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. Designations from the NRC Special Ingtiry Group Deposition
of-Joseph'J. Kelly, dated October 2, 1979-
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'10:15 - 10:23 .

11:6 - 11:8
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18:19 - 18:24

18:25 - 19:7

19:9 - 19:18

19:22 - 21:12 .
,

. 21:15 - 22:19

'' 23:14 - 23:25

25:2 - 25:9
'

29:11 - 30:21

31:9 - 31:21

32:25 - 33:12

36:5 - 36:21 -

.

37:20 - 38:4
|

| 39:9 - 39:20

| - 42:10 - 45:7
|

48:3 - 48:17 c

*
| 49:9 - 49:12
l

62:11 - 63:15 -

( 63:22 - 64:5
|

^

..

65:19 - 65:22 .

*
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h hob '

.

| ~!

9 II'

F [
'3 0 okoy. I'd like to ask yod some questions concerning

. Ir

2 an incident 3Ithat occurred at Davis-Besse on September 24th,.

; ; [[
i 19 7~e . p r-;

3 I'm particularly interested in the knowledge that you "kI
-

'
?. . -had of that incident and your understanding of that incident4 pj,

!
. prior to the accident that subsequently occurred at TMI.3 2 n-

E E
*

s
'

b:M,'
6 Specifically prior to March 28, 1979, what knowledge. j't

-

! 7 did you have. concerning the incident that occurred at Davis- L$i
iMt
:-

;

8|
Besse on Septemher 24th,19777 C .b

.

? 'e;.

3 t T+9 A Well, I was detailed to go frorr Lynchburg to Davis- ' E
[Y

f to Besse and report in to the B&W employee there, our site:

| 'f!.

11 | operi.tions 'senager, Fred Feist, shortly after the September |d
-

.

I - ,ow
=

;. ;;J 24th -- 17th? Qu
-

'
; - '

I t.@. i.*

13 0 24th.
'D -

'

!W! 14| A
(

-- 24th, 1977 incident at Davis-Besse. Ny assign- !MV
.m.

;-
,.t p-

!

15 | ment was to -- and his name is Fred Feist -- my assignment .
.1

t i J-

!
.! 16 i
.

.
was to assist him in uncovering the secuence of events that

..

u 6 ..

I t .

c
.%.

..

i tw
occurred during that transient at Davis-Besse, and I did that. y. .. -

i F;' t|
n

i ('h,r
-

4.3 g
h We used -- we reduced data that.was available YM.

j. r . l~ d.n.at'the plant site, reachimeter data, graphs and charts, et r.
L

'.o i -

'
. P, - Cetera. . .r

1 - .

i. .

v'.i. '2
,

g ~Was it normal for you to be involved in such an I ,'
s

5 .
,

h, 22 | activity? Was that a normal function of your job?
|

.

. ,
,

*
!.

| 22 / A That was the first time I was asked to.do that, h<j
-t

.!
'

24 Q
_-

4=' * a'oc . %. i' Would it have been considered to be a normal func-
, ,e i c

.

>.a.

25 | tion of your job to do such a thing?
.

- .. b;: ,

E.

i i
.

.
-e',.... ,

W ' 9 , . . . . ._y, _ _ ,
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.l i

o,
.

j' l' .

|~a .-

10 i. ,

I
;p!.

H
'

\ I don't believe it wculd be on a job description i
neA fil '

; However, I j
2

i for socconc in my position in Plant Integration.
.

9 7^
!! c. -

think I was picked because of ny plant experience and my 4 E.:3

recent association.with Nuc1 car Service, and my knowledge of f>.I
p

I % ..ja
,] 4 n. ,

: 'l Q.
5 how plants -- Bt.W plants operate. !) $$

.$. '{ [| i.
6 BY MR. FOLSOM: $9}j g':

*

What prompted sending anybody out to this particular_.

7 Q
5:r. . .

8 site? {. f. Z

9 A Fred Psist asked for it. !h [M..D

10 0 He asked for it. Do you know why he asked for it? h h.
.

'A f.:r.:

I think he had a graat deal. of data he wanted to L...E. wstt.w.

11 ! A
;

He knew the people'back here in Lynchburg were N g'y12 | reduce.
~. I f

-

13|| interested in the details of. the transient, and.he wanted.

pt w.?,q, E Eh'
i .V ,!\ Q'

! Id I.t help to do it.
*'

i ; a

What was peculiar about the transient that sparked
15 f

'

Q;

j T16 || all this, either in Feist or in the people back here?
.

ni w
'II E,5'

Well, to my knowledge, what I had heard about thei ;
.g m.

U ;, A e- -
:l:~jE:

,

i,e,

transient, they had suffered a loss of .eedvater and they knew '
-

1

L i ce:..
-

NO.
that they had electrematic relief valvec stuck open, and * hey h(#

,

j
xz.""

had to blow in a ruptured disc on the quench tank and got k[$h..
,

M'[
I primary coolant into the reactor building, and it was just g)BT:-I /

E ";
1 .. ., "

unusur.1 in its cornplexity, and he wanted someone to help him Li 1'.
|Q

. ]y
22 ,

,

23 !! sort it out. a :
,

p
! .! E

' 24 BY MR. HEBDON: - (.

.

8,ii"'"'* r a =tm, w.e

Was it usual for your particular group to send w25 ;
O

.@ .* .

| .M.ca

'
I f1
: . .
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wv:n mm.3r~ - ~ - . .. . . . . . s: yaway ~~ ?wqs.w;w.WV nr:n-
-

, - .3- + --..,. ">g-~ ~ _mw :
' *

,
,,,,,,,,u,,,,...- - s .-

,

pt,~

h5
. p'.x
G'.
li-e

. .l.b ^
11 .dd

'

somebody out to assist -- I think his title was a site rep? f.E 'l,

. ru::
Lei
CA He was site operations manager. -

2
. I.O...-

IQ,
;hM3 0 -- following a transient, s.ch a this, or following
i

a transient? h p, 'g
'

4

( 0L!,

A No. |E%'

5.*
.

FIFF
'

6 Q So then it was sonewhat unusual for somebody to be .

18- -

7
sent out from I,ynchburg as a result of this particular incident? juas.. gr.r ~

A Yes. j%8
i ,

e. .,

59 | Q Did'you talk with or meet with any representatives | {:

i ! 4:

to j of the utility while you were there? jETSii

M> -

;l A Yes, I did. I met several of them. Most of the <hi

$$$1

h|{1; i enes I met, I just met - socially is not the right word. I*
,

a r;a.

L- 13 was just introduced because I was there. I talked with Jack $n
N !$

u[ L' vans who was the plant superintendent at the time and was g. , ,g
'

.. s. .

i13 '

!
ntroduced to him.

Kn.
' 16 Fred Feist was doing most of the talking. This was g@-

BBS'

,

! 7 j, .af ter Fred and I had gone through the seouence of events, and K;'Wia. j. -

,;, he was telling Jack, you know, what we found out, ffk
'

. . ,,

L : Q What concerns were raised by the utility people that j:MQ
! 4.A:

[~ - :: r, you talked with?
,

;.

"

n .

a.
.

' :
.

1 A The only thing I remember about that -- I don'tf. 4 ,

> I gb
h 22 remember any particular concerns that the utility raised. g.'.

mw.
|- 23 ! Fred and I had uncovered a few of our own we wanted to | 6'i i
'- h u . 9

24 investigate, but the utility's interest was mainl'y in parcel- ! k U|
'

i

! qigy+ . --.. ~. p -
.

.

i 25 ' ing out the assignments on how to recover from the transient, , . @3
#-3

| @
|. - I

C|?.j| | 1r"
.

, n .-
_ _ _ _ _ _ . . . . . _ . . . . . . . _ . _ _ _ _ , . . .
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.

W14 m't .

.i BY MR. HESDON: [ . :.3,'.y .
v:..e 9e-

2 o Okay. $:Nij.
. ,.

mm:x..
.

3 A I know that also*because after I came back frcn Y["!UN.0

! I h i
Davis-Besse, Fred -- Feist came back with me, and Fred and I4 ,

5! gave a briefing here at Lynchburg again. At the conclusion ji '.i
NN.'

' . -

! of that briefing, there were a planeload of people going .

t I.N n
i n6 .

.

7 I back up to Davis-Besac from B&W to support the customer in
, t-4,-3 C 7

!; * "
[ 7 -

i- (

3 that meeting with the NRC. That's the kind of thought { M,, " S.

9: pzccess I'm going through. 4

oggs
Ele-,AjiMf10 Q* Okay. You mentioned this meeting with the NRC.
!f"Ydh355

;

I

11 Did you talk with or meet with any representatives of the NRC7 y j'
n .= ~,:nac.:

12 l A I didn't go to that meeting. While- I was still up
)y tg
: wa.5 5 .-;

j there -- that meeting happened after I had come back to yOjgh;.13

h N14 Lynchburg. That was subsequent to that, and I was not
. r;-M

Nd15 involved. But while I was still up t!iere, yes, I met an NRC
' '

.:

16 |; representative, but I don't remember what his name was. q e

.. I
- N W X-

Q Do you recall what concerns he raised? p gy-

g -- - ---:

it :4 A No, I don't remember any details about it. !
I *E.... P ,
! ni n .;-

O okay. What were the concerns that you and Mr. | ; | $
*

'

" .;. Feist raised or developed? . _ _ m-

,n. -
.

21 a A We had, af ter reviewing the pressure and temperature 4:

*! O
-

li d*

22 I.l. plots, and Fred had -- I think Frsd had been in the reactor ; ;
t ::.F

.
s .

23 p building, but there were such things as we knew that they hn'. / -f;

== . w. !

'

! '.N'1 : 24 . had boiling in the. loops ar.1 boiling in the corn, and we knew
.

; [ j
'

/ 23 we'd have to address the cuestion of whether there had been ,R.n!
' sy. ,

f
. : 1. .

I I

| r;f. .f.n.: .x 'i
. .s os c
i F.fSS?.~i*

.

? fi[t. '":.

&|

+ . - . :_ m ----m -'- wucom =w,====-cp _4-= ; r . - - * - - + = , _ w.--
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.

' , ' z, ,>
.*.,

.

t.

i

!

15

!! Nc.

1 any fuel damage, of whether that could have damaged the fuel ,,

.

'

!? .0,(".
2 with boiling in the loops.'

?. E .;

]' .ia r.w.n
3 We knew that t. hey had run reactor coolant pumps ji , f.g, ,

,j -.f :... ,

4 under that conditica, and we at least had to address the
- k(+1 c+,[g,'

kI[f{h5 question of pcssible damage to th'e teactor coolant pumps. hi ?.n.,~-.c
w-.a

6 Fred had said that the steam escaping from the ruptured disc -- 1 TfMh
LdS'W-W,

,D
i!%: ._ 4

ruptured portion of the cuench tank had knocked some insulation y GNG7
O 5

8 off the steam generator, and Fred was worried about boric pi hdf
|. F{ d@Ai!

O
9 acid crystallization on the exterior of the carbon steel 'i; *-

%,:f;.'

Ihm. fh10 piping, whether there was any chemical damage to.tne pipe. J!

II These are the types of concerns, knocking some of the insula- p' ,' WiFawSw
gv. ,.

12 | ' tion off of the steam generator, oi stad)
M kyyJJ'

NfOc*
"'

13 Fred was worried about possible mechanical stress
J 7.s w..

Id , because of the large delta T across the steam generator. .

;h .

? Cam-

F.
the delta T is going from the 550 { [''13fWithouttheinsulation,

{j; */443A *.'

16 1 degrees on the inside of the loops to ambisnt on the outside, i .!; t c
i s' . my

. , .I i9 ftJere
g as opposed to 'what it would normally be with the insulation !, gy. -

p ;
.,

i,': ~

:1 :. on it. . ! R -_

.
. : iw

" '

Fred was worried, about exceeding the 100 degree ; j'

g,
,, -o. a,

-

M :, per hour cooldown. rate at some portion of the transient which : }
. .

7.,

i ! 4a

U was a design parameter not to exceed 100 dr,rees per hour, | { .J(. .

| 4.

'] i <Je

22.| and that would have. to be addressed.
!

jg"
'

:
.

i$ ds.23 !! Oh, of course, the automatic relief valve had stuck .
'

ib wr;'-
'8 * '

r.p,gp)
-

open and we were all concerned aboup why'a2 that point in time.. j . th
'

24 i. 9 ;;gggg,h . w. lj @@F '23 k o were these concerns written down anywhere?
|

^! :: 9T.*4'QMM
*

I
| !lik@fi

| . ' di6| -* ,

c
i I !*

. .... _.._ _ __ _ . . . . . _ _. - - _ . . . . . _ _ _ . - . _ ._
_ .;...... . . . .

_
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16
b.

'

t. .

?' Fs
l, _ f ?. .b.

y . f:A Oh, yes.
1 ; ff;

I
p>w '. -+ !
*

2
.

Q In what form? . ;,. 4... ,
.
' . , . -c: n '

| NEM:
.

,

They were typed and entered into the site problem $;:i.353 A '

.O 4 report on the site incident. - $mnn|, ; WWW: .ww.t.wr,

'. Do you have a copy of that? ? nmg:
5 Q si <?:9 x

WQi

1 %CC
,-

6 MR. EDGAR: That's already been furnished to you.
$ bhN :'

'

7 MR. HEBDON: It has been? All right, we'll get !, $.fi7u JU.
i 2Ei.
7 ZT7

8 that out of the file. W'd$ ',

.; I
@ar:fd$' ? BY MR. HEBDON: '.tw,7, m.w.,_

~ dikT2
* t- '

[ 10 0 What was your involvement with the incident af ter l s

(. '
:,,

T . f.J
-

" you returned to Lynchburg?
,-

a ni.' -*; l-

;im;I$N
- b12 A Well, as I said, Fred and I gave a briefing here.

cp.

13 in one of the training rooms down next to the cafeteria to a f jfi
."

{ '
'n'

Id I large nw:bar of BtW people who can.e to find out ohat had
- 'U =- .

! 5'
,

.

l! My[-

*

15 '
f_ happened. ~ gW

*

I' | Q Do you recall the substance of that particular
- hhh:;

!dM3;

..,!, briefing? What sort of issues did you discuss, what sort or Id}EI

| ': Mrs:.'

. ': - gi
: e' " s

. concerns did you raise?'' " 4 y

Nk.-A We talked about this list of concerns that we", h:,

$ previously discussed. I went over thu sequence of events jQg.- . .
**

| ., e%-

as we had reconstructed it to date as to what had happened $w$f;
7

'

?
*

,- b~- -

i j
22 , during the transient, and Fred at that time could reconstruct

- g,v a
-

hss ;

. S.,/mf ..
"d what had happened to the electrcuatic relief valve, and he |
. . i, 4

*
' + " ,-

wentintotheelectricaldetailsofamissingrelaythatwouldj -

2' -
6,. e t,

; ,
a

,

i. ( . i
,

.

not seal in that valve once it was opened.and keep it open. gr ..
*

c .- -.
,

: !
'

* 2. '
M,:f ,

! . , '
;,=

; >..

i
, . . , - - - - - - , - . - - . , . , n
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. . :, - a: 1mcam:wa- - ~~-w ~~- -

.py:.-1 -

..-

' p.1%. ,
*

.

,
; yn y-
~ l;';%
(.. .

- r, . a,. -
- f. . , t7 :. -

p . . . _
.s....>

- kr,-y.; p{
. u. .

.ca s the gist of the meeting. ty, . y,3 : .

:dyt
, o Did you have any involvement with the incident af ter ' i$.id

Pauwr
. s Mx;, A .

that r.ceting? ; r. ter.;.

' g.KjY$'5
ew.u-

t

A Yes. I continued to reduce all these, my sequence hk ce. ,.

of events and everything, into writing so it could be finalized ,}5
r 3,9 (
ght. [ in a site problem report. { $?f|g

f
-r w

O And that was all included in the site problem report? ' WM,7[ c

;De:723K-..
.v ...

e* A Yes. ; i-_A.:q
u. o .

g E AM

Q Did you receive the Toledo Edison reports concerning E. i3.d)I"
9| ' k +iw+

i . 011!{M1: :; the incident? g,gg,g.

I t 4.-v h a -

[nw!p$;t.P7...11 E A I think I -- once you inention it, I think I did, -. L,

|E5isibM
' i: .

.12 ' but I don't remember them in any detail. E;Vgg)._! -

| i A$ik
.

13 0 Do you' recall if you' reviewed them at all? !. ffw., .

,

14 j A Yeah, that's what I'm. saying, I think I did, !." -

*
! .

15 5 because you just keyed my memory into that, I think I got I ..ihS
11 I 74A.

16 | their reports -- at least their preliminary reports, to the [ ]|

: Wtrds
" i, NRC, because I would use that in my own mind to help formaj.ize ''---=:

$k:

|l 1 Q;, - the sequence of events, at least as they understood them. ' '
7 $!- j .g.

..

.i o Do you recall any of your conclusions as a result
wh

** ' .of that review? @y
'

. . $ t
A Well, my review was directed towards determining

^**

| .: d
.

22 the sequence of events, not necessarily reaching conclusions.

23U; I don't understand. ; -!F
i . .-

2' : 0 Did you find the sequence as dewribrd in that | ..
:

%,.,. i~. ti
' wgws..

-
.

25 | report to be reasonably consistent with the s'equences as you hg(h
53 %: .

: 1 , m.r ..

$.4%..s.jj - '
!

, . .a
I. y, , r -

--- ..

- ... - - , .m - - . - - - , . . , - . .

_ __
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.. ;;,.; ::; . . , .- 7;,n. y.,.m . =''.- - - .. '. ~_ ,fs. ; , .
, /- ,_% p..

, ,.

y ; .,-

[j !. '
,,

i:!
p 1

o .' '

i1:1

..'.w
'

. . ,

li+t .
s

; ig . , , , j
.

.

. , ,..
.

. . .

e , - c
q .@ " 00.3I had understood? |

'
'

Ei. ':.i.ihY ,j
I i .. R

A I don't remcaber any discrepancies. ',l s . f.Td?f.rA...at
'

.y
2

.

| } ' g"r,'t t {? iff*.'
|

3 Q Do you recall if you referred any or all of that {] ";&fy'

!"|M|%1.M' I n
| report to anyone for additional review? Tg {4

@% w a e.@.yp
A It's in the site problem report. ,.

3- |' W M2dt Mi

|
. b ,, rM.@t. 1

p,6I O Still in the LER? ,

ae r .. ,b..e-

A Yeah, the LER is what I'm talking about,. I taink. It' ?..pZiibA;
7 ';. y :g: +r;T ,:-;|7 :r- .1. g. . .

Q Yes, yes, the reports that were prepared by Toledo ip . i.J.Ed os",'..
P: f|42.${ ;|.8

9[ Edisen, did you refer them to anyone for additional review? [ !.MS{ ''
,

t. T*[=:'I . ,. .L ,. u. :.o..::s-

a t.
I

A They went out to many people besides myself, I'm iij; '- g.;yp,,:9.sy
10 :| v. :.a n . c .,r

.[
@dij$,.;..% .
p.g;j.:;

g, ;.;n[ sure. I did not -- they were included in the site problem
,

E de.G!ih-
[ liO W9PrMidr

12 |
report. I think. I don't remember.

*
-

*

MbiWN. 9,,.ge h,-'...i . .,

13 Q All right. I'd like to ask you some specific 'g. '" .;.

ShYfE. 4mogAM
::. i.

; questions about the incident itself. You mentioned you l.

Idf@df Wikh14 |I h
'

%15 ] realized that steam had formed in the reactor coolant system |d
.,

b '. e7 '
.

hl i.,

16 : during the transient. What uignificance did you assign to that el. ~ c y L.10
,

m.%,Aa.on .

I4
| - f.

q g#.Wkyie
" " "
..

.act? ;,

| '' jj
4 vpweyism>

a

[ .; . A What significance? j "y $1 Tt !,

, m#s' 44.c
' - ,

: :: O Well, trying to get a perspective on how significant- .s, i ..

', -
n r

o

n- tha particular event is. When you found out that steam had j .

''5
,

t , > x .-

1

;; , formed in the reactor coolant system, was this semething that ;
- p

,
, f s-

.i - I a ' r-

22 | you had fairly well expected to happen? Is it something that | .) ;, .y ., -

.

s.' ,

f hus; , |; 'was very much a surprise to you? Was it a major problem that
-

.,, m

. J

,,

..
.#= .

a , was much dif ferent than what you had anticipated?. | .,
.

p: q. . . .; A . .
.s -.u .wi,.c. .i . .

: 4 i. = i,
1 MR. EliGAR: Answer one cuestion -- I mean let's | ML;M.gf.:

| 23 |; ,4 .

6y,..'k .
iu ,

, . '| +r& ' .|$I
** *

.

t.
i *

*

h -.,- , --. - - e ....,.s.. . .s .. , - . . . .
. - - .-
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,

it , t.
,

3hi .e

1:
M. ! .f
i'!, 19
i'b! il u.

I tjpi .-.

pin the question down, because you got three questions right gq
-

.yp .
1

Ili
~

- < ' .and just be sure we're fixing what the question is ard p -

f .
2 . now,

i m

| .' ,'. 7
3 what your answer is. cr,#,,.,a.~ ,,

1 ;..

[[
j

' THE WITNESS: ,The one I heard was did I expect 1,, i er
I m..s

The } '. nai E.
3 to see steam formation in the reactor coolant system. j8 R744I

6 answer is no, I would not expect to see it. That was a surprise fh f,

, qts
g'

7 to art. i : W.E
, ; ,

_

! M +t
, .gBi BY MR. HEUDON:
! : rW'l,

' ,i . -

'i Q okay. How serious a problem would you describe that +-;- FA;.
,_,

i

il };
.. . n.,<

i '

, ' j $3'.,
U| to be, or would you consider that to be?

l d
"i . I don' t know how to answer that. I mean in the 3 ,3., .

i A
f 't WIJ-

' '

12 scale cf perious compared tu v/nat? . , ,
,

4 Wh.,

j O Well, if you taku -- if you war : to use a scale of b. ; M73;3
16 , r..

, i O1 to 10, core is melted in the bottom of the reactor vessel, j'
'

I'

,;q.
..

we.

hI3|whichIthinkwouldbeasurprisatoyouonanincidentsuch ,

k j 'Y.

16 ;l as this, and 1 being that some trivial little situation that ,

.

,h|
j g.. ! #

" h you weren't aware of, but that had no real safety significance, ;]
<-

$...o,;.;27
, ,

'' - where would you put the fact that boiling occurred? e r, , . .,

f :(

MR. EDGAR: In this incident, in the context of "

:
'

::U this incident. |
'

g, 'i i
1

[21 , BY MR. HEBDON: ,- (
j

We're still talking about Davis-Besse, and we're | 5
22 Q

b v''
22 ' still talking about your perception at the time, without |

'
w

#
*9

: >

l "'
>;

2 *' - the additional coloration of TMI. j 7
w m.com.i. em. [

,

25 ! MR. EDGAR: Not in the abstract. Looking at | ..q
'

[
'

e'.

s,
.

,

t e
li

g

1. y '
'

7

i k
. :.

1
~ >

,$ .ra
-

, . _ . , , _ , , . ,,_.,n ,.

'" "'~ - * * * * - -
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* 2*

'

,i

y 20 a.
0 ,

._ & - :; ?. '

\ i I-
E '.Davis-Besse, did you regard that f act as sig:.ifict.nt, an.1 if ij ; :.vi -

- :Z ., ,

i
so, how significant?

. g..,.
..

4. ;.%
.

"'HE WIT?.T.SS : Yeah, I thought it was significant .

[i' vur
y',nJah.'3 j l

i because I didn't :tnow the impac' of boiling on the core and p Qgt.Q..-

'

&.|gj4 U P
Qin the loops, and whati ef fect that would have chemically or ;

%An.''
:.

'j i $$2'.$
'

6' metallurgically on the fuel asse=blics, for instance. I thoughy| w<; n

k_.h-
s

tthat was significant in my mind. . ,.

7 s k. nrm
T f.I-t It was one of the things I very clearly pointed out -
~ .w

8 % j.=.

M *7!.
tr$'3Eduring the interview -- during the debriefing, rather. -'' d

.

*

9 I I i 4 .u~. .
j. j ;Jy' 'i.p:

BY MR. HESDONe M10 | ji 1
J ! %.};t.de.

M+ L,*..:x.
11 Q Is it your enderstanding that Mr. Feist shared .

i

,

P .

%y.7||
l Ii

f
1; j your level of concern with this particular problem? ,'f

: a p p.yg.o
rpmssmai< ,

p 3 gy;.
A Yes.

13 ! L u.u,mau.,

0 ! . 'i W
14 l.i. O What was done as a result of this concern? s,

! | g.i'
,s fj" Af ter the formal briefing, we were all still

33 ij A
- q

16 |! gathered in the meeting room, and I discussed it with Bob! J
i

I -

#

g ' Jones and Bert Dunn, and Bob Jones said yes, there was boiling| t .
,

I ; F . i
fs I

That was his ;

;;[ in the core, but no, there would be no damage. I ei r.,,,,

and f
M . . '!

opinion, and he vr.s sure the analysis would confirm it,a
!

|

that put a lot of my fears to rest about the fuel problen. ,

,

Ysaid that he was concerned that the |Bert J;; .-

,

; operators had terminated high pressure injectic t prematurely,
r

22
I

n f. in his opinion, and that ne said that he could develop
scenarios where they would -- I'm probably paraphrasing now, f

'
.

p ,

!
'

i2 .. '

23 k I can't cuote him exactly -- where they cc,uld get into trouble ! _ $
t j.. eae. lia,.

,

n ,:

' 1
h I i "

.,.

1 . ...' ,.l

1 b .

: ::.N;"'

_-_

s '
-- - - - ^ -- - . ..

,-
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e

!

.
.

.l I 21'
-

I _

p\
|

., .
.

1 if they secured high pretsure injection. !.! J
.e J,i

2 -| BY MR. FOLSOM: Ij.
! '-

l- ri
i .

e i
3 Q Why did he cotisider the HPI terminated prematurely? . .e v;a ,..

! ;J.V,P

; 4 A I guess because they had boiling in the core, but - .,E t. 's
,M..; t

q. it-, .

4 b?9.
5 you'd have to ask him. I didn't --

6 MR. EDGAR: Could we define who "him" is? |
: .w-

7 THE WITNESS: Bert Dunn. ;I hh,

|| ijh;.
8 MR. EDGAR: Did you misspeak yourself when you j! j, M.

c,h.~a +T:.x
'

, .

' 9[ said Bert Jones? Q{,-

t,. .

|
10 ' THE WITNESS: Oh, dad I say Bert Jones? I'm sorry, i; h Ne.N

| i .s .i .

w ,

.

!.j;jkN11 f I meant Bert Dunn. Tht.re was Bob Jones and Bert Dunn I was !
; yyyy-

|
-

12 |[ talking to. |gf [w
'

*

n3
13 |q MR. FOLSOM: Yes, I got them confused, too. 6 i C.':M'

t|
;i ; grg.s

3
.

14 BY MR. HEBDON:

Q So then would,it be safe to say thst Mr. Dunn's : ET.s,.
| 15 -

I ! v.:
|

-

! 16 d, co=ents laid to rest the concern that you had .about the f act ( .j,'
'if f '

#v that boiling had o: curred in the reactor coolant system? ; ) .- {
a -

;6 . ,.

11 .. A At that time, yes, laid the concern - any concerns f }
I had about Icel damage as a result, direct result o#
-

.
.

: i

'
~ :: Davis-Besse in.cident. In other words, I didn't think there f

&.

;) would be any problem with it. .

I T,
< >

22 Q You'say at that time. At scos latar time did your. |
2

-

c

.) I' ;.
.

I. -

24 concern reappear? ; E'; '

24 ;: A Eh, no, not with the fuel damage. What I meant was j l
'

,

!
I .he e ce,ws.im.p* he raised anot! cr one in my mind, in * this tirc, with regard

'

25 e a A.

**
.

i . k e
, ' .! .

+

**
'l. ,

r w
; .: C'a-
p..

~ ... .-~ -

~- .--n.-
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..

r

-

.

'i
L
,

c"
!!. 22 :-

i !l!
.

d;[ to securing high pressure injection.' |l .

'

i .i:
1

i In other words, Lert.was saying that they secured -

42
,

3 h high pressure injection and nothing happened, but under h
i

,

[j',;,$
,:

dif fe. rent circu= stances they could have been in trouble, so4
?.4.4:

5 ][ that I was no longer vorrierd about the immsdiate results N'

F*$Wk;I =

p$-)&v
!

| 'of that Davis-Besse transient on the Davis-Besse plant. I was ., ., y,6i
|

,

:QT.
i }y&p..

more concerned now about a similar thing happening. !
7

|
'

g Q So he replaced the one concern with another concern? | {
q$7
p#

A Yes. |. @9i | w1
> K':i .

@!Q All right. Did you realize at the time that the
to |

,

xe+
' 4.:ys'.n 1

11 | steam formation in the reactor coolant system caused the j cd;,
i.9I.I}

*

| w,p:.

12 pressurizer level to increase while the leak was continuing? i! . "h;;3
?

j' a h.* , :. w.i..-

' 4$*v
- A Yes.13 i i s muw

'

{ 4.'gCv'

kG14 |j Q What significance did you assign to that fact? j
%k' ::.

A I - it was obvious to me, given that now I have If N T,M
1

15| r .

'
16 || the reacter coolant loeps in sasuration an( cont inuing in -

kgwy ;-L,

, ,

;.
| Lh

.

:-!f saturation, I expected the level to go up. You know, I mean
! Rbdf!P

-

|

,; .. the water is boiling in the core. it's got to be expanding and [ (K
*

I i $C$.W

i~ |

' 'jgoing somewhere in the loops. j ]-

1<
t :: Q Did you raise that as c. conenrn that pressurizar :.

,

| a:
,

| *:

; ,, - level had increased as a result of this boiling in the core, Y

ll
.22 h despite the f act that the water continued to escape through ' '

}c
,

| l o

l, [| 23 4 -the FORV7
, i. ,.

fW

24 A I don't think I raised that as a direct concern. |I l
i

'

*f
" CMIDfle 6, inC. !

[|
23 p There were boiling in the Core == I mean in the reactor coolant'

! ' 2| | h m
,

jf
i| i !. .

*

.| |
'

: . _.

4 'i*y..,'|

.---+-==~~.---==<--+-we-=-*-
_,._.p-. __ m 4.-.-~
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,

I

1

. '

23 5
!

''

: i
I

.

s/ stem because they're losirig -- because tb . POFV was open'

I 1 . . . , _

;j , ,'

2 ;! and they' lost pressure control. q:, ..
l.,;;>
'

>

3 |;
In other words,. I would have pointed that out in i,i 'li u..: y

.

'trying -- I can't say'I directly remember this, but normally
. UM
.r;. + rapt.1J a n
if; h, ..e@v.a-i

I would think logically at the time I'd. point it out that 8
3.5.
j f

they had reached saturation conditions and level was going.up f: %:%
j

6

But not in -- I would not raise that as a C%. -
* '

i ei .u.w
7 in the pressurizer. I 'I . 6.,

);;;,d2i

That was an expected result to me. ~ i?. F.%-
8 concern. x ur.-

.; a
91| So then it didn't anomalous to you that pressurizer : n.v p..i 5

0 i e g d h..

|}I-/.$.
,

. .

level was increasing during the LOCA? I |i [.??
I I

10 |? ;$';[I don't remember ever asking myself that question,
11 ;j

]B'E. Dv _ ,
[A >

|.
.

but I also do not remember raising it as a concern, so I canI ,

. .

171 g,'
.

y;r.gf|.

13 i only conclude that, r.9 , it wasn't. 1 1 EiME:
S/fRi .

You wantioned that.Xr. Dunn had raised the
I nG:s <

Id !! Q .Okay.
Prior j '

-
-

concern in your mind about the high pressure injection. gr15 .

4
g&O:

-

to your discussions with him, did you realize that the
:. ,

16 j . .

| 28M''

operators secured HPI before they identified the leak? .

&ng,7
t%w

!? W*:

;. r
-

-

,' Yes, that came out in sequence of events, - ! ::i
.e . A Yes. r,

,

~%*

Did that cause a'ny concern in your mind? I
Q __-

! M,

| |
~

2* j -A No. .

| - "[i So then it wasn't until you talked with Mr. Dunn - y

.

!! g Q.

[ 7.

that he raised your consciousness concerning that particular22 I

)- *

.; q.
23 E issue?

! $*
a.

24 ! A Xes. ! it
'

crei carm, sac. . ' ' ,

' #@
20 f -

g

8

.*w

t. I N. IP.
iw.%tM.i

l- -

f |'.
'

6 .

dMip
J

|:ifF |
c

!
-

- --- . |
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25
i .-

i.i;

A No, not that I remember, h. I
- .

{
:I

O Did you consider thct any of the events that|2
,

i .

occurred during this incident had any generic impli: cations to j zgii.
3

. .s...

! :h.ps.
I other Br.W plants?

. Q;
.

A
..

39?

With this concern that Bert Dunn raised in my mind |
5 A ^ ;. ym

about them securing high pressure injection, that could have ', gii
6,

' '
$6b0*

SC.
7 been generi: in my nind, yes.

?!?kb.

WVI

8 O Any other issues other than that one? ::.m, .. ,
.-

| {Si,{
9' A Not that I remember, no.

nytt
i MO'

M Q You mentioned that you had a tra..nine session here- k.m:-

;gre.

;i?
11 , af ter you returned from that particular incident. Did you give.-

'

ggr
I

any consideration to sending information about that incider ; ,i y

12 |p
.| 45.-

to other utilities, general information about what happened, (f'.g.
13

. r .:
I, I g141: the chronology of events that you prepared, for example?

. j
,

@Et. T:,, YI
MR. EDGAR: By training session, you mean briefing !, i

--
15

, . a e
.

] g=_,
.

16 session? i

Wo .
* 7 |q BY MR. HEBDOH:

ww
>!

! NNN
S

.

d: Q The niebriefing in the training room, yes. | K';-#

; MR. EDGAR: And also: just to fix the time when you :

said did you give any consideration, at what time do you mean? ;:*
. +m,,

At the time that he was involved !
','

.

MR. HEBDON: ' Y

2. h
-

|

22 ')
with the actual incident, say within two to three weeks

- '

16 .

[23 ' fellowing the incident itself. ~

[ _*

..

22 , THE WITNESS: No, I did not do that. +
! .

u am,wi. iac.|i '. .

gi
NI

25 | t-

"j:/
,

e

! bSh.

|| !
li c

.,.

. If,d( 43

.
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1

! i
!' :.

| 29 i: '

:- |
>

1 discussing with people from the NRC their scenario or their | [,;

1 J .. .

2 chronology of events that they had developed following the - [.c{
. ;, m-, -
"

3,| incident? .,047
>vY.s. w .s.4 A No. - ,- Ef%

Q okay. - (ER., ,
g,xer.?*

,

| ??%
6! MR. HEBDON: Can we go off the record for a minute 'l NhS/

Qi:Y;;^

7 and take a break? A
'.M. -

i W:T?:. '.
8 [ Discussion off the record.] ' %

"s"kh/; .h. :i
1 + t< .w

9 MR. HEBDON: I,et's go back on the record. |' g.j*:{d ,-!g;
i. ...
+.cw

IO | BY MR. HEBDON:
r.

l''
R

@%w?''
i

b*t-

,

11 - '
Q I'd like to go on and ask you some questions, i ?

|, f.%'i"
12 ccacerning seme me=os that were written that I think have | 3 ,

| % ._t i

| become known ah the Kelly and Dunn memorandum. Ed7IN6;13 i

|

Bl@il$5k
r?,

'' EId I Specifically for the record, this first memo is a .

;

15 ; ?
-

s,

memo from J. J. Kelly to distribution, dated November 1st, } E T:.';

16 1977, ,;.he subject is " Customer Guidance on High Pressure
'

f,
'' i -

. .y | -| 5%'

* * s! Injection Operation." ,
: a|

,

...

* I: [ Handing document to witness.) ~--

DV&%-

.. : 3 -
" '

| Did you write that memorandum? 1,
,

I

'A' Yes, I.did. ] r N'

U ;{
21 - Q Why? -

[ 'c!

22 A well, as we have said, in discussions with Bert I
. . .

. - |e
d I

''

.

' 3 ', Dunn aftar the briefing, he had raised some doubts and con-
, r'

;
'

..
,

,
~. . ;

/*, cerns in my mind about whether the Toledo operators had q s
=i :=. | .

-

e.

25 ; operated correctly in securing high pressure injection during . -:
'

,
.

. s ..

s p'ge

I I so N,.
, ...vs -'

' E h ?*

t.L. Y
*

.

. , . . -. - - - - _ - _ _ 7 -_ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ - _._ __ y _ . . _ . , . - - - - - , - - - - . . . . - _ ,
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i
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'

! 30 .

'Y
'

l

N f
-

l'

[ \1 that t- ansient,
.

2 I talked sc ae with my supervisor af ter that, to'

31. the best that I can remember, Eric Swanson, and we didn't do | [. Ud:
.

i t :e
d anything about it at the time. During my investigation, as I i , , , . .

,

.

.I r.

S, said, I was formalizing these curves and submitting informa- ($-}fi.
S?VB-;

6 tion to Nuclear Service for the site problem report. -
E e'W-.

. **t.

r.e
',M:s

sw ,--

7 I was in conmunication with Fred Feist who was 8R
c.4.,3.y ,..

8' back at To3 edo f airly of ten during this period of time, over . N.'

| :'??*1
1.....,..

9|
the next few weeks af ter the accident, and he told me one r'fn.

.y.-. .. a
,

day that they'd had a second incident where they lost feedwater , Q';;,7$
'

,

10

M::yn,.N
Il ! and Fred told me at this time the operators did not let high ,

i. ''!*W
I SyC.{.p;, '

I

12 , pressure injection initiate. They had bypassed it before it if !.Jg:.

I NN
I 3 -

E..: M13 '| would even initiate. s <~
, . Me

!- Id |I Again there were no consequences directly to Toledo i 25Ei-

i - :'

15 frem that incident, but then to my mind I had two incidents .' (M'..g .:;

'

16 f relatively quickly in succession where it was not clear to me ch

[ Eh$$ri
.

7 li that the operaters were operating the high pressure injection ,

i %$
h

{ |,
!- system correctly.

Do you recall the date of the second ;
'I Q Excuse me.

g ;;
!

! 5' ,
2* * incident?

| . ".i,

i-

l 21 - A October 23rd, 1977.
. t J.**

' " -

3

22 |I| Q Okay. 5;
?. So I talked about that one again'with Eric and g

22 |. A

[[and Eric | f' --2', said, "I think we ought to do something about it,"

[
t:>. acoon... inc. . g

25 || said, " Write a memo." And Eric
advised me at the time, he. '

,r:

i . .Y?;

.

| |kO.
' !, W;.. er

la g;
Y

_

( ,_ _ , ., . . . . _ . , , , , ,
.i...- - -ww _ . , . _ . . _

_ _ _ _ _
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31
ft'

..

said to put down my feelings on when'they should secure high
'

I :
-

.L
2 f pressure injection, and I did that in the memo, and then ask [ p

du
3 .i} j g;,.f or cc:: sents,

-

%g v.

4 i In other words, I was trying to give these people if,97g

CIs#6-

5 something to coment on, rather than just say create some [$;@;';.

6! rules for high pressure injection, I was giving them scrnething f g,; f.'
4 ,

i

.i c.,3 ..

7 |
to aim at, and I sent this out to distributicT and expressed syg$..

.

e..va.;; .

q$'53..
c. >

h|
8' my concerns about high pressure injection. .

m .-

g?Z'.*Cg,
d:

9 O Was it a norntal part of your job to prepare such ar

..#. e ,7 -. .

|
m

-W.S-

!10 , formal memorandum? o.m.r
y p #Un ,

A I felt responsible for preparing it in the sense d|f
.

11 [ q
@p .g"I

12 '|
that I'm a StW e=ployee, and I f elt that this was an area

b,
y*

Jrr

where we ought to -- where we may not be - we're not being
W:.2 ntt,13 I

si ruag..t.

14 h specific enough to our customers. So from that respect, I a Edf.r
il WA'G'
.4 L%>rktsi.
,s ~**

.

:0.,,3f would say, yeah, it was part of my job, because I was a
15 'g

a ~ ..

*. P i'
. 8 - -

conscientio:s-thinking engineer, and I thought something was.

16(h %'

'not, you know, going the way I thought,it ought to, and I . , .
;7 :: %.w-

li M*

;; wanted to bring it to management attention. E
'

if If you looked at the job description for Plant - %,,.-,

I W.'
:j Integrater, I don't think this would show up.

-

o .

.
.t

* 'I don't know if that answers your question or not.
;1/| | .'

|L

22 li Q so to.en would it be fair to say that the subject . E -

;l
. .

of how the operators are operating the high pressure injection j . LE
23 :; k

*
.

#f24 ;. system would not normally fall within the purview of the { p

| t
-

aeoorms.iac.y
25 ; group that you are assigned to? ; I ..

'

:
.

f y

9, ..

' j., j
*

*

. a

.

<-
- m -- - , . - - . . .

*"lN"-'52 umhsm %m ____
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32.

i -

That's not Plant Integration's job. i .

1 ! A That's correct..

1 h ,',
What group would that cc:ne under?- t

1 %:m2 i Q :
,. p>

To my mind -- and you're getting my opinion -- it's 's.r - y| 4 .3f A
I

.

| got to be the Nuclear Service who is giving the instructions y.@ -
J.|3,_. /.

! A'
M M.

to the custo:ner and/or Emergency Core Cooling Systems, ECCS, -

g Un W.t
| 5 ? |hd$,@

who has -- who were putting the design information into what3 ' ~.--.w-,

6 || | .
.

. sd@
the high pressure injection rystem had to do, anyway, &@

W fiE}
7

YJ
But the people that you sent that memo to, who on

.

4-t
%w^ ;8 Q n
J7,

that list is in Nuclear Services? 45.d.h,_.f .

9| s. . e.
n:.v : ,.'M:0 :-

Don Hallman and Norm Elliott, and at the time Ron [.
gf.g'S

10 A
'

,.
I

11 ' Finnan was. ?SNM;

And who in that group was in the ECCS Analysih- -
'

.
- [.y $,t/

MCG'..
12 f Q Okay. sMMr.

> 2 % ..

13 i Group? i h$$i

I; 8. $$.-
$

4

14 li A Bert Dunn. He's the manager. i OMFla.

p%_S,
wc. ..

J.: o.f -- w.s .-

,
l

13 I Q All right.
) ?%p'-

apff, ;
i

*

| 2

| 16fj BY MR. FOLSOM: pS.Ec
M8

Before we leave this subject, will you get me off M.M
-

;'

Q
:: d ! k'77 ;

the hook and tell me how it was that the October 23rd, ;l hm.;; y :

M46f:'
*

incident was resolved without further complications, despite i -

NIN'y
.

, .

-

Do you , _

' the fact that HPI.was secured before -- prematurely? y.;; i :

' $
.&,

.

: -

recall? ,
,

! 4 . ..

i ! er'

22 i A I can't answer that. ,i, c

i|.. *

i i,.

2 2 ', Q Okay.
| ] '1:1

.

i s.
BY M5t. HEBDON: | e 9

[g o.D i!
..

%
.

~

j i.What were the concerns that you had with the
- .- . -

! [blO25 '
i

|i I \$|
b *pW. 7 .pb

.

;
.

.

h .t t's .P
- _ . -

_ _ _ _
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4

.i e . .., .e. y.
- :- .q- -- _ 7 g.7-

.

T.,2 4,

,_. a,.1E ...i.+1; m w/c m % ,s E - . ag
,

, *

. - -- --.c. . , , . . .

!

-u
'

I

l '-33 i
, . .

..
'

; g,

| operator securing the HPI when they did secure it? i .r
3 i

-

I .v.,.;; . .
s

2 l A I didn't understand technically what Bert Dunn was $""
R$,"?'

4/I5
3'

talking about, but I know Bert Dunn and I was convinced that
. LW6
e ettern

he probably knew what he was talking about. And I'm not [;,
4 r-/qb

trying to be sarcastic, I'm trying to lead into my thinking. (;',y/.
5 ($Q

[D'fjf.I felt that if Bert said that there were f.ituations .

fNWL
6 '

3;$72
'

where they could get in trouble by securing high pressure
7 mm. .

injection early -- now I had just gotten two examples, one h['I
8| $!$5fC

9' from Septer.ber 24th and one October 23rd,1977, where they {.g f
tliW*

10 !. had apparently done that -- then I had Bert's concern reflected EG,iB
WSEI
ION-

in =e, and I said I'd rather bring this mattar out and get pi4xu.11 i. !

b 9CO.~;.

k
'

12 I some attention on it. Wa.w
%ituu,

? - m4 wr-' '

13 That's where my motiva. tion -- " _.y
-

. w
l ~**

h.537
;'

p
14 ,

Q So then the technical basis for the concern really
E5gid
i!PMC13 :i o rigin,ted with Bert Dunn?
h-

gg.s16 | A Yes. .

, ..-

,

!
Q And then you were just reflecting your perception , .g-

,
-

.

. '"
sof his concern? ,

g. t. e
*.

*

t: A Yes.
M4.

I '
;. Q Now you sent the memo .to a list of people. Why to [ ,'

y

21 . those particular people? {
_ "

.

.

'

. Il i '"'

22 }! A Co down the list. Bruce Karrasch'is my unit -
'

| ,i .

23 manager. I send him a copy of everything I write. |
.

3

|7

| | p 5'
-'

Eric Swanson is my supervisory engine.r, and he . i !,;4 1 ..
g

- .;l :,.a .m... i=. i

[and I had tad.ed abene this a few times, and so I wanted him .

23 8 ; < L
.#i 5

. . '$W'

- - ^ -
*F8- . _ ersma ,9-ame-..m.,e. _

ge p 3 wp , ,,p,,,
A
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'
i
i

p
.

1, O All right. When you wrote the mer.o, did you ,

'

!! consider the potential problems associated with going solid
.a ..

'

i :
- g. ,or with water surges through the relief valves? a cs . ,'

: i;
s, s.9. .* :.:1

.

4 A No. f.T'dS.'
| 96 ~. -:

- What was done,as a result of your memo? : t .T.%t .
5 Q 'I W;*f0ns'

E. 97'i?I got an answer to this, one answer, it was from -Q;
i L Z.%

6i A
Mnt:, '
m.m -

I I read Frank's memo and his answer to mine. $5]:[$7, Frank Walters.
Nf''dim |

I

8
Frank's meco was confusing to me, and he was talking about, to' ,

J.'..

[., [UN"

' me, when I read the tising, he said that the Training Depart-i

Ed,?.:r. ''9; i*

10.g,, ment that Toledo Edison had acted correctly, and I went down
. g?$. -|n|

'

3
m .. .

=f* D *E*t t h i

[|. '!$h:.

and I talked te simulator instructors about wtat t tey were11 ;
N. . .N. _,%,. . ,'
,

9..,; --
12 ( teaching -- these are Norm Elliott's people.

. .
. ur ,. -

I -,
4, :

13 i Q Excuse me. Do you recall specifically who you .', * -

t nw.e ...

.w.
i m. a u.-,

- ;. W. ,>4,
.

c..y.;;. .14! tal.ked to? .

$jW.t".|

Yeah, Harry Halmer was there, and John Lind, and { ggg3|;
.

*
,

15 i A
M i" ym:-Q7

r .

$
*

16 'I there were probably one or two others, but I can't put the @ q.
. . ,

: M '

faces to them, and we went over the September 24th Davis- .\a

@
'

;7 |!
.

| 9$MN
;3 Besse incident, the sequence of events as I understood them at I WG?se

G .'

7.. p j'
that time, and Harry and John Lind both said that they didn't ,

v
. >.ata.-

%.

understand why the operators would react that way; that they
.,

y
. N"

.

'

21 ;. were not trained to do,that.
' k i9

b -

'

Let me clarify this just a little. I'm a little
_ 22 | 0

;*
3,

23 $ confused. a

i j.,?,
They said that they, disagreed with Mr. Walters'

24 ., * ,g,

4 --^-'

-xmn. n t,.
statement that the operators were trained to respond in that ,

25 |.:
.

~*

..! *

, v
, y

. f
'

~[lo

>
| v

mwh{: :p
r - n, ,n z.:

. p, n

*
_

._
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37,,

! .

|
t

1 i wav?.
t -

|
'

No, I didn' t -- I don't think I mentioned to them ,

2 A . -. .

CG1

This is Frank's confusion gymit31 that Frank had answered my letter. D'. . .. yI
!'i '

that I kept to myself. I just wanted to go in there and 3q*.g- ?

}J 3.34 ,

.

- g4,y-
try to get an unbiased opinion from them about what they though45

.m..

6 ,i was going on. (kh-;..

Did they express the opinion that the SKf7 0 Okay.
'hM,i

operators responded correctly, or did they say the operators
.

i
I e. .c., .:

6 .-

\ | g g+;,.
9! responded incerrectly? .J

No, they said the operators responded incorrectly
. k.
Cf9g''

10 A
4,.3.5.$,N.,,

J .

from the way they had be,en trained. i..

Iu Xf'fM11

f.y.Did they give you any specifics as to how they
,

hu,n12 i Q d&
thought the operato'r had responded incorrectly? . f.$.4.?

-

'

13 J
.

hi m$$% er ..li They .. tid that they should not have turned high
14 f A .] IfM12

! {,j'y-

15 ] pressure injection of f unless they had primary temperature
.

'

16 h, stabilized and primary pressure increasing and pressurizer %}&:

!!

O level in the. indicated band. 6.-i

r A e.
I don't remember the exact words about pressurizer tv-v,f.s=y..

'pa.
E" ., ..

level, but under control is what they mea.. mP_ht-.
' ,

'

Sc t.htsn it was your understanding they felt thatI___;I .Q
~ ~ ~h

the operators did secure the high pressure. injection
-

~

.

3,

22 k prematurely, based on how they were trained?
- j<-

*

mn
%

? h$.

22 P ' A Yeah.1

.! $g.y311 ,.ight. Did anyone elsa give you any sort of j

.

24 , o
! k%9r,. ca ,,,ei. i.e.

23 j feedback or response in result to your memo? i, , $w?%
in .

s
,

.O
Y

.. .-. "" '46.y m %g_ +- - - . ~ . . . - , , . . _ , _ _
_ _
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39
,

|:
n . .

I .
A No. .

-

'

Did you make any efforts to obtain additional2E O
'

I
I

! , ,. ,,
3I information from any of these people? .,.:.v.yi m.

| ! 4
.u .

: ,

_. .. e .
4 A No. _ g . i:

d,!Z.l' i--

._

Did you call any of them to ask 2.f th .y'd had a
, ma.e. <

.5L Q hr

6| chance to take a look at it, and if so, what their coc:ments ! im

7[ vere, or anything to that effect? f:':IIF, ,%q.a.''

. UQ.:I didn't expect Bruce Karrasch to answer it. i;} [74 34
B P A No. '

!- d@T-

I got the letter from Hallman -- from Frank Walters, so that l; ;/9C
91

p. | ~? ",..! would take care of Finnan and Hallman, p, . . ,:
10 I !

?::p)@i
b

-

I knew what Bert Dunn's feelings were, I,
11

.,

Danny La Belle didn't answer, and I just assumed ||| }},

x.. m.,..

12 !
,

. .

%.

i: 2'3'.he didn't have anything to say.13 ; 'If f,$'

f Id i When I got Frank's reply, and after talking to the.;

Il|1
E';

l
$gf.1

15 :il simulator instructors, then my concern was that I was convinced-i' 52.

16 h that we were teaching the right thing in the simulator, but
!!

g .! i %._
jj ih*.:

I wasn't convinced any more that we were putting the right|, s.- >
he'

U .t
'

Ly.ii' I didn't know what we were puttf.ng out, !iI $g$iI

, ,

*3 L words out on paper..

jg
so I told the simulator instructors that I was going to --

. . . .'

i i' ;w*

*

M !,{.
now maybe - you know, as I'm going over that, maybe I talked h!

IE

to.the simulator instructors before I wrote this and before il EP%
M

|@
"

l' f

22 k I got Frank's memo. 9 e

You know, that's the first time that popped back
jj.

k23 |'

I don't -- I'm confused on the dates now as
'

jf:
24 into my mind. ;

p
|

T! j

to whether I talked to the simulator instructors before or
** neemw,, eec. ., ' y;

;
.

25 '.
-

|
ff'

[2~
i i h,a

.

.: ''

i;.

| ' r:"

,K ^! '

. - _ _ - _. . _.n.~.- _

_ _.

- - . . . . - . . . _
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39 . .( .,

. ,

after I act I'ranP. Walters' meno. ,,

[

Q Okay.
., .

. . .m.
'

r . .. ,

..p|y).!J ; |

But in any case, I was convinced that we were
. u.

.

.; -y n.e .a, ,..

A ..w.
i U ,iQi,h] ,,

teaching the right thing, and I wanted to make sure we. were t. ; #24s@ W.L
u

$ 7 * s.,+ Wdfdh.93'
, ' -

'.! putting the right words out. Okay? So that's -- maybe thati .Iji' mm .
I must have talked to them before I wrote

..
Q q,V f|E,a

a ,.r;, |

c+w.t,0 mp
-

!makes sense to me. e.,; -

I must have talked to the simulator N. .v ....1 g'540n.c .:8 '
,,ii this, before November 1st,

%,MQYt
I5

| I
7 ..i.EE. .'

:
af.

5 instructors. M #WX..,, .:...
qfs.,j.;,m@, d..h,, ,) M<

You said that you wanted to make sure that
n q%:|h*.we.
..o. % .,;

O okay. w- x..
l $y '#q',. .

'

What did you do to makei
;; you were putting out the right words. y

gj ,-
e-s v
blyd.&&gg..u.g'i
s,

" -

sure that you were in f act putting out the right words? ..(

C;O@wk?. .
..

w. w.
.

'
i

t cfd.a
That's what convinces me that I did that before I air.u.;;;;,b;,

|} A khd '

v ote this memo. li &O5 ifs $IP~%I.!Did you check to see what guidance, what was being U EM3mQ
i; @MT4ceg.w. , g

- i-

I wwi .9 ven?i *! rtd S

i4 u-w a . s,

No. . i., C+%
;:::34 .

t il n e.

i1 Ski ...,. j\n Did you have a copy, for example, of the procedures | K.YMSW3g
.: Q

i' C ~ T.''

that B&W provides to the utilities? q- .c.
6, ,

, - > h
,

%j
//,;f.'

iW. , |,I could have gotten them, they were in NuclearA No,

Service, but I didn't check them.'

i|.~ sp'e '*'

yi-

Now you got a response from Mr. Walters, and I guess|{ .j, Q
-

i... . .

{i
'

"% ',i
from what I understand, you didn't expect a response from anyl ..!'

., e ue"
,

t
| r

"; of the other people. What did you do next?. , , .
* 7::

[>

Want to talk to Bert Dunn and told him that Trank
. ,

., ,- t.# t' A i
- gq';

n g.;
Walters was the only response that I had gottens that I was ~

.,
t

3

!ggN;,,.WS$i5 . xStew-*( ~

|. Mgr.;,

w ' *d.;h.Mm:4:W , 3,

!,
'

% g* .c.

YNT,,f$N21u

r. .cr

W.*.,o_%..,,.
~---- ------

' m- o -
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! 42 , ,

i, .

I don't think I knew why he sent it to Mr. Taylor.~

.

' 'I
|

A
]' J ',1 Why didn't you send your memo to Mr. Taylor? 2;b;.2 Q

'

, y,
thought that the -- the people concerned were - y,1 .

3
i A I

.w)'h ..f:| ., j

#f
the Customer Service or Nuclear Service Department who handled Ir .

10 '' g"'mI
I and ECCS, who had the original concern.5 the guidelines, . o. . . r

??Nv'
'

6; didn't think of sending it to Mr. Taylo- i. n s. ,k. . .
i 7f.,-@: ..

Could it have been tliat it was sent to Mr. Taylor $ $ht!E
.

r
7 Q $$

because of the possibility of Part 21 implications? GEC.~s

8 '
i 55

,e..y.. s. ,. ,6

Bert Dunn could answer that. .9: A 1.

(! %'_ _ -. Did you at any time in the course of yourN O Okay. .,C#:44'
*

i ' ' '
n@,+.&

involvement with ' his incident consider the possible Part
I 4

"I
I28'E-,M. ""-

|

12 |
21 i=plications of the incident -- of this particular concern? G- fh%

1,:

.

[ [%No, I never considered putting it on a preliminary 35$..
'

.. .

I3 A
f hh.

I' jj safety concern report to turn it in.

15 ) What was done as a res. ult of Mr. Dunn's memo?
.

W WM:
Q " rdict'

16 i
- Well, about a week later, a second memo came out j

,

;

1 A M w.&
,

;? Q
frcn Bert Dunn on February 16th, which you just handed me, ?p| glac'.. y

'' 4
!! l | gTf[I

'I } and again I got a copy of it because I was on distribution,- 1 i twe

'.; fyit says that -- the contents said to me ..: : c.. and from reading it,*
.

.

$ | .j

that Bert Dunn and Nuclear Services had worked out their A j kU-
d what f

d' q differences of what the guidelines should sa , an {q
-

e
'

t.t yc..>

| -if ;i
a

22 j, d to the customer; that they were in agreement L' a

.! should be issue .f
-

23 f, because Bert Dunn says, "I find this as acceptable frca the
.j(

2u!
- g.

- 7,

.

i k

standpoint of preventirg aavsrse long-range problems." (,. ,."

'[ j'..

< w. |. So when I read the second Bert Dunn memo,- I thought .
.m,

. . . ' '; +y;.25 ; : iq
!

-

, .MN.j | .'i *? -
,

'

I , I bc-
? .??

L .- _
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'

!
\ the prc'Acm was resolved; that there *was agrec:sent reached j. . -

g
, ,.c
i

between ECCS and 1:uclear Service, and that Nue: lear Service |2
,

.

1

3| would subsequently generate whatever words had to be put out gj -
j|l' -

..

to the custo:aer. y.Q4 ,

; sw..
5 Q Now specifically what differences are you |.g(

pp *:
HM;D.;

,
'

6 referring to? .

3.'Ji,%
92:g$*

f.v.'.A Well, I don't know what the diff erence -- what
7 . . + . .

%m:q'Nfconcerns that Field Service had when they came tv Belt Dunn
8 N... W:..| r

9
.as a result of this first memo, okay? My point was that Qij5

.%. w.
\V? .I

10 reading the second one, Bert is saying that he und Field 'gg ,,

Si@E
11

Services worked out their differer.ces, and he reached this dNE
P; W i

.
: c;t e .-

12 - . conclusion here as he presents it in the second memo. .
gf,

' t gn
Q Would these concerns have been the concerns that d N--

t wny.33 |-

;@wp
i

i
-

Mr. Walters had raised in the memo that he wrote to you? ] ph.i
it i

pt
!

I].th%
'

I A I assume that. I assumed that that was part of it,
13 '' u :1;-

16 that no one had any more problems with it. ('l [e,).w,yydj...

g. Q So' than it was your perception -- I rsalize this 9 @){|
0.Qn,

,3 | is a perception only -- that the concerns that Mr. Walters had |i'mq* y:;
s'

5*
?2. w.w

had and the concerns that Mr. Dunn had had, had been resolved W g?g
.

.

: .

Fan 6 y
,, , - .

..

) %;.. to some sort of a mutually-acceptable solution?
-

!

* r-

; ,

- j ||
;; ,: A Into these two paragraphs that he states in his j

- . o ,; | h
.

I f
22 1.

February 16th memo, correct.
I

n. ..
. :;

,y

;.h 0 What did you expect would then be done? ( ,
-

, ,

'

. . "'
! :: ' c.

,4 'A Well, as I said, I thoughu that Nuclear Service . . .
-

|

j-
. |

b'
.

|
''

s .m.i. w.n A
23 ' would go ahead ancl issue appropriate instructions to the i e :'

. I
i

-"* - :. .w

h)t
"

mobi
'

"G.. .w*

t ' '
#

, ..

|
t WY k-g c:. -,

| T
L.

- .. -----~~-- --- ..-n,--



- _. -. ~ _-..- . - _ . . . . . _ _ - . .- _ _ _ _ _._

.-..
, y

i
. .

'

i

44
l'l ' '

,-
"

! -

that they had to.c us to:nc rs , ,

| ,

i
Do you know if those instructions were ever issued? . b

;
t

c
3 i O

;, M;,.; .a

I think they were sent out af ter TMI 2, we sent |z
n. n ., .I u-

r .3
| L ,. . ;/:n. .3 J A

the high pressure injection memo station instructions,
.

g
'i-
@ flM.e,rr.T

i>

I out
4

but again I don't think I ever saw them, even to today. : ir.:: &.-jhfj'[p'$"..iI 'l

s'l3 it's your J: . .WMZBut prior to the accident at TMI 2,
i

|. w.-w.: -O :! s"
WF)M|i

6 ;
'

understanding that the instructions were not sent?
,

h2.i
d$.kM7

;

Prior to TMI 2, I was acting personally under the gw
ON65A

8

they were sent, but that was only a perception
~

r.w wass =ption that
9 ;|gMI never

| as a result of this memo here from February 16th. @4.:;i:
hf!,0,to ,

1) |I saw anything again after this until after TMI 2. . paI '

.jp? -

! Just as a matter of timeframes and'the rate at 90'.y;~.

12 i ..' ib:75O
I. would it %v

is
. which things normally progress through the system,

*
.i

! /,(4.wf!4f'

i.; hyg
have been surprising to you if it had taken to, say, the .. une u;; w

m+m'Ahn34 [s ba
ilities?

13 || =iddle of April '79 to get out the instruction to the ut
.y;M

-
it p

i y g.
semo, that would .j hw$

Based on this February 16th, 1978 at ,% 9I
:.1 We' RP A

16 ji g
,

i m.2 ,, surprise me. "''" rkr s.

Do you have any idea why the instructions weren't q'' t

,3; Q-

7r. ?
?. .

i.Y''4
'

:

1; sent? :i' i iStJ::
'

Are you asking me what I learned since TMI 2, now, f;i i ;-
A

;; i y 4 j

or wh.ar I knew before TMI 27 6 i m ',,

Well, let's do what you knew before TMI 2 first. jl }|21 : '
,.

t
i >

22 (*.
u.Q .:acting pg.

As I said, I thought they were sent, y
. . . -o.

| 9||A No. ";; ;;
I believed -- this happened -- I thought it would

i

S
i e |on what24 :, {

Cs y generate through the mechanics and send them out the door, and !'

.

m w.1 ;;. .- amn
2 I; i , .

|! .*
,.

t %-
;.

I a e, q?
k i .

le. e

e i. : '
]

_ __ - - _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _. .__ ._. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . -- .m-- - -. -
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f
li

''

,''
-<I didn't arry about it any more. i

'

l. What have you learned since 'it'.I 2 ,,

O okay.'

y@lpA.JM2'.
Apparently this did not address all of Nuclear ...L1

3j A
Don ( 'p%f.y -

g Service's concerns, and there was another memo written.
.

.qxftsw s
ii 4 .A4| || f. m.dM@n,%s.;

Hallman wrote a meno to Bruce Karrasch on August 3rd of 1978,
a w'

:
: w~ t s.~,

i. .5
'

asking Druce as manager of Plant Integration to resolve the J,I -.g. .Q,M/6
.

dif f crences between Nuclear Service a:nd ECCS. + . f. TOY,

' 42E&7 , - .L
t _ You did not receive a copy of that memo? 12..dM. .-

w;,%)j'j.' 3[l'A-:.R.-
s. a ,Qg '

No, I didn't know about that memo until after TMI 2. ,

S@Q.T!,' .
.A .

9 |s What was your understanding again af ter TMI:.2, what %th: arp,.
!' O.7. , dsi

db w's
30 ! Q

was your understanding of the concerns that remained to be ] {={.{5,
s '- -

$. h. ..jp
,

13,j
.

'
.

);;j resolved? i@.NN.i '

| ;M,e&W-v-
q' Frem what I've learned from Frank W titers after

-

we v.w.

A
, f| ? I33

TMI 2, they were concerned that these instructions that Bert ij %Sg&At
in f' }M$$9

f
proposed in his February 16th memo were too restrictive, ww~p.

f hk
5

is[ f

16!! that there co'uld be non-LoCA events causing initiation o ,: .r4 -

g .A
high pressure injection that could subsequently, if the @ NM.2'

'

M,Ml t

|
: ;l 7;l

operator followed these instructions, fill the reactor coolant
,

e

! g. , r
|system solid and challenge the primary code safety valves.

.;

Have you ever discussed any of this material
O okay.::; r 6 *

2; _| with anyone from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 7
-

;

[ ', fh .:''

| Anything we've talked about today?.1
22 h;| "i{ ;

@g0 Yes. Id,

| 23 '

One ofLet me tell you what I'm thinking of. %
; 24 , '!

A
.. ||. '[

-

|

-,=... w. ; my earlier interviews has been with a Mr. Sh.ckleton and
'

i y'

25
:.' >
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|
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1 information in the course of that review? .. . .

.,

i

2
'

A operational inforration? ' . < , > -I

;.

$,. J ..,, ] 'r=

3E Q operational ex?crience. So nebody sent over a v .p.. ..

|dC. 7 s .
I| '- " " -

procedure for you to review, is there any way that you can sm.:.s.:cg

4 '

:48.oh.1 i: .

L.e.'i

|

incorporate in that review operationt.1 experience from plants$

iar'tyj;,-5I
I, y'

6L that have aircady bet;n in operation? Or could your ansessment
!

w@wsk.e ._ ...
-

:i
*

7 ) be strictly in engineering? 4

h hhs| Our assess:nent would hf en71neering, unless, as in
E ', A . .M2-,:a. 3 . .o .-

9 || my own case, for instance, I happen to know of something
[4g;g

''
a

ww .#

@%.,d@;it I.,

10 fI operationally. If anybody feeds in the plar : operational g ,r.

kexperience, it has to come from the Nuclear Sersice side.Il .' CON 4M'

! @L..y. .,i. -

12 'j| They are the ones that handle all the site probless reports
. > . . .

i &Mch;-
xath;;-

| ,

13 1 and disposition of all those. | Syp7.:-
4' hMilM.I1

Were you ever asked to review any procedures that muta
14 .: Q

' ' - -

13 f| were relevant to the incident that occurred at Davis-Besse
-

'.^L:. .'.d. .?r. 4 . ;
| *'

~

y 6 ,, on September 24th? u.ma'y

|' 7. .,1 t_t?lU '; a Fa. $M . ' .' '
~

.

,*
: ; ;-

To your knowledge, who in DsW is responsible .
.

i.

,

a- Q
,

*2

'.
for preparing standard technical specifications?

.,

'I,

| .

. -

'

Td Lrden1 content of the technical specifications | ';%;,

2* ;, are f amed out to appropriate organizations, such as fuel,{ j vg
| |A .

We'2;
\ .

1T-| technical specs, fuel management for j
22 ! thermchydraulics, ECCS, 2

|
.[ '22 P rc,d position specifications, and to my knowledge, I believe

,

,

n ,
.

||
' '

2 4 '. that's coordinated for standard technical specifications by j
,
'

;:

c c n-i. i=. ;;
,

I |
! '

-

25 h Licensing, but I'll admit that's just a f eeling I have. . . . . .

[' g. .e Jr : ''*
g

f.Y'V '
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1 |1den't know whether that's true or not. i

' -

Is that an area that your group gets ' involved with?
|

.

1

2 O
'b

no. | :}|: q.Eric Swanson's group does not, ,

3- A ;f 9 ..I

Another mini-subsection of Bruce Karrasch's
',Q(g" , ;,

r?:.n.J

f| ':fg.g v
j

Plant Integration, I believe, does get involved with technical
'

| f.hy? t3 || ;;
%-u . ..

6! cpccifications. +

* fy,M.

w A..Are you part of that subsection? '
!7 Q %

f. $,.Ej.?,: i 4
8' A No, I'm Eric Swanson. { rg;;.m

To your knowledge, who in B1N reviews the actual
. . 3. a.

' g:.7;->

9 Q u w..,

procedures developed by the licant.se to see that they are
- m :a ...
' h d'/m -)./

ghe 4e -10
i' , fl.j{;I-consistant with procedures proposed by BrW7 |

l. ;-
fp;$;'11 I
M

'

|
-

To my knowledge, that's not done. $N
12 | A .,

You mentioned the concerns that you had had 1xut
' ' , MC

e,.s.w.nv
13 Q

E P .,)
14 I;l the premature securing of high pressure injection, and I ( CN:fL

N.. . .![ think P.r. Folsom may have touched on the subject a little bit A:. .., .

er.,

|I
y$h[.13 '

. ,

already. l fj?#.16
p,774i

Are you aware that the Davis-Besse small break i| [WW
-

1

U || MD'

I i ;

;3 $ procedure was subsequently revised to include precautions | i igm
M,kEI

designed to prevent premature socuring of high pressure injec- |
' i

'
-

p. |
t on and to alert the operaters of possitic tailures of the t

. .

M' M e
i
1

- J --- *

. ' .;
21 :. PORV7

s. M
I If you asked if I was aware of that. . |* j<*

22 | A No.
f ,,.g3

J. / .

23 $ Q That's right.
| ic4- .' ;ggs
|.

2 4 ,, A yo, g jg9
s ,c - w., =.g Do peu know if that change was ever reviewed by

. j g
! ..

, g23 ,, o
.

|
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,.-rv.

the perspective of solving the probics or more from the
!

.,..

I
,

--

perspertive of just being aware that it happened? , ,'

3'
|

-

',QL,8,

3 A Both. In the answer to your question, I was -- 4.i.; \ . ?, ..

we get the review and Plant Integration site probic= reports w' .4:. ., .,n ..
d wvCby..t'

- .

4ubu,.i l
-w.m . .t

5

5 ;, from the aspect of incorporating it into any futu e design i .

* ' ,f
or ine'.'eporating it into our newer design.6

h .>(,.f'so t. hen you do make some effort to take these ..Jf7 0 s

site problem reports and feed back that information into8 ._....ugT t%
fy!'.?U.f'. k9i subsequent designs 7
f|7sM7')
L.TlTO'k,[ i

I A Yen.

In the area of plant integration, what Is @g.+Fl?c .eUi Q Okay.

-| ! -

your perspective of the operator as f ar as how the operator is j | %?.'it:
,

*

12
.

13 | integ.:ated into the plant? Do you consider the operator at tf ' ' k3-

o

f . |i

14j all as a subsystem of the overall plant? ;
h

%'1[N
2

EMr|L I guess if' you're talking about bef ore Three
15 {

..b' 6A | nm, m-

b

,6 : Pdle Island, the answer is no, the whole system design $
, o.. ''

| .I [ ,, ]
U['j philosophy is to try ar.d minimize operator involvement and t *E~'

r f4'

get him out of the picture as much as possible.. . .:
' ' '

If you're talking about currently, there has ~

@'I
i

.. ' obviously been a great recent emphasis on operator involvement ,

' '

3+ -

' :.
.;

| in getting him into the design of the plant, and I am running - ||.-

-

'

2' - -

"

22 |ja program now on abnormal transient operating guidelines
.

; l'
|23 $ as a result of NUREG 0578, where we are taking a possible

.

a .
, < :.

I
'

plant malfunction and operator malfunctions and equipment
;

.24 . m
g '

1.sw.p

25 $ malfunctions, and categorizing these and logically developing
' 7= c.

.

i
*

E: ?.

%i;. - :
g 'ML .C

*
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I

/\. f trees, and then we are eventuLlly going to develop
-

.

,

event

| ;-|4
guidelines and give the operator not only operating guidelines,|28

|
. .J < :.-"

b
3'- but also the basis and expected plant response, so that we i J:.. S.'db

i e . ua w re. .'
y . 2i|;Ov:,.

*

|M.s;.c.9.!; :V,ff6

4y can close the loop between the engineer, the analyst, and
'

y .
a: .

J

p dp[gN -f@.s; -
;>r,g ut.

s
.

|

5' the safety analysis guy who analyzes the transient with i tj 7-i;

| computer codes, and knows why he needs to have a certain ( q. $$
'

6* : n M w ,.y. c
Oid$|kk,&@;,0

-

7 safety function. We want to reduce that to words and give
q%.;..;:id:'.e v.w.rr.
a- r,

q::yJg; :..
-w t'

8 them to the operator so he can study them and have a greater
iMr/ RISE?F

I
?n.?;D ."., -*EI..',.'.9 ;j understanding of why he is Ming asked to do a certain thirig. e s. :

:. .% . s.1. m.

ij $$MN24
10 ij We ask now there is a loc of emphasis.: in our M.*b?M'm*.i wT.!, *s, -Is B4Eik.cy.IE

.

11 y organization in closing the loop between the engineer and

U.f6M'"TMWO ..
f

.'

| d.5 D $i
~

12 f, the operator. .7f e e..

f+4 rice r * s.

13 | Q Was that sort of work done prior to l'hree Mile Kd"M bl *.

mn e ..

I.
.
h. n , 4a

! 9 .#LQhyc
4'%w ..-la t; Island? i am
"* *K$22*|I i

*
d w. ~7.M' '

,15 N: A No. M' ,vre

f
o

16 Q Do you know why it wasn't done?
$j

, .s
d i @ - M

17 0 A In my opinion, as I said, I thought, it was just a

k"..
~ $h.

I' ' = e >;
3o different philosophy. We're trying to d ign the system to

1
x ,;-.

1-

preclude any necessary operator action. i : ...
t ,.

N' .n Sy
..w

.

| . U .. Q Do you know of any other --
,, [,. .

,

21 ' BY MR. FOLSOM: R pj-'

22 h 0 Let me ask a question, following up on something | f,

@':!.
23 ;,, P.r. Hebdon asked about integration of experience,frca the .

$b
.

6

! !

. .w. .t.

n.d ' . industry into design variations. ; g,
'

, . . mp '
: eDo jou find any pressure not to vary designs from

{M[ !

,
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'llP
1l', the way that the 18RC scheme is set up? ,, ,

,. .

You find pressure to minimize design changes that '[ I''

v

2y A $L.'.. v.GN.t
li %'|.*| @ T+,' "
i cost money. ;:r.*.F'y;':.p.~: ;;'

|ldS%@#!-j ,fion what source does that pressure ccese? | ;r.0:iJa. w a n,.
!! Os ,tre m w e m r-

${rgf
M..<.N,u.y(f:@),P;A It comes frc:n my supervisors.

5h
^- - --

then, I'm talking
s.iti**'P .

ky9. .%' n'

6 !,3,\' C okay, from the industry side, . .-u.

. m. m.mw$tQyyf.
-

$.i,7; now bout NRC, its philosophy of supervising the industry,
3bh'$g$.Ad
d-9.1.;

:.LT..,s"w'.UX.y., ,27;;.7,;p./.;1.1
does that philosophy tend to minimize design changes?8d t

r.g
Jg.7s.1|

-

9 A To minimize design changes? p$YAEl@$$E.1

h'6{L%Jp
Q,

10 ' Q Do you understand what I'm driving at? Ad .iE
2.y$[dHo, I don't think before Three. Mile Island, the m m w o.%II A n..pm: .p.t.

e.%~. ;i w,:.m
NRC's enchasis has always been to design a system and change14 y. v

,.,-a.uwckw. 2w.
-

-

cwpcenw..r.-
| the design of the rystem as necessary to preclude any operator

P 9 h.v - g .i.,#ggg
13 MMf
;d ;i action, to get the guy out of the whole picture, following

.

C &* * * M m
! i: That's been their emphasis that I gg-

15 up with what he's saying.
'T

i can see.
gy-- gig

i .7 Q hell, quite apart from operator action, the
y

| U l' engineering design, is that -- does that tend to become @.. . . . . . ' .I ..

l
,h~ip.

..
' ~.U stereotypad because of NRC pressmres?

..

-r. m.
.

I haven't seen it, but I don't get involved with b_ g~ ~ . '
'

M ., A ruTr -e
i s . u.- ., . ,

! 2: - them that much. # o .

gQ.., .tg..A
- -eI /

22 |I
,

Q Okay. Thank you.
. m

. ' . .
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23 !.I BY MR. REBDON: .

. s.

!. ,p
. ,,,Do you know of any other precursor events that2: Q

| | $lem 53.

"|! I
' h #,4

25 4 are relevant to the accident at TMI? : I '.t'
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MR. EDGAR: Do you understand the term precursor? -i

o n , ,,.
1 |; a.,

2I TE WIT!!ESS: Precursor, the only time I've heard . ' . * t ,J, ,,
.,

,;
, . :. .

i.
T !' . ..'.2t the word uced is in nuclear reactions. L,U,le'.46

y'
, .

NMWE.w;, .9 3.m :'

BY MR. EBDO!1'4l, .^ * y f. '
W C-@| . ..s.~G j.'c5.".Lnh^^*S!!
.L 'W)

5 .i O Well, let me define it, because I think we may be >r

j 'I ..'
6 usin.; it c little bit differently than it's defined in the s.u:.,D w y L :.

w.c:n.c-.
- > wj.g gjpy,

7 w., c tion a y , anyway .,
,,aww :<w

%ma).,,, ,
..a..t.. . .-. SMM7%Precursor, in the sense of what I mean 'iere, is '

;rarXw ,sy
W5:M: W.:
(did%:W$40'97td T;.;C

;
i9q any sort of an event or an action that would have given some

I

6;.%.- m. .i

I e 4 .V..'indication or some forewarning that an accident such as TMI .

t o |, y. r~ga-w
in w.

.py.?Pf'c''. dp +
<

11 'i might happen some day.
.

;_ g tg.

@m:w"M[. FTF'
9E

er.s.4.;g#p12 Your memo is considered to be a precursor. The ra-

i;*vm

Nif.M Yd.T.'. '
!!f,'f2* N t W

*

13 h. Davis-Besse incident would be considered to be a precursor, mmk.%%cw
;

:
I t. and what I'm wondering is if you know of any others that we - ; :

_m
CD h.

*

15 haven't discussed. -

'

L e

A Tha.t I would consider precursor events to this h y"
'

16 ]
,,'

''2 ;

I 'Eo

17 j thing?' No. ,
-6_-'-. ;. .. .m.;:

.,g
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I ;3 :; BY HR. FOLSOM: =-- r 5|; Does the Michaelson report strike a responsive @ JM' M.kQ -m
i ~ Lesseme

P=8dh
M -i

-
-

.

' . ' chord? !
i '

% 4s5
||

'

- "MI

ififteww%Mi , 'A I have heard of it, I have never read it, I've
- .

'

9 $# Nk22!| never had any dealings with it.
I c

h -
.

h'

2'5 !! ' BY.MR. P.EBDON: Mppg6}..

' -

't ,

j {2 Q Do you have any additional information that might i .

| i EfM. W ~' g
25 I be relevant to..our inquiry surrounding the accident at TMI? ; i
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