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Okay. 1I'd like to ask You same Juestion
that occurred at Davis-Be:use on September 24th,
interested in the knowledge
ad of that incident and your understanding of that incidens
PTi0r to the accident that subsequently occurzed at TMI.
Specifically prior to March 28, 1879, what knowledge
did you have concerning the incident that occvrred a D

Eesse on Septemter 24th, 19777

A Well, I was detailed to gC from Lynchburg to Davig-

Besse and report in to the BiW engloyee there, cur site
operi.tions wwnager, FPred Feist, shortly after the September
23th == 27th?

Q 2;th.

A == 24th, 1977 incident at Davis-Besse. My assign-
ment was to -- and his name is Fred Feist -- my assignment
was to assist him in uncovering the secuence of events that
occurred during that transient at Davis-Besse, and I did thaz.

We used -~ we reduced cata that was available

at the plant site, reaciimeter data, graphs and charts, et

cetera,

Was it normal for you to be involved in such an

activity? Was that a normal function of your job?
A That was the Jirst time I was asked to do that.
Q Would it have been considered to be a normal funce

f your job to do such a thing?
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| A I don't believe it wculd be on a job description

7l for someone in my position in Plant Integration. However, I

B e

3 think I was picked because of my plant experience and my'

recent association with Nuclear Service, and my knowledge of i
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5| how plants =-- BéW plants operate.
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6 BY MR. FOLSOM: X
7 Q what prompted sending anybody out to this particular é
8| site? ;? :
2 A Fred Faist asked for it. i
l°i % L He asked for {t. Do you know why he asked for it? ;é
“{ A s think he had a great deal of data he wanted to ?; %
- 12| reduce. He knew the pcoplo'back here in Lynchburg were ;; j\
13 !'interested {n the details of the transient, and he wanted 'QV%E

"

05

14|, help to do it. it
t ! Y2
15 Q What was peculiar about the transient that sparked l i E
O 'i 211 tnis, either in Feist or in the pecple back here? ‘n,
7 g

T A well, to my knowledge, what I had heard about the

ey

1. eransient, they had suffered a loss of .eedvater and they knew |

N TPLID I TS S T AT

¥  g¢hat they had electromatic relief valves stuck open, and *hey Z

: . g

;. ' had to blow in a ruptured disc on the quench tank and goct f
} :

; ::l primary -oolant into the reactor building, and it was just | f

! \

O 221l unusuzl in its complexity, and he wanted someone to help him

23! sort it out.
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BY MR, HEBDON:

ey .mm' Ine. h ;
Q Was it usual for your particular group to send
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. | somebody out to assist -- I think his title was a site rep? i

2 fl A He was site operations manager. B
|
3 | Q -- following a transient, s.ch a: this, or following L iy
L
4l & transient? E;ﬁé
$254
s A No. TN
ST
350
6 Q So then it was somewhat unusual for somebody to be lgﬁ#
) "-\-“.";l.
7| sent out from Lyachburg 2s a result of this particular incident? rg%?
4 ;‘;'L
8 A Yes, ?g%{_
F
9 I Q Did you %alk with or meet with any representatives ;éxﬁw
' ¢
mi‘ of the utility while you were there? 1gﬁ§
3 i N
"y ENT
iyl A Yes, I Aid. I met several of them. Most of the ;?@;
15y
:? cnes I met, I just met -- socially is not the right word, I° fﬁj?;‘
nl' was just introduced because I was there. I talked with Jack joag
| 1oy

l¢| Evans who was the plant superintendent at the time and was

ﬂmmmumm.

Fred Feist was doing most of the talking. This was

fter Fred and 1 had gone through the secuence of events, and

he was telling Jack, you know, what we found out.

Q What concerns were raised by the utility people taat,

44 : vou talked with?

D 22 1: remexber any particular concerns that the utility raised.

: t't A The only thing I remember about that -- I don't I
! l
23" Fred and I had uncovered a few of our own we wanted to |

|

7] investigate, but the utility’'s interest was mainiy in parcel-
Feows Mesoren, i |;

25, ing out the assignments on how to recover from the transient,
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BY MR. HEBDON:

Q Okay.

A I know that also because after I came back from
pavis-Besse, Fred -- Feist came oack with me, and Fred ard I
gave a bricfing here at Lynchbu:g'again. At the conclusiun
of that briefing, ther? were a planeload of people going
back up to Davis-Besse from Bi&W to support the customer in
«hat meeting with the NRC. That's the kind of thought
process I'm going through.

- Okay. You mentioned this meeting with the NRC.

pid you talk with or meet with any representatives of the NRC?

uiu A I diédn't go to that meeting. Whilr I was still up
Wg there -~ that meeting happened after I had come back to
“g; Lynchburg. That was subsequent to that, and I was not
Uii involved., But while I was still up there, yes, I met an NRC
16| representative, but I don't remember what his name was.
"g 0 Do you recall what concerns he raised? i
< A No, I don't remember any details about it,

Q Okay. What were the concerns that you and Mr, i
Y Feist raised or developed? | i
i'ﬁ A We had, after reviewing the pressure and tempe:atu:ci
72” plots, and Fred had =- I think Fred had been in the reactor i.
a3 building, but there were such things as we knew that they h* " !
i:_ had boiling in the loops ard boiling in the core, and we knew i
3 ye'd have to address the cuestion of whether there had been .

A i e g WL B A i s
- -0 P R

T

. i e S k.
- oo
o




a3

I ;
/ﬁ\lil any fuel damage, of whether that could have damaged the fuel
| with boiling in the loops.

3] We knew that they had run reactor coolant pumps ‘

dnde: that conditicn, and we at least had to address the

5| gquestion of pcssible damage to the ceactor coolant pumps.

6% red had said that che.steam escaping from the ruptured disc --
7I ruptured portion of the guench tank had knocked some insulation
s‘l 0ff the steam generator, and Fred was worried about boric

9{ acid crystallization on the exterior of the carbon steel

Wi! pipiné, whether there was any chemical damage to “ne pipe.

11| These are the types of concerns, knocking scme of the insula-

12| tion off of the steam generator.

| Fred was worried about possible mechanical stress

14| because of the large delta 7 across the steam generator.
wWithout the insulaticn, the dclta T is going from the 550
“4 degrees on tbc inside of the loops to ambi:nt on the outside,
| as opposed to what it would normally be with the insulation

2 on it

Fred was worried ibout exceeding the 100 degree
Y per hour cooldown. rate at some portion of the transient which
<', was a design parameter not to excecd 100 de rees per hour,

73” and that would have to bz addressed.

23“ ‘ Oh, of course, the automatic relief valve had stuck
" 24? cpen and we were all concerned abouf why'.i that point in gin.u
ey, ine ||
1L
A Q Were these concerns written down anywhere?
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A Oh, yes.
) In what form?
A ~h2y were typed and entered into the site problem
report on the site incident.
Q Do you have a copy of that?
MR. EDGAR: _That's already been furnished to you.
MR. HEBDON: It has been? All right, we'll get
that out of the file.

BY MR. HEBDON:
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Q What was your involvement with the incident after

you returned to Lynchburg?

A Well, as I-tlid. Fred and I gave a briefing here
in one of the t:aining'rooks down next to the cafeteria %0 2
large number of BiW people who care to £ind out vhat had
happened.

Q Do you recall the substance of that particular
briefing? What sort of issues did you discuss, what sort oz
concerns did you raise?

A We talked about this list of concerns that we

p:eviéusly discussed. I went over the secuence of events

as we had reconstructed it to date as to what had happened

during the transient, and Fred at that time could reconstruct

what had happened to the electrematic relief valve, and he

went into the electrical details of a missing relay that would ;

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




.

a5 the gist of the meeting.

Thes
e} Did you have any involvement with the incident after
.hat meceting?
A Yes. I continued to reduce All these, my seguence

of events and everything, into writing so it could be finalized

in & site problem report.

(o} And that was all included in the site problem report
A Yes.
Q Did you receive the Toledo Edison reports concerning

the inciden:?

A I think I -- once you mention it, I think I did,
sut I don't remember them in any detail.

Q Do you recall if vou reviewed them at all?

A Yeah, that's what I'm saying, I think I did,
because you just keyed my memory into that, I think I got
their reports =-- at least their preliminary repcrts, to the
NRC, because I would use that in ny own mind to help formalize

the sequence of events, at least as they understood then.

Q Do you recall any of yvour conclusions as a result
of that review?

A Well, my review was directed towards determining
the sequence of events, not necessarily reaching conclusions.
I don't understand.

Q Did you find the sequence as dei.crib d in that

report to be reascnably consistent with the iequences as you
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he2d undesstood? '

A I don't remember any cdiscrepancies.

Q Do you recall if you referred any or all of thet .
report to anyone for additional review?

A It's in the site problem report.

Q Still in the LER?

A Yeah, the Lin is what I'm talking about, I taink.

Q Yes, yes, the reports that were prepared by Toledo

Edison, did you refer them to anyone for additicnal review?
A They went out to many pecple besides myself, I'm
sure. I did not -- they ware included in the site problexn
:epc:t.lI think. I don't remember. |
Q All right. 1I1'd like to ask you some specific
questions about the incident itself. You mentioned you
realized that steam had formed in thc':cscto: coclant system

during the transient. What nignificance did you assign to thati

A what significance?

¢ ‘was very much a surprise to you? Was it a major problem that

Q Well, trying to get & perspective on how significant
that particular event is. When you found out that steam had
formed in the reactor coolant system, was this scmething that

you had fairly well expected to happen? 1Is it scmething that

|
was much different than what you had anticipated? !
|

MR, EDGAR: Answer one cuestion == I mean let's
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pin the guestion down, because you got three Gguestions right
now, and stz pe sure we're fixing what the guestion is and
what your answer is.

THE WITNESS: The one I heard was did I expect
to see steam formation in the reactos coolant systen., The
answer is ne, I would not expect to tee it. That was a surprise
to me.

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q Okay. How serious a problez would you describe that
to be, or would you consider that to be?

A I don't know how to answer that., I mean in the
scale cf sericus compareé to what?

Q well, if you take =- if you war: to use a scale of
1 to 10, core is melted in the bottcm of the reactor vessel,
which I think would be a surpriss tO you on an incident such
as this, and 1 being that some trivial little situation that
you weren't aware of, but that had no real safety significance,

where would you put tee fact that boiling occurred?

MR. EDGAR: Ingghis incident, in the context of

this incident.

BY MR. HEBDON:

Q We're still talking about Davis-Bcsse, and wve're
still talking about your percepticn at the time, without
she additional coloration of TMI.

MR. EDGAR: Not in the abstract. Looking at

At &S e -
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,. |
A‘jﬁv—;;Vis-Bcsse. did vou regard that fact as signilicant, and i -

8o, how significant? l

%

“E WITNESS: Yeah, I thoucht it was significart |
because I dién't know the impact of boiling on the core and

in the locps, and what effect that would have chemically or

metallurgically on the fuel assexblies, for instance. I thoughﬁ
that was sagnificant 15 oy mind.
It was one of the things I very clearly pointed out
during the interview == during the debriefing. rather.
BY MR. HEBDOUN.
Q Is it your understanding that Mr. Feist shared

your level of concern with this particular problem?

A Yes.
Q What was done as a rssult of this concern?
A After the formal briefing, we were all still

gathered in the meeting room, and I discussed it with Bokt
Jones and Bert Dunn, and Bob Jones said ves, there was bciling

in the core, but no, there would bz no damage. That was his

opinicn, and he winy sure the anzlysis would confirm it, and
that put a loct of my !gars to rest about the fuel problen. i
Bert J At s i;ad that he was concerned that the l
cperaters had terminated high pressure injectic prermaturely, |
in his opinion, and that he said that he could develop i
scenarics where they would == I'm probably paraphrasing now, i

I can't cuote him exactly == where they cculd get into trouble

r
|
|
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if they secured high precsure injection.

BY MR. FOLSOM:
Q why did he consider the HPI terminated prenaturely?
A I guess because they had boiling in the core, but
you'd have to ask him. I didn't =--
MR. EDGAR: Could we define who "hin" i8?
THE NITNESS; Bert Dunn.
MR. EDGAR: Did you misspeak yourself whean you
said Bert Jones?
THE WITNEZSS: Oh, d.d I say Bert Jones? I'm sorTy,
I meant Bert Dunn. There was 3ob Jones and Bert Dunn I was

talking to.

e
Swy Remonten, In€. ||

s

|

I
‘
"

MR. FOLSOM: Yes, I got them confused, too.
BY MR. HEBDON:

Q So then would it be safe to say thut Mr. Dunn's
conments laid to rest the concern that you had about the fact
that koiling had oszcurred in the reactor coolant systex?

A At that time, yes, 1.&; the concern == any concerns
I had about fue! damage as a fesult. direct result of
Davis-Besse LQcidcn:. In other words, I didn't think there
would be any problem with it.

Q You say at that time. At some later time did your
concern reappear?

A dh. no, nat with the fuel damage. What I meant was

he raiscd anstrer one in my mind, in ' this tire, with regard

|
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to securing hich pressure injection.’
In other words, bert was saying that they secured
high pressure injection and nothing happened, but under
different circumstances they could have beea in trouble, soO

that I was no longer worried about the immediate results

s |
6! cf that Davis-Besse transient on the Davis-Besse plant. I was
7' rore concerned now aboﬁt a similar thing happening.
& Q So he replaced the one concern with another concern?
9! A Yes.
102 Q All right. Did you realize at the time that the
1|P steam formation in the reactor coolant system caused the
’2£ p:éssu:ize: level to increase while the leak was continuing?
13R A Yes.
t4:£ Q wWhat significance did you assign to ithat fact?
ls“ A I -- it was obvious to me, given that now I have
\aﬂ the reacter coolant locps in saturation and con'inuing in
7? sa:utl:ién. I expected the level to go up. You know, I mean
,;' the water is beiling in the cores its Qct to be expanding and
going scmewhere in the loops. |
’:f Q pid you raise that as » concern that pressurizer i
;;; level had increased as a result of this boiling in the core, ‘
33% despite the fact that the water continued to escape through l
o the TORV? |
i A I don't think I raised that as a direct concern. %
b, Inc.

There were 50iling in the core == I mean in the reactor coolant
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sscten because they're losing == bec;use +r . POFV was open
and they lost pressure control.

In other words, I would have pointed that out in
trying =- I can't say I directly remember this, but normally
1 would think logically at the time I'd point it out that
they had reached satuzétion conditions and level was going up

in the pressurizer. But not in =- I would not raise that as a

concern. That was an expected result to me.
Q so then it didn't anomalous to you that pressurizer
level was increasing during the LOCA?

A I don't remember ever asking myself that qgcsticn.
but I alsc do not remember raising it as a conéern. so 1 can
enly conclude that, w9, it wasn't.

Q Okay. You mentioned that Mr. Dunn had raised the

-—
w

.
L
Wy Regormen, ine ‘u
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concern in your mind about the high pressure injection. Prior

to your discussions with him, did you realize that %he

operators cecured EPI hefore they identified the leak?

A Yes. Yes, that came out in sequence of events.

Q pid that cause any coﬁccrn in your mind?

A No.

Q So then it wasn't until you tzlked with Mr, Dunn
that he raised your consciousness concerning that particular
issue?

A Xei.

......
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l;' A o, not that I remembder.
~;} Q Did you consider that any of the events that
3? occurred during this incident had any generic implications to
41 other B&W plants?
5 A With this concern that Bert Dunn raised in my mind
6J about them securing high pressure injection, that could have
7 been generics in my niné, yes.
8 Q Any other issues other than that one?
9“ A Not that I remember, no.
[Oi Q You mentioned that you had a tri.ninc session here
1\5 after you returned from that particular incident. Did you give
IZL any consideration to sending intérnation about that incider.
liﬁ +o cther uzilities, general i~formation about what hagpened,
14# the chrenology of events that you prepared, for example?
IS} MR. EDGAR: By 4<raining session, yOu mean briefing
léﬁ session?
~': BY MR. HEBDOW:
i3 Q The Aebriefing in the training room, yes.

MR. EDGAR: And also’ just to fix the time when you
1T, suid did you give any consideration, at what time do you mean?
Zaé MR. EEBDON: At the time that he was invclved .
22% with the actual incident, say within two to three weeks
:3: following the incident itself,

2 ~HE WITNESS: No, I did not do that.

i,
# Resorreny, InC. ||
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€iscussing with people from the NRC their scenario or their

chronclogy of events that they had developed following the

incident?

A No.

Q Okay.
MR. HEBDON: Can we go off the record for a minute

break?

[Discussion o0f£f the receord.)

ol MR. HEBDON: Let's go back on the reccrd.
10 BY MR. HEBDON:
“! Q@ . 1I'd like to go on and ask you some guestions

‘2 zzazerning some memos that were written that I think have

i :
'3j become known as the Kelly and Dunn memorandum.
"ﬁ Specifically for the record, this first memo is a
15| memo from J. J. Relly to distribution, dated November lst,

|
16 f 1977. The subject is "Customer Guidance on Eigh Pressure
5 injection Operation.”

-°g [Handing document to witness.] l
Did you write :hni memorandum?

e A Yes, I .did.

‘ 2! l 0 why? |
\ 22J A well, as we have said, in discussions with Bert

3! punn after the briefing, he had raised scme doubts and con= P

;‘I cerns in my mind about whether the Toledo operators had

-1l inc.

cperated correctly in securing high pressure injection during
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(\ ‘;; that t-ansient.
|
2éi I talked some with my supervisor after that, to
3? tre best that I can remember, Eric Swanson, and we cidn't do
4‘ anything about it at the time. During my investigation, as I
Sl said, I was formalizing these curves and submitting informa-
6!: tion to Nuclear Service for the site problem report.
7% T was in communication with Fred Feist who was
lq pack at Toledo fairly often during this period of time, oveT
95 the next few weeks after the accident, and he told me one
‘Cﬁ day that they'd had a second incident where they lost feedwater, ﬁ
“d and Fred told me at this time the operators ¢id not let high
12% pressure injection initiate. They had bypassed it before it
lJt would even initiate.
‘4ﬁ Again there were no consequences directly to Toledo
15ii from that incident, but then to my mind I had two incidents
‘6; relatively guickly in succession where it was not clear “o me
'7? that :h!iope:atc:s were operating the high pressure injection
.. system correctly.
: Q Excuse me. Do you recall the date of the second
< | incident?

-—;21; A October 23rd, 1977.
2l 2 Okay.
a2, A co I talked about that one again with Eric and

said, "I think we ought to do something about it," and Eric

said, "Write a memo." Ané Eric advised me at the time, he

o ———————— | W—— - - —
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whern they should secure

that in the memo, and then ask

words, I was trying to give these people
something to comment on, rather than just say create some

rules fo t injection, I was giving them samething

to aim at, and I sent this out to distributicn and expressed

my concerns about high pressure injection.

Was it a normal part of your job to prepare such a
ormal memerandum?

I felt responsible for preparing it in the sease
that I'm a BeW employee, and I felt that this was an area
where we ought to =-- where we may not be -- we're nct being
specific enough to our customers. So from that respect, I
would say, yeah, it was part of my job, because I was a
conscientioss-thinking engineer, and I thought something was

net, you know, going the way I thought it ought to, and I

wanted to bring it to managenment attention.
If you looked at the job description for Plant

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

I don't know if that answers your question or not.

Q S5 thRen would it be fair to say that the subjecs
of how the operators are operating the high pressure injecticn
systex would not normally fall within the purview of the

group that you are assigned to?
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A

got to be the Nuclear Service
to the custcmer and/or Emergency Core
who has =-- who were putting the design

the high pressure injection Cysten had to do, anyway.

Q

«mat list is in Nuclear Services?

A

Finnan was.

Q
zoup?
A

Q

Q

the hock and tell me

incident was resolv

the fact that HPI was secured befor

recall?
A

Q

That's correct.
what group would that cocme under?

To my mind -- and you're getting my opinion == it's

{
32

\ |
That's not Plant Integration's job.!

who is giving the instructions

cooling Systems, ECCS,

information into what

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

pon Hallman and Norm Elliott, and at the time RoON

Okay. And who in that qroup'vls in the ECCS Analysib

Bert Dunn. He's the manager.

All right.

BY MR. FOLSOM:

Before we leave this subject, will you get ne off
how it was that the october 23rd, '77

ed withoui ¢urther complications, despite

e -- prematurely? Do you

I can’'t answer that.

Okay.
BY MR. HESDON:

What wérc the concerns that you had with the
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operator securing the HPI when they did secure it?

A T éién't understand *echnically what Ber: Dunn was
talking about, but I know Bert Dunn an# I was convinced that
he probably knew what he was talking about. And I'm not
trying %o be sarcastic, I'm trying to lead into my thinking.

I felt that if Bert said that there were rnituatiocns
where they could get iﬁ trouble by securing high pressure
injection early -- now I had just gotten two exarples, one
frcm September 24th and one October 23rd, 1977, where they
had apparently done that -- then I had Bert's concern reflected
in =e, and I said I'd rather bring this mattar out and get

some attention on it.

Agporreny |

That's where my motivgtion -
Q So then the technical basis for the ccncern really
¢ siginvted with Bert Dunn?

A Yes.

Q And then you were just reflecting your pecception
of his concern?
A Yes.

Q Now you sent the memo to a list of people. Why to

those particular people?

A Go down the list., Bruce Karrasch is my unit
manager. 1 send him a copy of everything 1 write.
Eric Swanson is my supervisory enginc.r, and he

and I had talred abcuc this a few times, and so I unhtod him

—— ——
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Q All right, When you wrote the memd, did you
consider the potential problems associated with going solid

or with water surges through the relief valves?

4;1 A No. | i
[;” Q What was done as a result of your memo? : :;i;._
‘ﬁ A I got an answer to this, one answer, it was from ‘t; i‘:?ti
7;; rank Walters. I read Frank's memo and his answer to mine. | il?v.
e!: rank's memo was confusing to me, and he was talking about, to .?¥i"
9%1 me, when I rea2 the tuing, he.said that the Training Depart- : f:iﬁ:“
10;! ment that Toledo Edison had acted correctly, and I went down : :?}ﬁ
l\ii and I talked tc simulator instructors about waat tiey were | ?;{;',
1:ﬁ teaching -- these are Norm Elliott's people. . ; ;:;;H
‘Jh Q Excuse me. Do you recall specifically whe yeu | l:”.
1¢i; talked to? :;:fﬁ
‘5% A Yeah, Harry Halmer was there, and John Lind, and ; ,ﬁfgii
’éi shere were probably one or two others, but I can't put the “,'%ifiﬁi
.7%3 faces to them, and we went over the Septesber 24th Davis- i i}*'k;
3 Besse incident, the sequence of events as I understocd them at | ,{53;;?
«hat time, and Harry and John Lind both said that they didn’'t ; ; ff:?%'
=+ understand why the oparators would react that way; that they ,”1v:ﬁ?:
:‘t were not trained to do that. -a?jf ?
2 ‘I Q Let me clarify this just a little. I'm a little ‘ £
i3 confused. 3 ,'
& They said that they, disagreed with Mr. Walters' : }=L iﬁf
Y | N
statement that the Operators were trained to respond in that 2l§?:it
: | Bty

\{

—— ———

- ————




|

|

|
?{ A no, I didn't == I don't think 1 mentioned to them ‘
2 that Frank had answered my letter. This is Frank's confusion

‘«hat I kept to myself. I just wanted to go in there and

L

£rom them about what they thought

was going on.

5‘ ¢ry to get an unbiased opinion
|
|

Q Okay. Did they express the opinion that the

8, operators responded correctly, OF did they say the uperators

il
9| responded incerrectly? \

0 | kS No, they caid the operators responded incorrectly

11| #£rom the way they had been trained.

‘7ﬁ Q pid they give you any specifics as to how they
| A

‘3& thought the operator had responded incorrectly?
I

1k A They z<id that they should not have turned high

15 pressure injection off unless they had primary temperature

16| stabilized and primary pressure increasing and pressurizer

"F level in the indicated band.

@ 1 éon't remember the exact words about nressurizer

level, but under control is what they mea ..

. Q 8~ ihen it was your understanding they felt that
the opcta:orS 4id secure the high pressure injection

prematuzely, pased on how they were trained?

A Yeah.

Q All vight. Did anyone else give you any sort of

feedback or response in result to your memo?

- ot 1 G S Bt 5 v
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|
LR A No.
22_ Q pid you make any efforts to obtain additional
l
3% information from any of these people? :
A No.
i
! Q pDid you call any of them to ask 1f th y'd had a :
|

6‘! chance to take a look at it, and if so, what their comments
7| were, oF anything to that effect?

Br A No. I éidn't expect Bruce Karrasch to answer it.
91 I got the letter érom Hallman -- from Frank Walters, so that
10 would take care of Finnan and Hallman.

n ‘ I knew what Bert Dunn's feelings were.

12 panny La Belle didn't answer, and I just assumed

13|, he dién't have anything to say.

4§ When I got Frank's reply. and after talking to the

1S simulator instructors, then my concern was that I was convinced

16 that we weze teaching the right thing in the simulatcrs, but | L
775 1 wasn't convinced any more that we were putting the right
3 words out on paper. I didn't know what ve were putting out,
gso I told the simulator instructors that I was going to == '
:. now maybe — you xnow, as I'm going over that, naybe I talked i
13“ to the simulator instructors pefore I wrote this and befeore |

22l 1 got Frank's memo.

i
|
a9y You know, that's the first time that popped back ‘

. into my mind. I don't == 1'm confused on the dates now as
*y Reporrery, I, V

2% to whecher I calked to the simulator instructors before OF : &
; R -




convinced that we were

words out. Okay? So that's -- mavbe that

I :us: have talked to tnem before 1 wrote

|

|

1

G, I wanted to make sure we wWere \
|

|

1lst, must have talked to the simulator |

caid that vou wanted to make sure that
the right words. What did you do to make

you were in fact putting out the right words?

That's what convinces me that I did that pefore I

memo.

Did you check to see what guidance, what was being

you have a COPY. for exarple, of the procedures
¢W provides to the utilities?
No. I could have gotten them, they were
Service, but I didn't check them,

Q Now you got a response from Mr. Walters, and I gvess

|
|
¢rom what I understand, you didn't expect a response from any ‘

of the other people. What did you do next? i
|
A wWent to talk to Bert Dunn and told him that Frank i

wWaltess was the only responte that 1 had gotten; that 1 was
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! A 1 den't think I knew why he sent it to Mr. Teylor.

21‘ Q why déidén't you send your memo to Mr. Tayler?

3 ;u A 1 thought that the -- the pecple concerned were

‘;E the Customer Service oI Nuclear Service Dejzartment who handled

Sii the guidelines, and gccs, who had the original concern. I

i

63 didn't think of sending it to Mr. Taylor.

7ﬁ Q Could it have been that it wzs sent to Mr. Taylor

322 pecause of the possibility of Part 21 implications?

9; A Bert Dunn could answer that.
o Q Okay. Did you at any time in the course of your
“Ei involvenent with Lhis incident consider the possible Part
‘2ﬁ 21 imslications of the incident -= of this particular concern?
‘3¥ A No, I never considered putting it on a prelimina:y-
“Q safety concern report to turn it in.
'5i£ Q What was done as a result of Mr. punn's memo?
“g A Well, about a week later, 2 second memo came Out ‘
- ‘. ércm Bert Dunn on February l6th, which you just handed me,
3 and ajain I got a copy 0f it because I was on distributicn,

and from reading it, it says that == the contents said to me '

2 that Bert Dunn and Nuclear services had worked out their
2:“ 2ifferences of what the guidelines ghould sa , and what
27& should be issued to the customer; that they were in agreement
=3ﬁ pecause Sert Dunn says, *1 £ind this as acceptable from the |
ii standpaint of'p:cvcntirq agvarse long-range problems.” ;

¢ i

o when I read t+he second Bert Dunn memo, I thought .




1
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|
18 |
|
|
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the prcblem was resolved: that there was agreement reached
between ECCS and liuclear Service, and that Nunlear Service
would subteguently generate whatever words had to be put out
to the custoner.

Q Now specifically what differences are you
referring to?

A Well, I don;t know what the diffe-ence -- what

concerns that Field Service had when they came t. Bext Dunn

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

ceading the second one, Bert is saying that he und Field
Services worked out their differences, and he reached this
conclusidn here as he presents it in the second memo.

Q Would these concerns have been the concerns that
Mr, Walters had raised in the memo that he wrote to you?

A I assume that. I assumed that that was part of it,
that no cne had any more problenms with it.

Q So then it was your perception =-- I raalize this
is a perception only == that the concerns that Mr. Walters had
haéd and the concerns that Mr. Dunn had had, had been resolved
to soé. sort of a mutually-acrceptable solution?

A Into :h;so two paragraphs that he states in his
February l6th memo, correct.

Q what @id you expect would then be done?

A Vell, as I said, I thought that Nuclear Service

would go ahead and issue appropriate instructions to the




know if those instructions were ever issued?

n¥ they were sent out after TMI 2, we sent
sure injection memo station instructions,
think I ever saw them, even to today.

to the accident at ™I 2, it's your

che instructions were not sent?

tco TMI 2, 1 was acting personally under the
they were sent, put that was only a perception

as 2 result of this memd nere from FebruaIy 16th. I nevel
saw anvehing again after this until after ™I 2.

Q Just as a matter of timeframes and the rate at

thincs normally progress through the systed, would it

nave been surprising t ;# i+ had taken O, SaY. the
—iddle of April '79 to get out the instructio

A sased on this Februaly 16th, 1978 riemo, that would

Do you have any {dea why the instructions weren't

Are you asking me what I lezrned since ™I 2, now,
1 knew before ™I 27

well, let's do what you xnew before TMI 2 girst.

No. As I said, I thought they were sent, acting

pelieved == this happened == I thought it would

wrough the mechanics and gsend them out the door, and

12 i SR

Y
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Q okay.

A apparently this did not address all of Nuclear

Service's conceIns, and the
Hallman wrote a memo to Bruce Karrasch on August 3rd of 1978, ) donlp rp e
asking Bruce as manage: i

aifferences between Nuclear service und ECCS. !
P

Q You did not receive a COpPY of that memo? 'E«ﬁiﬁbr
- "-:’ .--v\‘-‘-‘,“

A No, i didn't know about that memo until after TMI 2., o g
Q what was your understanding again aiter TMI_2, what };ﬂ;f?}_
e

ner A

was your understanding of the

resclved?

A Frem what I've

T™¥I 2, they were

proposed in his

that there could be nen-LOCA events
high pressure injection that could subsequently, if tha i WA
operator followed these instru ;

system solid anéd challenge

any more.

wWhat have you learned since 1Ml 2°
re was ancther memo written. Don poa

of Plant Integration to resolve the Sagu Sl

concerns that remained tO be & S

learned from Prank Wilters after 4 R g
& S
concerned that these instructions that Bert i Pl

February l6th memo were too restrictive, in -
T

causing initiation of : ,' 57

ctions, £ill the reactor coolant w ﬁ?i i

the primary code safety valves.

45

——— ——

Q

Okay. Have you ever discussed any of this material

with anyone from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission?

A

Q

A

my earlier interviews has been with

Anything we've calked about today?

Yes.

et me tell you what 1'm thinking of, One of

a Mr. 8h ckleton and

......



nfar=ation in the course of that review?

IS cperational information?
Q operational exnerience. somebody sent over a

procedure for you toO review, is there any way that you can
incorporate in that review operational experience fzom plants
that have already been in operacien? OI v ould your assessment
be stcictly in engineering?

A our assessment would b: engineering, unless, as in
my own case, for instance, I happen to know of sorething
operationally. If anybody feeds in the plar : operational
experience, it has to come from the Nuclear Serice side.
They ass the ones that handle all the site problem reports
and disposition of all ‘those.

Q Were you ever asked to review any procedures that
vere relevant to the incident that occurred at Davis-Besse
on September 24th?

(2.

e Te your knowledge, who in ReW is responsible
for preparing standard technical specifications?

A Too niosl content of the technical specifications
are farmed out to appropriate organizations, such as fuel,
thermehyéraulics, ECCS, technical specs, fuel management for
rea position specifications, and to my knowledge, I believe
that's coordinated for standard technical specifications by

Licensing, but I'll admit that's just & feeling I have. 1




|
1 éon

'+ ¥now whether ehat's true or not.

Q Is that an area that yous group gets invelved with? |

A Eric Swanson's group does not, nO.
Another mini-subsection of Bruce Kagrasch's

plant Integration, I believe, does get involved with technical

specifications.

Q Are you part of that subsection?

A %o, 1'm Eric Swanson.

1l

Q To your knowledge, who in BaW reviews the actual

procedures developed by the licentee +o see that they ale
consistent with procedures proposed by BeW?

A 7o ry knowledge, that's not done.

A

i Q that's right.
A
Q

Q you mentioned the concerns that you had had ro0ovs

injection, and I

the premature securing of high pressure

think Mr., Folsom may have touched on the subject a 1ittle bit

already.

Are you aware that t+a Davis-Besse gmall break

procedure was subsequently revizad to irelude precaucions

premature securing o high pressure injec~

cailures of the

designed to prevent

tion and to alert the operatcrs of possitlc

PORV?

No. If you asked i¢ 1 was awvare of that.

NO.

Do you know {f that change was ever reviewed by




lving the probles ©
aware that it

the answer to your

incorporating it into any futu
{t+ into our newer design.
So then you dO make some effort to take these
epcrts and feed back that

gn

Okay. In the area of plant integration, what 18
rspective of the operator as far as how the operator is
to the plant? DO you consider the operzteor at

subsysten of the overall plant?

I quess if you're talking about before Three

Mile Island, the answer is no, the vhole system design

philosophy is to tIYy end minicize operator inveolvement and
get him out of the picture as much as possible.

1f you're talking about currently, there has
obviously been a great recent emphasis on operator involvexment

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

a program now on abnor=al transient operating guidelines
a result of NUREG 0578, where we are taking a possible
lant malfuncticn and operator palfunctions and equipment

vions, and categerizing these and logically developing




¢} the cperator.

13 t; Q

Psﬁ A NO.

4 |

evomns trems, and then we are eventutlly goling to develep ‘

guidelines and give the operator not only operating guidelines,
vut alse the basis and e«pected plant response, SO that we
can clese the loop between the engineer, the analyst, and

| the safety analysis guy who analyzes the transient with

computer codes, and knows why he needs to have a certazin
, safety function. We want to reduce that to words and give
| thez to the operator so he can study them and have a greatar
1 widerstanding of why he is “eing asked to do a certain thing.
in our

| we ask now there is a loc 2f emphasis:

4 organization in closing the lcop between the engineer and

was that sort of werk done prior to Three Mile

i Island?

—— e e .

Do you know why it wasn't done?
" A In my opinion, as 1 sald, I thought it wvas just a
. different philosophy. We're trying to d.:ign the systam tO

preclude any necessary oOpceratol actien. i

. Q Do you know of any other ==

i BY MR. FOLSOM:

1l 0 Let me ack a question, fcllowing up on scmething |
P M-, Hebdon asked about integration of experience from the !
“' industry into design variations. ;

Do sou £ind any pressure not to vary designs from :

e AT
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wat ¢he NRC scheme is set up?

o
T
1 2]
't

A vYou find pressure to minimize design changes that

Q From what source does that pressure come?
A It comes from my supervisores.
e e i S S —
Q Okay, from the industry side, then, I'm talking

now about NRC, its philosophy of supervising the industry,

does tha: philosophy tend to minimize design changes?

A To minimize design changes?
Q Do you understand what I'm driving at?
A He, I don't think before Three Mile Island, the

NRC's emphasis has always been to design a systen and change
the design v£ the rystem as necessary to preclude any 6pe:ato:
action, %o get the guy out of the whole picture, following

up with what he's saying. That's been their emphasis that I

can see.

Q well, guite apart from operator action, the 1

engineering design, is that == does that tend to become
stereotypad because uf NRC pressuses? i

A I haven't seen it, but I don't get invelved with

thex that much. . .

Q Okay. Thank you.

BY MR, HEBDON:

Q po you know of any other precursor events that

——  —

are relevant to the accident at TMI?

oo . - —— - ——————
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MR. EDGAR: Do you unde:séand the term precurser?
THE WITNESS: Precursor, the only time I've heard
she word used is in nuclear recactions.
BY MR. HEBDON:
0 well, let me define it, because I think we may be

using it & little bit d@ifferently than it's defined in the
dictionary, anyway. g

recursor, in the sense of what I mean iere, is
any sort of an event or an action that would have given some
indication or some forewarning that an accident such as TMI
might happen scme day.

Your meno is considered to be a precursor. 'Thc
Davis-Besse incident would be considered to be & precursor,
and what I'm wondering is if you know of any others that we
haven't discussed.

A That I would consider precurser events to this
thing? No.

BY MR. FOLSOM:

Q Does the Michaelson report strike a responsive
cho:ﬁ?
A I have heard of it, I have never read it, I've

never had any dealings with it.
—

BY MR, EEBDON:
Q Do you have any additional information that might

be relevant to. our ingquiry surrounding the accident at TMI?

. —_—————— Y — L — e r— e —— - - ——— L v gy - —
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