cut that I was aware that Sandy

Israel and Mr. Ebersole had had scme discussi'~sns. It was

my understanding that these discussicns or as I recall now,
my imzression was that these discussicns related <o perhaps
over-2lceding of the steam generatc:rs.

Q You weren't aware tahat their discussicns concermed

the ccncerns raised in this zemorandum of Januarxy 10, '78?

1

9

13

A ™at is correct.
Q Were you aware of the secuence cf events of cth

Cavis-Sesse September 24tch, L3 inciient wnen you raviewed

the :ezo:aid" n?

A I was familiar with the Davis-3esse event fsllowin
the tine that events occurred. I did not specifically,
again as I sald earlier, rsefresh my memory as tc sgecificall
what was tne Cavis-tasse sven:t when I signed the memcrandum.

Q@ O¢ you think that voeu were aware that the Cavis-
3esse event iavolved an unexplaized clssuse ¢ a faedwatar
7al7e Wwhich cus 022 water 52 the stean sensrassST whlch ia
Sarn Zesultad i & zise i reactaz Ss2e 2Tassure ane

SANPASITUTS ARG AS A Tesult the PCRYV cpenad and stick spen,

wt . - . - p - -y 2° aesr < .- -~
EnAT COClARS esCafec tATOuGh Sne aren 2CHV, fiovea LntO
- - - Y - - - — - - el ]
-l Se8ICH SaANK U 3UCA Al eXTelnlT Al tag oS tanes Sas8C °n
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S
the guench tank rupsured and s2at neverzialass ctae
pressurizer level increased to its maxizum? Were you aware
those details?

A I was probably aware cf those cetails shortly afser
the event. The branch had an opgé:t' ity to senc people =0
the site and we &id study the event.

When 1 <iced the memo, I prokazly had a recollecsti
of the Davis-Sesse event as an avent which nhaé a transians

which ended up with a relief valve comening, but most

importantly, that the gQuench tank ruptured and that th

was - -a tlowdown intc-containment- - —_——— -

b - - —— - - ———

Q Do yeu recall zhe names of =he recele whe wers sent
€2 investigae that event from your branch?

A At least Mr. Gerald Mazetis.

Q Had those details slipped from your mind by the

you had reviewed the January l0th, 1973 memcrandum?

A Yes, they had.

Q Weuld it Se faiz to say that the zeferencs i =k
January l0th, '78 zemcrandum of sperascr errer Hased 2n
misleadin, informaticn as %3 ccore csclant level sased on

essurizer level &idn'ts casch your eve?

A TRAt i coromct. When I say dildn't catch ay ave,

let 28 say that {2 I zead i, Sechnically .t made sense =2
-

20 80 I wasn't arxgulng with the technical content of she

scatsnmenc.
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.When I say it didn't catsh 2y eve, it dida'e
sSuggest t° me anythiag of the signilicance of the statement,
as we can now lcok at.

Geing back =0 the Davis-3esse incident, we
concentratad our reviews con,certainly we were intesrested in
what the 2ower cperated relief valve, how it perfcrmed.

We had an intrest because we were generally locking for
systems resgconse.

We were interested in the contalinment behavisr,
scecifically the anmcunt of debris that was formed in the

S — - ——— ——— - — — . ———

sump, sSC thers were a.sas of cu- -ev:ew tha~ we concentratad

— ——— . — o —— - —— - — - —— . —

en.

My =ecollecticn was ve i the Systems 3ranch &id
not spccifically lock at the cperator acticns. It may now
in hindsight be a weakness or a specialization by which the
Sranch did its work that it was nct able tc really sut &=k
oreratsr in the systems review Srocess.

Q Weuld it Se accursate £9 say =hat as a result 3¢ she

review of the Cavis-3esse incidens, vou were ot aware 2F zia

cperator action in that iacident?

|
|
|
|
|
|
g,__,
|

A J8. Y probably weze avase s2 its. It was &if28%iculs
20T us S incorporatss it in a sense ints our ceviaw Srocess
- - Sae. 7That efezs 55 the operatar Laving sssxizacsed

gI?

A At L8 gorTece.

WU |

_ W W
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Q In the structure ¢f thiags, is fr. Ceasen your
superior?
A Mz. Centon is tae Directar of the 0ffice of

Nuclsar Reactor Regqulation. Under him, he has a number

of dovisions, one of which is the Divisicn of Systems Safety,

whose director is Mr. Roger Mattscn.
Under Mr. Roger Mattscn is a number of assistant
dizrectorships~--cne, reactsr safaty.

At the time ¢f the Three Mile incident, Mr. Rchert

Tedesco was the assistant director. I rezor+<ed =2 Mr. Roberts

~ Tedesco at the time.:/ ¥

Q Mr. Tedesco I assume was not provided wish a sopv

of the January 1l0th, 1978 memcrandum as a par: cf
distributian?

A That is corzect. He may have had it in che file
that Mr. Ress turned over £o him when Mr. Tedescs assumed
responsibility. I have nc idea whether or not that iadeed
cccurred.

Q When did Mr. Ross tuzh overs respongibilisy €2

Mz, Tedesco, if you can recall? Is that shorsly afser ¢h

nemcrandum was issuad?

A NSo. I don't zecall the specilic date.
Q@ Would it 2ave teen scmetinme in 13782

H
A Yes. L et i R ey

-

s < . 1 -l -y -
Wkat tix uld 22is hrave seern’?

(8
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: A Well, if Mr. Ross maiztaized any files, it might
*|| nave been filed under information related %o she Reac=or
3 Systems 3ranch.

. Q But not applicable %o a specific OL review?
§ A No. I would have guessed he would have had it under
6;‘ a Zile which would have been a file to show the areas ¢?
72 review of varicus branches.
3; Q Did the Pebble Springs plant come befare your branch
9! 2or raview?
.
‘oi A Yes, as a constouction pezmit application.
ol = ‘ e+ Ay Letedel W " iy el < Y i, s i+ ! i
zliv Q When was that aperoximately, if you can recall?
12} A 1977; it had a delaved review secause cf =
‘32 potential--cfZ the record.
| "
“; (A discussion was zeld off the recsri, ané =2
I
‘51 witness' rasponse was read sack.)
6 | TEE WITNESS: for velcanis eruptions ia =ae
lf; vicinisy of ¢k planﬁ site.
3} 3¥ MR. HEZIIMAN:
195 Q Zas that plant received an cgceratzing license =o
0 1 Zace? =

!
n A Ne, it has ncs.
= f < eid it go thrsugh an cperating licensiag review
3 : Tage =awrsugh yeur branch?

i . >

. ; A Mo, it 2as nes. W
=S » Ars vou Zfamiliar wich “e juesztions =zaz are

53
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propouncded 2y the ACRS regarding plans agslications?
A I am familiar with those gQuestisns thas the ACRS

develops in the area thatz I have tschnizal

ves.
Q

either to or con the way back, with answers,

A Well, ACRS guesticns can take 2 wvar

‘oam

cegnizance over,

Oc thcse guestions get routed through veur branch

the licenses?

iety of patis.

3; Usually the guesticns come =22 us fram she s=af members.

92 They may be guesticns =hat a specilic commisttee man has

10 wished to be askad, and we then endeaver =2 answer it, or
-:";.N_E;.“w' wi:l lat it be xncwn to the applicant that =his is.a questi:

12 that we have seen asked

!
|
?
|
|

Frfepale an answer either as an amendmens ST 2

S2 answer and suggest

that he

erhaps at a

Jeeting.
Yes, we generally I weould say we always receive
Tle resconses to any guestions Sy the applicant. If chey
are Zormalized and if they are at a mee=in today, it is
fart of the record, sc it is available == :i}t{\
Q Sid your branch receive the zuestisns tia= ware

srcpcunded by <he ACIS -ega:dzﬁg the Pazbls S
A Those gquesticns are a lisszla,
nizue. They wvera very desallaed, as I recall
Taccllaction is thas zharsugh =he Sivisicn af
Hanacemens °r scmezling =hese suestians vers
applicant, scmething iz she sensa 32 =ax rau

A¢me Raporting Cameanv
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answess =0 these quastions in tine 3Ior the next suscommittse
aee=ing or scmathin

As I recall, the stafl was just mcre or less a
middleman in getting the gquesticns to the agplicant. They
were prepared by someboedy on the staff of the ACRS, and they
were given to us probably through the Division of Project
Managenenst--scme of the secple on our stalfl, in fact. I
think I recall that we had scme very linited discussion
with regard to the scope o2 the guestions.

It is my recollecticn that these Juestions went well
—:ﬁFEa what we would tradizionally cal =he bounds of 9&:
review either in suggesting more failures than what we would
craditicnally look at, and asking fSor conseguences, but it
was cf tha; nature.

Q Co vou recall who discussec the sccpe o2 the
Questions? Was that ycu and scme cther tecple on your stail?

A AS I recall it, I éid have discussicns either wita

it
-
n
"
v
[
.-‘
"
b

Mr. Mazetis. I den't recall which gerseon I
haéd that with.
Q Was it one or the other rather than sota?

A It cculd 2ave 2een =0tAa.

- el ™ - 4 . = S ~ e % e
o) Tnese Sussticns wers rsuted 2rsm the ACRS evencually

- % E -
53 yous Sranck and sShen yous branch siaply sassed them o

<
the applicant wishouts Surther analysis or seview ¢2 e

svestians? [
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A No. et 238 see if I car help. It is v

secollection that the guestions were given = the apprspriate

Sranch in the Divisicn of Prosject Management. Thev

probably gave us a ccpy of the guestions at the sametine

that they gave a copy of the guesticns =2 the applicant

$o that was the way I think we becane aware oI the Juesti

We probaisly got them through the Divisicn of
roject Management, bu® ;hqg were responsible for seein
that these guestions were provided to the applicant.

Q Then ycur branch did not act as a conduit?
—R That~is my recollecticn.” Vo, we did neot.
a-d .-dhaé-zg—;$;*~:;;—;;; icno Sy féu: branch wish

to the gquesticns?

A We cer=2inly read the raspcnses. We were inte

in the responses =0 the questicns. We did not, as a %o

review, review the adequacy, so the guesticns were basic

develcred =y the ACRS. We reviewed tie respcnses zasic
for information and &2 strengthen our own review of £h

particular cScncesns suggested by the Questions.

()

S0 you have any reccilection ¢f the contant of

question Yo. §, whizsh was szcrosed Ly Mz, Therscle?

A Yo, I 4o no=t.

(8}

Co you zscall 12 any of the Juesticns ralised

..

’

ens.

raszad
zmal

ally

LR
a‘-:”

stecifically the concerns which aze addressed in the Januazy

10eh, 1978 mamczandum signed by reu?
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37
A Yo, I do not.
Q Is there scme documentaticn concerning your
aranch's censideration of the Febblae Springs guestions
that we night be able to see--memcranda, evaluations?

A Let me see if I understand. What ycu are asking

me is after we had received the responses Zrom <he agplicant,

2id we write anything which descriled any comments relatsd

20 those responses?

- + .

My reccllecticn is we did not, but I will lock and

if there is anything available, I will make it available to

o aheatin s Mo i Sadaramtieaetie SOV ik e il i

Q Is it normal srocedure for veu 20 receive the

- -

guestisns zropounded by the ACRS and the resscnses propcundecd

by the applicant?
A Yes. We generally work a little ncre in the line--
I would suggest that this was a little different. Gene=zlly
what happens is we are a stronger, we zay 3lay a stsonger
z3le in the qQuesticns.
in this case--oy that let me clarilv what I mean
2y stronger. %We would get a certain gquesticn fzom ACRS.

may read it, discuss it, anéd then prepare suestions and chen

0
"
“
O
4 )

ask =hem of the applicant, s8¢ we Tay dc t=hat kind o2 w
sehall o2 =he stalfl.

hen the Suesticn comes tack. We reviaw Lt. We
woulld 2iscuss the response wWish tlie ACRS and ke azslicans.

1
u ~ ~
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this case, the Stesticns

were already, ycu might sav

-

areas, as I recall, that we wculd not

in the sense they weculd be, you might

of what we weuld consider

avents.
Q Your area of specialization?
A Net sc much the area oZ speci

seycnd what we require for licensing:

—require~that~anacsident b

Sail:

raviawed a

re, we would shen

net necessarily

would require two cr three single fail

scenario, s¢ in that sense =h

e questizn

suggest is an adegquate basis for licen
Q

ncthing with these gquesticns?

nad,

2aé teen prepared.

perhaps scenarics less likely than what

SO in that circumstance, your staff real

S8

S oy

aatuas
Thev were

nermally ask tecause

-

suggest a violation

to te cur standard review practices.

They would be cutside of what we might call design basis

alizaticon-=-as scmethin

for example, if we

ssuming a single

& - -
-

ask

ures t¢ =rack that

s were dealing with
t the staf? would
sing.

y &id

A That is correct, iz the sense that we neither
included &b il our own safaty evaluaticon--we wers Xn cw-cdge-
able that the guestions were asked. We were <acwladgeasla
that I den's know if-atl of che guestions sould te answered
in encueh detail ©3 say =hacs all You wanszed £33 Anew, =i

pPLicant was able =2 pravide 7oy wish
St was a3y understanding ané macollecsisn that the

o

D Hl
Acme Ropor?ing COﬂLpéﬁy d o C/UNURCIULEN
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apelicant proviied a susprisingly cemprehensive answer:

that might have teen secause of 2is need =2 ==v t0 be as

P

responsive as he could =0 the commitctee such that taev
coculd complete their review and the process of the
construction germis could e brought to a close.

Q Was vour sranch responsible 2or sransmitsiag =h
resconsas to the ACRS?

A Net %o my kncwledge.

Q Do you recall or do you know if the applicant

respended to each of the guesticns that was srogounded?

o e ———

A~ AS I said, he may not have answerad all of the

Suestions completely. Scme of his answers nav have seexn
we -have 20t studiad that specific scenaric, sSut he answered
the questions.

Also it was my reccllection in discussiags with
Pecmle in our branch that we were surprised at zhe deptz =2
which he was able to rescend %c these guessisns in a

- 3 1 ] .
selatlively short seriod of tixe.

Q Were you aware cf any transienss cccourring at

slants cutside 22 the Unitced Stases =ha< aight Rave iavolved
| a PCRV failure. -

! A S WaS 3¢t 2t 2R t=ine, let's say ¢p until The size
9f =he Three Mile Island accident.

jecencly we lave searn nade awars % a slans

STARSIENT Si]I_aAZ in sCme TeSTectS3 I the Three Mila accidens

oA Y
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in that there was a system transient which resulzed in

F0RV ralve rema

or

.-
———.

§0

-
-

cpen, cone of two valves remaining

» anéd may have teen cpen for a pericd of 20 minutes

after which the operator secured

the wvalve,

Q Was that a Westinghouse

A
designed plant}
Q Located in Eurs

A Tes.

Q B0 you recall i

It was my understanding

ce?

-
-

“Three Mile Island 2 con

application?

Q

was submicted f5r a cons

-

tiocn pezrmit o

- -
D

-
- -

cticn permitn,

plant?
t this

you perscnally did any werk on

is A Westinghouse

-

-

license

e —

Srerator

At the time that Three Mile Islané 2 apglicasicn

is o - -
-‘.-..’

&8 WC

in what is now called =he Division of Project Management.
M. Ross was what we at that time called zhe, he was the
Project manager for =hat sranch.

I den't zecall any specific persicns of zhe review
That I undertock ayself, bus I d¢ think =has we =aéd
Qiscussions in the area 2f thermal hvdrauliss wish ragasz3
ts Ty Mile Island. -

I may Se fscalling Three Mile Izland Unis L Thare
8 tlat possibilitcy, but I don's zecall any sgecifis zeviaws
tS2as I conducted avsell of either Three Mila Island L a2 2.

Q Noull it suITprise 7ou =9 leasn %ha: 7ou aze lissad

Acme Repoarting Cempeny VAL
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11

on the

400 hours, if I recall correctly, of tine? .

A

Q

A
er the

Q

docket for Three Mile Island 2 Zor approxinasely

This is prior to the Three Mile Island incident?

I am tryiag to find out the dates.

Tour gquestion is with rTegard to the operating license
construction perait?

I'm not sure. I can represent to you that your

name apgears on the Three Mile Island 2 docket.

A

That could be the case because if you go back in

time to the Three Mile Island docket, it includes the

- e — e e % - —— e — — e —

censtruction permit £3r Three Mile Island 1L, operatin .

license for Three Mile Island 1, sonstruction

: e
et Lor

O

.

Three Mile Island 2, and the cperating license for Three

Mile Islanéd 2.

As I recall, I did not zerfcrm any engineersiag

seviews of Three Mile Island 2. I had already taken 2on av

Fresent posiction. Thers were seriocds of time duriag which I

Qid pericrm engineezing reviews and is is 7rery sossisl

.

that cne of the slants I could have reviewed in let's sav

- : & ?
e Teview CI tle snersency core coc.ant systams o Cor.

-

thermal hydraulics sould have been either o2 the Three Mile

Island

-~
-

weuld

and wkas

snes.
-~ T * b ’ v pe P - RS .
Cauld yeu grovicde as wisth any documenss whish

dicats what dates 7ou worked 2n Thoee Mile Island

ey 218 ia shkat zZagara? ‘
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I don't kacw how I

82

could 40 =hat. I coulld see

i2 chat infcrmation is available. I am verv skeptizal
that I could obtain it without a very tedicus review.

Q

A

Can you suggest where we aight fiad such information?

I would suggest that the Accounting Depaztment may

Se of some help.

Q
ssecializacsi

reviaw fell

discussing this in the context of =h

8

"
-

i3

- —

follow %o “:.¢g the concerns cf the January 1l0th,

nemcrandum to the attenticn of other

NRC.

-
-3

Ckay.

You mentioned earlier that due =o

ion or compartmentalizaticon, cerstain types of

Sy
- -

Qutsice of your tion, and I thiak we were

route that

: :
PR L R R -
Witaisld

dezpartaents

S
iing that

ib Ic .- ‘

you aight

3
e

such comsartaantalization
L d

Sr specialization in the NRC was an organizaticnal defecs of

sOme sSort prior to TMI 27

A Certainly I think a certain amcunt of compart=entali=-
zation or specializaticn is necessary. YNuclsar scwer slans
desicn envelcres a wide range of specializaczicn, se I would
suppert sgecializaticn as 2 aecessary pars ¢2 a2 well-function-

reaviaws arsa
\.iv
the 2ailuve

-
-
-

cceduras,

Y orvganization as far- as

auclear scwer 32!

cances=ed.
PCint is that i$ thers was an erssr, it wvas
=2 Tecognize the relationshizs tetwean =h

s m amiet D
——d o

NClaS
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But T »

Se fcllcwed as a conseguence ©f an accifans.

We were aware cf the zrocedures, sus w2 2id nos

.. -

L]

w

s7stan

3f as part of cur reviaw of a svstam design or
s evaluation combine the operatcr's activity with what he

5 would do following procedures, not to say that we didn't

" xnow that he had procedures. CQur reviews 3id considar how
SoCn an orerator might Rave 0 take an actic . ané we wceulld
certainly ccnsider that.

We were careful nct to accept desizns and scenariss

3
10 | for which cperator acticns wers suggested =c se reguirad
----- -0 —very early after an-aczident Tcéiizred, sc from the pcint of

|
1
!
It _
v || OUT review, we wculd lock at the design =c see that the
|
|
|
!
}
|

crerator had sufficient time t£o take an acticn.

i What I mean now=-hut we did not scrutinize the
'5! Procedure to see that, all of the implications of what =h
ol |

,6' cperator could or could not do as part of the accident

- |

- || Scenario, so from that pecint of view, I would sense a need
te tie those tcocgether.
9 | Q TWO Questicns occur . as a result’af your comment.

0 | Tirst is weuld you agree that the 3aW OTSG design sus far

Teater demand cn the Crerator in a time sense =han aizher

- - ———— -

e
3]

- the Westinghcuse design or cthe combustisn enginaeriag 2esizn?
A

= A Well, i2 I take away che Three Mile Island 2 aczidens
2 anc averystiing we have ncsSt recencly reviewed in zasms oF

» - . . - - B .
™ SRCTT Sies <9 i:?;:g CLT S§t@anl JeanelatTIs 258 3C JST,

-
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ke answer to vour gue

stion would -e no secause cur riles

2 | that we have adopted in terms of reguired ccerascr actions =
3i the event £ an accident are the same for Westinghouse
‘I plants or combustion plants or a General Zlectric Plant or
5 a4 B&W plant, that being no cperator action is reguired
§ | let's say any scconer than 12 mimutes, regardless 27 t2

{
7' accident, s¢ the cperator response time is nc saorter =0
si these classical accidents %a.t we have reviewed.
9! Q When ycu indicate that the cperatsr has nc raguired
LOE srocedure to follow for 10 minutes, is that post~-TMI or

! = — P St s
LII pre-TMI?
e I st ol -
12? A this is pre-TMI. This says if thers is an accident
135 that cccurs, any acsi that is eQuired to xitigate that

!
145 system, tiat accident must be ferformed automatizally, that
15; the cperator does nct have to take an action hHefore 10
:6! minutes, so there was nc acticn required -y an emersency

{
:Ti procedure as far as I kaow.
35 We would nct have appraoved the 2esign 21ad we knewn
19; that theze was an acticn reguired other than verificasion,
m! which means you lock but you don's have £3 perfsrm an assicn.
2 | Teu den's hRave £2 tush on a PUMP Sr sSecCurs 4 vValve Cf stazs
2 a dlesel oz somathing ¢f =hat nature, 50 2one o ese
3 i ctisns are segQuired any sconer =han lLJ =:inutess, and shl
:“ is pre-TMI.
2e ¢ a tie T 2 sCanacia, =36 SpeZatsr, L8 it acsuzase

Ac
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Qs

t2e Cperatsr cn the Casis

A et me poiat cut cne tiaing and

an earlier statement.

Generally, there is never a reguirement for an
operator to take an acticon hefore 10 miinutes. On certal

plants for an interim gzericd of tine we have given credi

-
-

for an cperator taking an action lat's say in 5 minutes.

Onder those conditions,we call him a dedicazed operator

&3 o
-

iz the sense that given there is a respcnse, his

that there is no cperator acticn hHefsre 10 minutses.

Acme Reporting Cam;;cnwy

st and

..
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LJEEHV acticn is o :e:ﬁs;iﬂiba~ ‘;nc isn, sc for a perisd
cf time until,well, obviously until the plant is modified,
e hav- sermictad an acticn by an cperassr i less than
10 minutes: Sut traditicnally cur design reguirements ace

What might suggest scmethiing earlier is shat a::e; f
the plant has Deen built and the plant is cparating, scmesiaing
is learned of the plant that wasn's coriginally kacwn and
until certain changes can e made =0 the zlanz, as i shas
sanse instead of shutting dewn the plant until the changas
can te made, =he stalf has on cczasizcn desermined zaas a
dedicatad cperatsr i3 an accegtazla interim sasgeonse =2 tha
cenceara.

Now navhe e cught =3 30 sack =5 veur second
Suesticn. I wanted =0 clazily skas soias=.



L

' reviews unto =h

Q Let me follcow that for a mcnent.

change and the use 9f an iaterin cgerascr would result from
the secognition of a generick problem, would that be acsur

A It could be gener.:>, or it may be plant specific.

Q My seccnd guestion concerned what you nave described

as a lack of integrating operacsor prcecedurss in design
Teview.

What dc you feel that is the result of? Is

scme lack of overview in the organizaticz, scme stIuctural

or organizaticnal zrcblem that keeps tiese concerns and

emselves?

A Yes, there must be that. The organizaticn

carcai: lv has £0 set certain char«ers f%or itsels, and

-aeare

is in the development of a structure of an organization

cartain responsibilities that are identified.

I would say certainly a very unintentional overssi
was the need to give the srocedures a2 closer technical
feview.

Thev were reviewed. Thev nave zeen raviawed sus

cntiaue %0 be reviewed by the 022ice of Ixspecticn and
Enfszcenmans, and I woulld 0t want =2 sus avsell as a terssen
wihic understancds £2 what depth tie C22ice 22 Iasgecticn and
AT p o Rt Saviaws Shenm.

L do ow that, and

R
cer=ainly i=

-
ap =ka

. 4 " . r - . »
=3} secple doing the reviews, sus it is 2y
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chat the Cffice of fns;oc:icn serforms a review in =i
sense that it ansures that all of the nscessarv psrocedures .
are indeed in existence and it may perfsrm a review whizh

checks to see that, for example, the designaticns given %o

certain squipment are indeed correcs, for example, that valve

Cesignations are proger, but it is my understanding shas =2

suitabilicy of that procedure in the terms of is it The right

kind of a procedure 2o reszend =0 that accident was nos

pecifically under the charter of the Inspecticn and
Enforcenent.

Similarly, it was not under the charsar of .=h
Qffice ¢f Cperator Licensing 3ranch. They were familar
with the procedures conly &2 the point thas they Xnew that

the zrocedure was cne that could e physically cazried ous

|

1
|
|
{
|
|
)
|

|
|
|
]

Sy an operactor,.nd alsc whether it served as a base fr=m wni:h;

they could construct varicus =2sts =2 determine if =he

operator was indeed familiar with the procedur

(]

Are there scme changes zrszpcsed ia the crzanizasicn

2Z the NRC =0 ensure that issues such as you zave menziznad

concerning crerater ;:cc:dﬁ:as sen's fall setween the cracks?
A It is ay understanding cthat as pazt of ke leng-

term recommendaczions ¢f che lesscons learmed =ask Sfarce, =nas

’ -

s 11 % 1 e’ = =2 % - - < A
they will De locking at shese araas where =2he staff shouls
srovide aizher, zut hizher emphasis in cheir reviaws and

B D -iale : * iy o' 3 : - .
S8TTALILY o AKX LT Ls reslactivel; kacwlaedgeasle s many

Acme Reporting Comganmy- -4 L
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secple =hat I am fairly confident =hat this will be one

of their recommendaczicns. L

Q 3ut they will reccomend that certain issues se
emphasized or that there will be structural changes in the
organization in corder t£c ensure “hat certain issues are
coverad’

A I & ix I would expect them t3 identify the need =

ensure that w.ese <ind of reviews take slace.

Whether cur management decides that okiy, we agree

changes within the present structure ¢f the crganizatien
er whether scme changes to this structure would have t2 se

made weuld zave o be decided at a latar tinma.

Q four description of the cperator procedures leads

o8 to the conclusion that they don't allow for much discrecsis

on the part of the cperator, that an event occurs and he
Sollows the steps of a fairly rigid srecedure.
Would that 2e accurase?

A I am not familiar with all that an operacsor dces

L_With the need for those changes and we must make the necessary

n

!
|

ia the sense =hat the 2rocsdure iust 2efines what the sPerasar

Ras =3 do. It dcesn’'t suggest what 28 zan's 40 or whas ke

Alcht also te azie =2 do, SO if zhere i3 a wealness zhat we

2ave zecs Rors aware 2% fsllcowing t2e Three Mi.e Is.and

acSiians, it is that the o

0

. TR TR
AZAL0T SeZiaps responded and 4i2
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It is my understanding the operator is nos :ss::ic%nd

.

t2 cenly those actions required by the emerzency crerasin i

Procrdure, my point being that we cnly give him credit for
performing cnly those actions dictaved by the emergency

cperating precedure, and in that sense we reaviaw it =0 seae
that it is well crdered and that the cperator has enough

informaticn %o perfcrm those actions when reguirad. ‘

MR. BEELFMAN: Let's go of2 che zecord for a mizuts.

(A Brief recess was taken.)

T BY MR. HELFMAN: R e I

Q With respect o0 the grocedures which the sperators

are required %o follow in the evens 0f a transiens, is
; ~ o |
the intention to eliminate the need for the creratsr =0 .

exercise discretion or make analysis of the transiaat at

the tine nhe is suppcsed tc se zerforming nis maniulasisns?
A In general, ves; it is my understanding that an

cperatcer is trained to recognize sertain chserrasla sumptoxs.

in cther wozds, Lif you have an ewvens, shers i3 iafsrmasisn

displaved in the control zcom whick he is =riinad =2

SeCognize, 30 this is commisted =2 2emory. of chese ligats
§C o2 i 2 sense, e racsgnizes =hls.

Se then is trained =0 =ake ce~=ain ixmediace
actions which may saly e rerificazicn, and 12 iadsed we 2ad
& S8ACTST S2i3, e erilflas that zhe zods have all son=cxed,

Acme Ranmartina Camnmcny
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£or example, and then he is Teguired shen %¢ fsllow a
Procedurs in terms ¢f perfcrming any subsequent acsicns,
sC ke docesn't really do any diagnesis otaer than what e

is trained to diagnose and so he is only expected +o diagnose

a certain variety of events from which he can determine what

specific procedurs he should Ssllcow |
Q Such as a procedure which would reguize him o i

check ais sressurizer level in crier ¢S determine ccra -cclanJ

level?

A That I don't know that that would be che case. I

would £

say that if he has a procedure, he

that he has nad a loss ¢f ccolant accident, he then fcllcws

the scecific procedure for a loss of ccclant accident

[Y
e |
.

he Scllcws"all aspects of that procedure. That is what he
is trained tc do, and if the procedure itself would say

maintain makeup water or HPI watar to that determined

has diagncsed

Y

for the gpressurizer water level, then he would fcllew it onl
Secause he has been trained =5 do it and that is =h
accested respense, sc he i3 not making dacision in shat
sense. -

Q LAt I8 give You a Lysotiesical. lat's assume =has
e cperatsr had been trained that srassurizer lavel

sncication and pressure izdicasion zose and fell ia =aadenm,
—ld - -~ - - - e e o - b Tl o mmems o mm s

aou --. --SQ- 793 .-.a.. ‘-933&---9- Qe m— o-.-—-i--’vlu -s
increasing wheseas zressuse is Jecrsasing, and 2e nas nos

Acme Rapartineg Cammanv HOHHIN
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seen raviied wish a specilfic sroceduse =0 cover such an
event, what then 4ces %he operascr 4o ia lighes af the

shilcscpghy that the
required to analyze

and reacts?

procedures are set cut,he is nct

the transient, he

A The cperater, and here we mayv e using the term

plural because it is =ocst likely that there would be two

cperators in the rocm, a senior reacter

cTerator, the senicr reactor cperator would then have %9

make a decisicn if he sees an avent that is different

—— - —— — —— B N T —— com o » > . P - e - . -—
event that he has been trained =0 respend t3, to take
what he considers to -e a safe ccurse =7 acticen.

O

-
-

0

’

Q Is this contingency provided ¢ £ is this jus

a necessary cbservation?

A I would consider it %0 be, it is an cbservation.

What I am saying is we den'’

0 have %0 analyze and respond o events =hat he has not

ined ¢=9.

been previcusly sra

SY sayizg we are cnly ;oiag =o teach you as much, only a

certain level of accidents, and now we aze 3cing

scme tewW <ones cn Ycu and expect vou £ Zecisher these new
snas Forrace ly and take Proper actizsn, 30 tie answer =s v
suestion weuld ke no.
It would just cesur becaus: we 2ida's zecognize
-t é—.bc an e7ent = counLsd oo 4iffersn= =har vhat ke

Acme Reoarting Cam:‘fnv WU NG
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has been traized to rzespond =0.

Q Tae operators then aie 20t trained %o

nand.e

situations that are 2ot specifically dealt with ia their

srocedures?

A That is my understanding.

Q Are vou aware of what the educaticnal level i

of operators?

A It is my undesstanding that they generally all have
a high schocl, at least a high schecol educati

take 3 csrtaia number of ccurses that nay be considered

e
-

"y
.-

3

Se ccllege level courses =2 give zhem a zetter un

ef basic nuclear engineering principles.

Q Did youz branch have any responsibilisy for conezol

on.

They will

rscandin

rocm Cesign in reviewing operatsr license applications?

Not a major design; as I noted earlier

ia sur

discussicn, there was cne =ime when we 2id lock a= =2

number of actions that would =ave t2 e =aken

cf the cperator =c move 2from cone location =2

an

anc

that e could do it in the timeframe necessary,

) S,
e ADLLLTY

Ther 2 sas

:u- —-——

would Rave ¢ e in my =:ind a very saccndaszy seviaw.
i8. net prizazy = our Teviaw.

@ Would veu have ssviswed such =hizgs as =
locations ¢f indicaczars?

A Ne.

Q o2 exampls, t2e locasion of she 3Iuench zank

Acme Repcrting Coampany
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A No, we weuld nct have dcne

review.

Q

control room design?

A tes. That branch is the Instzux
Control Systsms Sranch, and Y,

serform the majority cf the raview cf <o

Well, of the review that is performed

t2at as

Is theres any branch wichin the NRC

nsrel

by the stafs,

that reviaws

atation and

it would te my judgment that they

soom layout.

I would

suggest that thev are the prinary reviawer.

_But yecu don't know the extant

— of
is performed?
A That is correcs.
Q Weuld your bran-.: ba resgensible

adequacy of iadirect indicatians ¢f plans

the review tiau

reviawing b

condition such as

the indiLact position indicator on cthe P0RV?
A Ne.
Q is the sview that your sranch serforms at the

COnStIUCTion PEIMit stage Or at the cperas

applicaticn stage cong

L

=or license

ined =2 salacy-zelated icans?

A eimarily, yes, but in the review 22 cer=ain
cransiencts, we do consider what we consider =5 e the zon-
safaty of contzel systsm inpace aighe be on ==kat specilic
SFansient, 50 we Primarily Teview the =ransiens fzcm z=he
point 0f Tiew =hat L2 shaze is an ef3sct tha: tite ssatzel

Acme Raperting Cah‘vpcny | | TR
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systen may kave to Iurther degrade the system L2 Zaka the
cransient mcre liaitiag, then we consider it in tRe sense
that if the control system, i2 that was the normal

function, we weuld consider it.

We don't review the control systems or aon-salety

. -
-

grade systems terms ¢f determining whether any ccedit

can be given to these systems. In general, any mitigation
is only permisted by safety-related eguigment.
Q When you refer %o micigation, you are cconcerned wis

nitigaticn of wkas?

A

accident would only be mitigated by ecuizment designed
- - - r

for mitigaticn 0f those specific kinds of events.

Q AS vou indicated at the cutset, the focus of your

review was on transients and accidents and the systems

designed tc cope with such events.

-
-

A is correct.

-

S0 primazily vou are concermed wich safety-related

A transient, an expected event Or even a sericus

icems?
A ™Hat is corzece. ;
Q %¢ vou <ncw if theze is a brazch withiz tThe YNRC
shat is scncermed srinarily wish reviewing non-salecy Islaced
izams?
A Ne. The basic poi=nt of cur raview i3 At ve I
22 g0 at the review where vou pcstulate an avents wnisa ilaclad

Acme Regorting Compen
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" however?

in a2 sense the failure of -

-

non-safecty celated ecuismens.

Therelore, the event i3 nct reduced in severisv tecause X
Y H
you have given credit £o:r non-safety grade eguizment

continuing to pezform a funceticn.

In terms of develoring a serious event,

that aon-safety grade eguizment does not functicn
aininize the sericusness cf the vent, and =hen 2n

side we dc not give credit for ncn-safety grade e

helping =9 mitigate the eguizment.

we assume

to

-1 :nccvn:ﬂ
uisment,

- — — - —— . — e . — o— —

- - - —— - - — m— ——— -

A Well, we have thicught that it was Zecause

generally don't give credit for ~cn-safesy gracde e

We have in~cur rssview of certain zoiling water r-a2a

Tecently, we have determined that certain credit

given to ncn-safety ¢rade sqguisment =0 perform a 4
t2at at least the desicner feels is a norm

chen these transienss are nct serious acciden=3,

transients for which the criteria is thers Seing
damage as a consequence cf that event.
I werld have - t3 say =nhat the stalf 2as ze
JcTe and nere in the last two vears azcu:t sShe imze
acn-salaty grade ecuisment i the sonseqguience oF
and acsident
G ~at's move 2n =3 the susiecs that we wers

Acme Reporting Company -V
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abou’. narlier abcut comparsmentalizacion

yeu i{nmcicated thas thers may -e scme chan

S m e
- - -t

ges peo°

R

78
aha

~osed

-

é

-
R

eliminate scme of the drawbacks ¢f such an crsanizasicnal

stIucture.

What tyres of changes organizationally could be made

€0 aictigats .hc compartaentalizaticon that
A Let me say this. The term compa
assumes that we all work in bcxes and we

each cther.

That is not true. What I am sug

— eNé reviaw of tHe Three Mile Islanéd accident

else that we ars learning, it would sugge

tc, for example, integrace the raview of

with the design of the plant. 2o recognize that &

cperater is going to play an impertant zo

scenario evolves, and so from =hat goint

that probably what reccmmendasicns weuld

t is my opinicn that there is a need &2

togetier in a closer way than it prasentl

need to study the cperator resSonse =0 avents and

7eu have

rtaentali

don't =a

gestin

st £SO e

the srsocecdures along

le in how a specific

o0f viaw,

consider

v exists

X

is that frcm

=)

5
e

he

s am sayina

as

equisment that is designed =0 aicigatce -hese avencs,

understanding ¢f how chese svents woulld o
Tou weuld prsbably stil. 2ave sp

ia the sense =hat vou weoull zave, f2r exa

cluz.

ecializa
sializa

anderssansd:

zazsion

nosed?

nd evervehing

need

least

assie, 3 sa= ¢

- -
-

el
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—all aspects of & loss &f Soclant aésident, 4and another

. — ————

about loss of coclant accidents which includes 2cw oBeratsrs

tzained to resyond =0 loss of coclant accidents, aow
the 3rscedures are develcped, what sguizment 13 necessary,
but that dces nCot mean that you nee: the same secple raview-
ing scme other transient.

It could be ancther group of secpla rceviewi:n

ancther transient, ous écvicwinq it in the sane >breath,
s¢ there would still se g;c;ializa:ions, Sut it may Se
specializations of the kind you talked about.

We may have a grcoup that specializes in reviewing

grous that mavbe s cc-al;:;s in accidents which cerhaps are
all secondary side induced sransients in pressurized water
reacsors. .That is an example.

Q These coverviews,wculd they be envisicned as
ceerdinating the c:!ﬁ:ts of more sgecialiZed or more
compartmentalized grouss, or do thev provide an overview
what?

A It would be my opinion that this group would nave
the Primazv responsibilicy for the complecs revisw. It
would zeduce tle lecessity S0 gO outsi of & Sranchk, so =2
Speaik, 850 in =y miad, a branch that has Tesponsibilisy 232
the complete review o2 a lcss of ccolant accident weulild

ncicde wncasstanding the traiaizg =2at the csperates Ls given,

wnderscsand the zracsdurss that acs deve;:;ed, underssans

UL\,;Q WIS AW
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Re design and that would be in the sense ©f an inclusive
poreinn of how an accident may develos.

Q Ase there recrle on the staff that already have

design and procedures and so forth?

A Well, I would have to admit since the TMI 2
accicdent, and I think a lot of gecple have crsadened :heir
understanding of the relaticnship -ecween zrocedures ané

‘ the design, the importance I think has become cleazly

cbvicusly.
7~ 7 @ D¢ you envisicn EEG-st tural changes in th

crganization to onsu;e that thlis review cn a srsacder asis
is cond; ted as a matter ¢f routine?

A If the crganization as it is presentlry congtoucsed
can't provide tha+t functicn, =hen it would te sbvricus thas
it would he modified.

I chink {f it is a qQuestion of giviang a specific-
branch a2 new charter, assigniang a 4ifferens se: <¢f sectle

20w to that branch o serform that charcer, then indeed i3

nove zecple azround and you modily the shazcer. That is on

way 9f achieving iet.
=% BT 58 JNCESSAT7 S0 TSLTUCTUTS he srganizacsien
Secause it ls just 2wWre effisisnt =3 45 it :ac way. That

L8 alsc & possibilizy.

Acme Regorting CcL&b‘cw .l

this more general or broader visw o2 interzslationship Setween
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Q I have two final gquesticns, and cne is dc rou see
any safsty related cconcerns abcut locatiang twe Ceact=srs as

the same sitce?

A No. Lat me point cut that has always been zart of

our review when we do lock at dual sites where necessary.
We see complece separation, sc the fact that there aras =we
unics on the same site and the relazicnship between them
las been part sf cthe normal. review ricess, sasically 4has
an event to cne unit shouldn't have a feedback effacs from

another unit, and/or call upen or need systems from ancsher

unie. .“cy bas;:a -7 are reviewec as twe sopa.a wits ina

the areas that I am :.spoqsiblc gor. .

Q Were TMI 1l and TMI 2 connected in such a way =hat
™I L was needsd =2 Qelp bring ™I 2 =0 a ccld shutdcwn or
te maiatain it ia :hag/conditicn?

A £t is @y understanding that chere was scme use o2
Three Mile Island l's chemistry lab and 30 forth secause 27
the activicy lavel let's say ia the Unic 2 lab., sut as Zfar
as the systams that were used, =C 1Y Xncwladge there was nc
T™I 1 systams. :

THAY =ay 2ave, for axampla, used scrme 2 ke
torage facilitcies at TMI 1. Those are areas thaz I am ncs
secifically a ssecialist ia.

Q MMt 28 ask vou if You recall eceivizg Szom

- | I
:‘:o ..3..-“. :;- 4.‘:1

‘0

myy- 9 3
£3eCS Talager at TM o, A ICSUMMS
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cencurning aas April 23rxd, 1978 transient at TMI 2, &
detalls ¢2 which iavolved Z2ive safecy grade vales failing |

3 . - 3 3 $ =
tS close with lcss o2 pressurizer level indicsation on ta

low side?

It is my zecollection that Mr. Silver and I had a discussior

ascut the event, and I asked him if he ccoculdn't srovide e

ich a document.

As I recall, I thought the dccumenr I was going to

get, aexpecting to see was scmething pregared by the Qffice

[of-Inspecticnand Enforcement.” ~ i i

The document ycu shcw me is cne that was prepared
by the Metrcpolitan Ediscn Company. It doesn't make any
difference, but we h;d a discussicn. He did send me the
document that you now have shown me, and I see cn the cover
ef it a notation that I did make to Mr. Israel.

I forwarded !t £5 him for informaticn, and haviag,

tine sermitting scmecne in his section lcek ina

it
O

2
sAls

decument for what we csul akout the avent.

[N
.4
w
T

Q Co you kaew if there were any such followup and
this was dcne?

A

(3]

do nct k2ew. I 4o net Tscall sver specifizally
2aviag any diacussicns wish Mr. Israel abous any=iiag we

Jay have leatned Izcm the rsview ¢f che document.

Q 20 You recall whetzer vou saw she LI s=hat wvas

Acme Regorting Caﬁggny U, FALL{IARS
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A May I see the document? Yes, I recall this document.
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| prepared on this transienc?

A I do 2ot zecall. "
Q Co wou recall whether thisg document whizsh ccmes

from Met Zd suggested a2 review of plant cperating srocedures?
A I do not zecall. I do recall not spending much

time lcoking at the document. The substance of av

reccllection deals with the conversation I had wisch Mr. Silver

and his descrizticn ¢of the event suggested an iaterest =C me
and T asked hinm if he could obtain a ccopy for me. Ee did cha

and when I had an oppeortunity £2 leck at the magnicude of

the report, the size of the report, I did nct want =0 take

any tixze €9 lock at it mysels, and I assigned it %o Mr. Sandy
IsTae.. I gave it to him, routed it £3 him, and suggestad
that he might want %o have scmecne lock at it for iaflew.

This to me then suggested chat 12 he could assign
scmecne to i:t, we cught So at scmetimne reviaw i: %o see what
we could learn frcm the event.

Q As Sar as you kaow, acthiang subseg:ens &3 vour

assigning this %o or sending it to Mr. Israel for his

S 2 i
infermation was dene by way o2 reviaw?

A AS 2ar as I kacw, I have 2ad ao discussicns relaczed
80 Aix, witk him en it unsil vezy cecently whea chis

document wWas shown =0 me earlier i the last day or =we.
-

- ! - . - E - - ‘- - ) A < . -
-« =k= 48K AL S O€ 2AC seell LT CT Jsca..acC LT,

e i . . s r B .
and 28 Rad nc knowleadge 22 recsilection, bus sutside 35 weas

Acme R‘P°'”ﬂsibcmpany\J_,J.~<»
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Sew aninute discussicon, <here was nothing < :

ia terms of discussion related to that documens.
Q That was geset-TMI 2?
A That was pest-TMI 2.

MR, BELFMAN: Lat's go off the recsrd ¢

(A @iscussicn was held off the recordi.)

MR. EELFVMAN: Let's mark this package cf

ich consists of a memo route slip on the =op

-l

secils

er a ucment.

£ material

Srem Haslev

Silver, refers to a conversation.of, i= loccks like 7/5/78, i
as the notation from Mr. Nevak £o Sandy, and =his is
—Sandy-Israel?" 3 - o r" 1 {
|
THE WITNZSS: Yes. |
MR, HELFMAN: "?lease have scmeone 7Tlance ats far |
.
info,"” and it is followed by 33 pages cf masersi selating ‘
|
2 a t2ip, ES incident Jf 4/23/78 at the T™MI 2.

(Novak Exhisis Ye.

for identification.

2 was marikad

)

MR. HELFMAN: Witch respect to the documen's thas
have Seen rsquested duriag the ccurse of tie depositicn,
scunsel 2ave agreed that the decuments will te srovided
ccvered 2v a latctar from =2e N3C and zhas =ne zover lezser
and the decuments may ‘cintly be referzed o2 as Sxhibis 3
£o this ceposition.

MR. CHECPXC

: We 30 stipulace,.

D)
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(Novax Zxhibsis YNe. 3 was markad

o

MR. BELFTMAN: As we stated at :the teginning of
the deposition, it is cur practice to adjourn :zhe depecsition
sather than terminate it in the event we have “:rther

suestions for you, and so at this time, unless Mr. Chopko

has further gquesticas--

MR. CICPRO: YNo gQuesticns.

MR. HELFMAN: The depcsition will e adjcurned.

Thank veu.

bo'e s s —— ———— ——— ———— — o ———— - - w e e —

(Whereugen, at 1l:47 p.a3., the deposition of

St IC

|
l
i
| Mr. Novak was adiourned.)
i
|
|
|
|
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TWASNG CATE

LCQATICN

2 2By castily =hat ke

o8 csntaized

4

|--at the kgavzing i= 4hg abcve case e’

PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION

and that tkig s

CEPOSITI
suly 30,

Sethesda,

ON OF THCOMAS M. NCVAX
1979

Maryland

;::cccd'--s and eviianss 2ezsiz
2lly andéd acTuzataly in the nctes taken hv ze

e e

ON TF= ACCIDENT AT TEREE MIIZ ISLAND
EIUe ARd COTTeCtT STanscerizt o2 Ste sane.

.. At

ﬁJ‘J -~ g

- —-—— -

ACREe RepCrhize Coxm=anv
14.1 X St=ees V1.7,
Taskiz=g=ss, 2.5. 220388
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