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REPORT OF INVESTICTAION

SUBJECT: GENERAL PUBLIC UTILITIES NUCLEAR (GPUN)/POSSIBLE TE&QN?&&‘g '07'5
IRREGULAKITIES 3
REPORT NO: Q-1-84-004
REFERENCE : Q-1-83-014; Q-1-83-015
DATE CLCoED: MARCE 22, 1984
. This inx cttigatior waes initiated tc deterrine the intent behind an April 27,

167¢€ memﬂraﬂdum written by Alexis TSAGGARIS (hereinafter, "TSAGGARIS
memorandus”). The investigation also addressed the extent to which General
Public Utilities' (GPU) internal investigation report2 of the March 28, 1979

accident (hereinafter, the "KEATEN Task Force") included the problems
‘ identified in the TSAGGARIS merorandum and certain otner negative

1nfornation3 regarding the training program at Three Mile lslanc.

During the NRC staff review of the GPU v. Babcock & Wilcox lawsuit

records, the TSAGGARIS memoranduc was identified as raising questions about
maragement knowledge of failures to comply with NRC training requirements.
. The memorandum concerned problems in the requalification prograr related to
peor lesson attendance, delay in completing makeup lessons and insufficient
time spent in the control room. After the recitation of the deficiencies in
the program, the memorandum stated: "We are required by federal law to meet
certain requirements for licensed individuals and in several cases we do not

meet them."
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Alexis TSAGGARIS was the Supervisor oi Training st the Three Mile lsland
Nuclear Station (hercinafter, "TMI") from January, 197¢ until the spring of
1677.%  Afrer acsuming this pesition, TSAGCARIS established a quarterly

éucit syster to monitor, smong other things, the amount of time spent in the
control rooe by mon-ghift persconcl. The terr "non-shiit personnel” spplied
tc any licensed individuel whe was nct & wember of ar cperating shift such &s
the Supervisor of Operations or & Unit Superintendent.s In order to ensure
that non-shift personnel would log in the necessary number of hours of control
room time tc meet the NRC etandards for biennial requalificetion as required
by 10 CFk Part 55, Appendix A, TSAGGCARIS estzbiished an internal prcgram
requiring these individuals to spend a stated number of hours per month in the
contro! room. The purpose of the program was to avoid & situatior .. «hich ar
indivicual would not have spent any time in the contro. room for several
months and be forced to "catch up" to meet the federa! requalification
rcquirements.6 TSAGGARIS currently believes that it was a failure on the

part of several individuals to log in sufficient control room time on a
monthly basis to which he was referring in the April, 1976 memorandum rather
thar e violation of the NRC requalification requirements.7 TSACCARIS could
not recall the specific individuals to whor he was referring in the .pril,
197¢ memorandum. TSAGGARIS did recall, however, that, as a result of this

wemorandum, several operator licenses were permitted to lapse.e

TSAGGAKLIS was not aware of any viclations of federal regulations governing
training while he was Supervisor of Training at TMI and emphasized that his
memorandum was not addressing actual instances of nonconpliance.9 A review

of NRC Region I records disclosed that an inspection performed in August, 1976
of the General and Requalification Training Programs did not result in any

items of nonconpliance.lo

4, Fxhibit S at 3-4

s 1d. at 7

6. 1¢. at 9-10

1d. at 10

8. " 'hibit 4 at 16; Exhibit S at 14
9. cxhiibit 4 at 18; Exhibit 5 at 11
10. Exhibit 16
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Joseph J. COLITZ wae the Superintendent of Unit ] at TMI at *he time of the
TSAGGARLS merorandum. COLITZ did not specifically recall the April 27, 1976
memorandur but did rcmesber TSAGCARIS rafeing the issue of attendance at
training by non-shift personnel in the requalificetion program. COLITZ stated
that he hed experienced difficultics in keeping up with the requalification
prograc anc that, after TSAGGARIS ra‘sed the iscue, COLITZ decided te allow
his license to lapse. COLITZ was not aware of any violations of federal

regulations in the requalification program.

John G. HERBEIN was the Station Manager at TM] at the time of the TSAGGARIS
wecorandur. HKERBEIN held a senior reactor operator's license from
approximately March, 1973 until early 1977. HERBEIN had nc recollection of
the TSAGGARIS memcrandum or of having discussed the subject matter with
‘I‘SAGGA}\IS.12 In preparation for the interview, James BUKNS, HERBEIN's
attorney, discovered in HERBEIN's files a memorandum which apparently
prescribed corrective action for the deficiencies cited in the TSAGGARIS
vemorandum. This mexorandum, signed by COLITZ and Gary MILLER, required,
among other things, non-shift licensed individuals to schedule and stand a
four hour wztch in the control room once per month.13 HERBEIN was not aware
of any willful violations of federzl regulations in the training program

during the time he was station manager.

Gz 'y P. MILLER was the Superintendent of Unit 2 at TMI at the time of the
TSAGGARIS memorandum. MILLER believed that HERBEIN told MILLER and COLITZ to
get together with TSAGCARLS to resclve the problems raised in the memorandum.
TSAGGARIS assisted MILLER and COLITZ in writing the Jume 10, 1976
memnrandunla which responded to the problems raised in the TSAGGARIS

memorandum. MILLER held an operator's license for approximately six months

11. Exhibit 11

2. Exhibic 12
13. Exhibit 10
14, Exhibit 10
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but gave 1t up at HFRBEIN's direction beceuse of the demands of his normal
duties. During the time period of the TSAGGARIS memorsndum, MILLER was not
avare of any willful violations of federal regulations in the training prograr

during the time he was unit uurerintendent.15

Richard ZECHMAN replaced TSA"GARIS ae Supervisor of Training at TMI in
November, 1977. ZECHMAN ie currently the Technician Training Manager for TMI.
ZECHMAN had no knowledge of the TSACGARIS memorandum and stated that he was
not aware of any actual noncompliances in the area of training and was not
avare of any instances in which noncompliances were identified and managerent
mace & decision tc conceal the noncompliarces from the NRC.16 As a result

of a records search, ZECHMAN provided the following names as the non-shift

licensed perscnnel at TMI during 1976 and 1977:

Nelson BROWN, Joseph J. COLITZ, James FLOYD, John G. HERBEIN, George ZUNDER,
Gary MILLER, Dennis BOLTZ, Williar MARSHALL, James O'HANLON, and James
SEELINGER. ZECHMAN also fo nd in the training files a copy of the same
memoxandum.l7 signed by COLITZ and MILLER, wh’ch was apparently prepared in
respense to the TSACGARIS merorandum. ZECHMAN had no personal knowledge

concerning the COLITZ and MILLER memorandurm.

The investigation determined the TSAGGARIS memorandum did not come to light
during the KEATEN Task Force investigatior and, thus, did not influence the
task force reports.18 Robert W. KEATEN wa: in charge of the task force and

is currently the Director of Engineering Projeects for GPU Nuclear Corporation.
FEATEN did not specifically remember the TSAGCARIS memorandum but did recall
discussing some of the topics addressed in the memorandux, €.g. poor lesson
attendance, during the task force's investigation. KEATEN explained that the

task force did not do a general investigation or audit of the training area

15. Exhibit 13

16  Exhibic ¢

17. Exhibit 10

18. Exhibit 5 at 29; Exhibit 7 at 11-12; Exhibit 17 at 35-37
Exhibit 6 at 54-55; and Exhibit 14
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but primarily limited its activity to interviewing the Training Department
staff about their perception of the training area. The task {orce looked into
the trairing area only in relation to its mission "to understand the factors
that led the operators to take the ... incorrect actions or the morning of
March the ZBth."lg

Alexie TEAGGARLS, who continued as & member of the TEN Task Force even
after he left the GPU organization in January, 1980, was not & primary menber
of the task force's investigation in the training area. TSAGCARIS stated that
his primary assignment on the task force was in the area of emergency planning
and that he was not involved in the training aspects of the report because the
task force felt that he may not have been able to be oblective since he had
had reeponsibilities for treining at TH1.20 TSAGGARIS did not bring the
April, 1976 memorandum to the attention of the task force. KEATEN did not
recall an intentional decision to exclude TSAGGARIS from the training area of
the report but did agree that, except for task force meetirgs, TSAGGAKIS was
rot active in the training aspects because most of his time was devoted to the
emergency response area.?l KEATEN also explained that a July 26, 1979
memorardur_:2 preparec by himself which listed TSAGGARIS as being respornesible
for the training erea wvas superseded and this responsibility was delegated to
someone else.23 FEATEN listed Dr. Robert LONC, Ronald WILLIAMS, anc himself

#¢ the primary wembers of the task force in the training area.za

Ronald L. WILLIAMS was a consulting specialist prior to leaving GPU in March,
19860. WILLIAMS was the author of four pages of handwritten note525 of a
KEATEN Task Force interview on October 18, 1979 with three members of the TMI
Training Department. Although he was not the author and does not know who
vrote the training section of the KEATEN Task Force report, WILLIAMS thought
that the problems raised in the October 18, 1979 interview were sufficiently

addressed in the task force report.26 KEATEN also thought that the problems
19, Exhibit 7 at 25

20. Exhibit 5 at 26-28 21. Exhibit 7 at 4=-5

22. Exhibit 8 23. Exhibit 7 at 6

24, 1d. at & 25. Exhibit 15

26. Exhibit 14
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identified in WILLIAM'S notes were generally included in the "Operator

=

" 7
Training" and "Kecommendations" section of the final task force report.”

In & nen(randumza to the TMI-1 Plant Superintendent, dated June 17, 1977,
Theodore L. BOOK, a former TM1-1 Reactor Operations Shift Foreman, discussed
the inadequacy of reactor operator training and implied that the number of
hours of training recorded in the operator training records was not correct.
The contents of this memorandum were the subjec. of & previous 01
;nvestigation.29 Ir & mcmorandum30 to the TMI-]1 Plant Superintendent,
uncated, Larry G. NOLL, then & Control Room Operator Shift Foreman, implied
that other shifts at TMl-] were falsifying training records. The contents of
this mercrandum were the subject of a previous 01 1nvestigation.3l None of
the KEATEN Task Force members interviewed had any knowledge of the BOOK or
NOLL memnranda.32 and these memoranda had no impact on the Task Force

Investigative findings in the area of training.

STATUS OF INVESTIGATION

This investigatior has not produced any information tc indicate that the
TSAGGARLS memorandur wes in reference to actual conditions of noncompliance
vith any requirenente of t?e requalification program, nor was there any
testimony to indicate that the licenrse willfully cercealed information
concerning non’ompliances from the NRC. Additionally, an NRC Region I
inspection performed within several months of the TSAGGARIS memorandux did not

identify any instances of noncompliance which should hieve been reported.

27. Exhibit 8

28. Exhibit 3

«9. Report Number Q-1-83-014; closed May 31, 1983

30. Exhibit 2

31. Report No. Q-1-83-015; closed July 26, 1983

32. Exhibit 14; Exhibit 7 at 20-24; and Exhibit 5 at 15-16, 21.
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There dic¢ not appear to be a direct correlation between the NOLL, BOOK and
TSAGCCARIS memorands beyond the fact that each identified different aspects of

problems within the training department at the time. Theec wemorande do not

appear to have had any effect upon the KEATEN Task Force report. In light of

the above, O] has terminated anv further investigetion into this matter.
E

Prepared by: #EJZ::rgfz zzf:2¢;“

bs Js bcrézn, {;vestigator

Office of Investigations

Regicr

oot %«/ VAS

" R. Leith Christopher. Director

Office of Investigations

Region 1
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EXHIBITS

Metropolitan Edison Company memcrandum dated April 27, 1976 from A.
TSAGGARIS to J. G. HERBEIN, J. J. COLITZ and G. P. MILLER.

One page, undated, handwritten note from [Larry] NOLL to George |[KUNDER),
Attached to the note is a Metropolitan Edison Company memorandum dated
June 28, 1977 from N. D. Brown to Shift Supervisors and Shift Foreman

[sic]).

Three page, handwritten letter dated June 17, 1977 frow T. L. BOOK to Jim
O'HANLON,

Sworn Testimouy of Alexis TSAGGARIS, Page 7, l4-18/dated January 31,
1964,

Sworn Testimony of Alexis TSAGGARIS/dated March 5, 1984,

Pages 50-5% of the Sworn Testimony of Robert C. ARNOLD on February 29
1984.

Sworn Testimony of Robert Winn KEATEN on March 8, 1984.

Pages 12-13 and 38-39 of the "GPU Accident Review Task Force Finel
Summary Report", dated December 15, 1980.

Report of Interview of Richard ZECHMAN on March 9, 1984,

Metropolitan Edison Company memorandum dated June 10, 1976 from J. J.
COLITZ and G. P. MILLER to Licensed Operators.

Report of Irterview of Joseph J. COlITZ on March 6, 1984,
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12.

13,

14,

15,

16.

k1.,

18.

Report of Interview of John G. HERBEIN on March 13, 1984,

Report of Interview of Gary P. MILLER on March 20, 1964,

Report of Interview of Ronald L. WILLIAMS on March 20, 1984,

Four pages, handwritten notes of Ronald L. WILLLAMS frow an Investigative

Task Force Interview on October 18, 1979,

Cover sheet and pages i-7 of IE Inspection Report No. 50-289/76~19, dated
August 24, 1976,

Pages 35-37 of the transcript of interview of Dr. Robert Leroy LONC on
January 19, 1984,

GPU Service memcrandun dated July 26, 1979 from R. W. KEATEN to R. C.

AEKNOLD with one page attachment,
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OPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY MEMORANDUM DATED APRIL 27, 1976 FROM

SAGGARIS TO J. G. HERBEIN, J. J. COLITZ AND G. P. MILLER

Exhibit (1)




METRCPC;"AN EDISON CO'APANY P 1 Comme Nae Witen Cormmmras
o~
GALIFICATION PROGRAM ™! Nuclear Statie-
Sebions REQUAL Lecates R, o
</ u s [T April 27, 1576
" 2 LR T
1 v.C. HERZEIN Bl e m P lery)
' Jd.d. COLITZ fﬂ 0 )
G.P. MILLER zﬂr‘_‘,_.( A Booiid
1. Alter Feviewing this year's performance of nen=shift personnel 1n the
Regualification Pregram, three prodiem aress are dpparent,
4. Poor lesson attendance (10 some cases no lesson 4tlencance),
8. Inordinate amount of time bafore makeup fateriel 135 returned.
o €. Not enough time scheduled and spent 1n the contral room.
2. It M3 become obviour to Be that these prodlems wil) continue unless more
stringent guide!ines are eStablished. | have written R4ny memos pointing
Ut Lhese prodlen arwas to the Individuals cencernee anc a finally getting
3sigrments turned tn, | fee! strongly that when 4 person obtaing o license
1t 15 hig Fesponsibility to kees 1t current. This is not being done. e
re required by federal law to meet certain requirecents for Ticensed
} individuals ang 1n Severa) cases we do not set them.
'1 3. In view of the 4bove prodiems | would 1ike to Propose some new aninistragive
widelines for the Requalification Program,
&, Each lesson 13 given s1x times, once for esch shife. The schedules are
Pblished a week 1n advance. Mon-ghife Perscnnel should schedule
thamselves to attend a1 lessons during thig $1x week period. The
tendency now 13 ot to Atland lectures ang Just co the Bakeup assignoent.
This must be ephasized, "
4 b. Require al) missed lessons (makeyp Baterfal) to e completed prior to

the end of the next six week cycle. (1
aaterial that was taught back 1a early

€. Require a0 Ticensed non-shife personne
with my present Quarterly audit systgm,

the Control Room or they will ot ¢o 1t
System like this, (We have same people

I o subnitting these Proposals for your cormen
ontinue to do Business as we have In the pas:

rvise

stand a four hour WtCh in the Contr) Raom

& Just now receiving Cakeup
fall,)

! 22 schedule themselves for, ;ne

" QCh month. | can Wdit 2N
“e need to force perscrne] ings

« Some plants diready have 2

vhe Nave not logged time 1n the

Control Room for the last six oo eight monthg ),

s anc/ar o2reval.  We cannot
N rn g Meaningful progra~.

‘ Aﬁr;{a{?/‘.‘ .

r of Training-luclear

INTER-OFPICE RESORANDYL

L8jz 79 .

“_

——

1200f 7177 =

-
-._.q-..‘..——.....__. T - —— = ———"

TP P S P . ¢ pe—— . S

T e - ——————



ONE PAGE, UNDATED, HANDWRITTEN NOTE FROM [LARRY] NOLL TO GEORGE [KUNDER].

ATTACHED TO THE NOTE IS A METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY MEMORANDUM DATED

JUNE 28, 1977 FROM N. D. BROWN TO SHIFT SUPERVISORS AND SHIFT FOREMAN

Exhibit (2)
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S 4 j o Car T marrare
; METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY  sumusay of Gonin poonc Uiitiies Corporation

Subject  REQUALTFICATION PROGRAM Location  TMI Nuclear Station
‘M’"' bk Middletown, Pa. -
Date June 28, 1977
To SHIFT SUPERVISORS
SHIFT FOREMAN (UNIT 1 LICENSED)

Between July 11, 1977 and August 12, 1977 you will be tested, as part of the
Unit I Requal Program, on the following procedures which ére to be -eviewed on shift,

1. 1202-1 High Activity in Reactor Coolant

2. 1202-5 High Cation Conductivity in Condensate

3. 1203-7 Hand Calculation of Quadrant Power Tilt and Axial Imbalance

4. 1203-38 Post Accident Hydrogen Purge

*5. 1203-8 Operator Deternination of Gross 15 Hinute degased Beta Ga~.ma '
*0. 1203-8 Operator Determination of Boron '

NOTL: Jtems *5 and *( require Auxiliary Ozerator perticipition, this is an Np-  °
Requirerent, "

You may ask, why should we review these prozedures on-shift vlen ve ere elrezdy
45y erough?  The answer is that we feel the review of 2 proicdure st the loration uwf ¢
Qes;mnse V111 be nare meaningful than Sitting in & rcom vhile Lhe Frocedure is read
0 Yoz, The on-shift review wil) also re-enforce the locetien of {9e conirels and
indicetions to enable & quicker and sraath~r raspinse in the event (he Emeroenc)
Conditicn exists, The revicw vill aleo enzhlc SO 10 curzire siniliar nrocadures w

' deatify, (with the Liejor systems listed) the condition quicily and correctiy,

Shift Supervisors please ensure that the 0n-shift revie. is cozumonted on the
.;.tta:).ed hdiiinistrative Fore,

If you have any questions or coments contact pe at ertension 261,

LR
('/:/"-c’-,f’(:;""ﬁ — .4:—./.(/7'-‘\

R.D. Br‘o".vn
Adnin. Nuc, Tech, Training

HOB: L
Enclesure

et B — -—
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THREE PAGE, HANDWRITTEN LETTER DATED JUNE 17, 1977

FROM T. L. BOOK TO JIM O'HANLON

Exhibit (3)
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SWORN TESTIMONY OF ALEXIS TSAGGARIS, P. 7, 14-18/

DATED JANUARY 31, 1984
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAF REGULATOPY COMMISSION

- X

interview commenced at

Investigator
ates Nuclear Regulatory C

31 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 1940¢
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be getting into some of the changes a little later on.
BY MF. NORTON:
0 Just some general guestions. Was there a particu-
lar area of the task force's work to which you were assioned?
B Yes. My recollection 1s that my area was the arcs
of emergency planning, and that's the only area that 1 was

really i1nvolved in as a primary contributor.

¢ How about the training area, in light of vour
backgroundg?
s I don't really recall being involved in the

traininc area. 1 don't think so.

0 Did you draft any portions of the report, to the
brst of your recollection?

A Yes. 1 drafted the emeragency planning portion, to
the best of my recollection.

c And then submitted it to the task force? 1Is that
how it works?

A Well, I believe the way we worked is, we drafted

sections and then we reviewed ther as a group, as a task

force group.

0 And made changes as a group or =--
A As a group effort.
0 Okay. In connection with the task force activities

di1d you report to anyone other than the task force itself?

A No.
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subsection.

k

A

o

A

¢

A
though.

0

A

: ¢

shoulé be a

with your early experiences as director of training?

14 |
No, 1 don't recall that.
This 18 the 5-12-E0 version.
What page is that?
Page 10. This 1s in the November version, but i1t

round there; the very last paraaraph of the

I don't see it.

May 1?

(Mr. Norton indicating.)
Here we go.

(Witness perusing document.)

1 would have to say that, you know, based on that,

that we felt that what needed to be done with the training
program andé an assessment of the overall training program, we

felt that was really beyond what we were supposed to do.

That was too big a job?
Too big a job, yes. That's what the words say.
Do you recall at all the Roddis Committee>

1 recall the committee. I don't recall the report,

Did you have any interface with them, you

personally?

I don't believe so. I don't believe SO.

Were you ever interviewed by them in connection
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A 1 don't really recall being interviewed. 1f 3
wag, you're going to have to te)) me .,

G I myself don't know.

A 1 honestly du. t recall being interviewed by ther,

I really don't.

o] Okay, very good. I think we've covered that.

Wnhile we're on the subject of training, aside from the report,

during a review of the documents at the BsWw trial, a 197¢

memo written by you came to light.

Why don't we take a couple minutes so you can read

through it, and then we want to discuss that. The time is
10:38 a.m., and we'll take a short break.

(Off the record.)

ME. NORTON: The time is 10:40 a.m., and we'll go

back on the record.
BY MR. NORTON:

0 Mr. Tsaggar: we've just given you an opportuni

to read a memo dated April 27, 1976, bearing what purports
be your signature, to Messrs. Herbein, Colitz and Miller.
First off, did you write this memorandum?

& Yes, 1 did.

o] What prompted vou to write this memorandum?

3 As 1 recall, 1 had been with the company, oh, th
to four months at this time, and had I think at that time
gotten my feet fairly firmly on the ground in the position

ty

to |

ree

of
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supervisor of training, and had reviewed all aspects of the i
trainingc program.

1 felt that the performance of the people that dc
not normally stand the operating shifts -- and 1 refer to
them as non-shift personnel =-- that the reguirements of
10 CFk 55 for maintaining regualification reguirements, that
there were areas that needed improvement for those individuale

Now, we're not talking about the shift supervisors
and the people that normally operate the plant; we're talkinc
about the non-shift personnel that had licenses and have to
maintain certain reguirements to keep those licenses current.
And that is what this letter addressed.

0 Was there any action taken as a result of your
memo?

IS I don't really recall. 1 would have to look a*t the
followup correspondence. 1 do believe, it's my recollection
that things were improved.

I'm fairly clear ¢nd explicit in what the problems
are in this memo. 11 think in one or two cases, ] recommendesd
that licenses be permitted to lapse, and 1 believe that was
done, because -- 1 don't remember who the individuals were,
but 1 remember making a recommendation that since there was no
requirement for an individual to have a license, that if the
individual could not maintain the license, then we should

permit the license toc lapse. i
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(o] Because they hadn't been asble to keep up with

training and -~

13 That's correct, keep up with the reguirements.

0 While in this position, dad you ever come across a
problem that you felt should have beer reported to the NEC ir
the area of training, of not meeting training requirements?

A 1 don't think so.

¢! What prompts the guestiorn is your statement in the
second paragraph there, that "We are reguired by federal law
to meet certain reguirements for licensed individuals, and in
several cases, we do not meet them."

A Yes, 1 understand what the words say. I would have
to go back and look at 10 CFR 55, because those reguirements
for biennial recall, as 1 recall them, were to be accomplished
Ccver a one or two year period.

And you have to meet certain reguirements over that
time span. Now, 1if it says you have to meet -- and 1 don't
remember the exact numbers =-- so many hours of control room
time, in other words standing a particular watch, you would
pro-rate that internally, so many hours per month.

If an individuzl wasn't standing those watches, he
would start accumulating in our own system a deficit toward
meeting that overall requirement of, let's say 48 hours in a

year or two year period. |

Now, I don't recall whether my comment there is
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that these individuals are getting so far behind that 1 dorn't

consider that we're meeting the reguirement from a routine,
standing the watch every month standpoint. j

1 don't believe that -- and 1'd have to ao back ané
look == but basec on the audit results of our training
programs -- that we were ever in a violation.

We were never cited for anything during my tenure
as & supervisor of training, during any of our audits. 1
dor.'t believe that we were.

So, I can't really recollect whether by that

statement I was saying that we were in violation of 10 CFER 55

or whether I just didn't feel we were meeting the intent of

our own internal program.

0 While you were involved in the training program,

were you aware of any instances of what I might term paper w
attendance at training, where the person 1s listed as

attending but actually did not?

A No.

o} No falsification of records or attendance or == ?

A No. ;

0 1s there anything vou'd like to add regarding this
memorandum?

A Not really.

0 Let's go back to the report, then. We had just

finished talking about the subsection B~3, the change which
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:
Investigative Interview of :
ALEXIS TSAGGARIS 3
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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631 Park Avenue ‘
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MR. CHRISTOPHER: Today is March 5, 1984. wve are

in the offices of Bchneider Consultants ---

MR, TSAGGARIS: Consulting Engineers.

MR, CHRISTOPHER: ~-- {(continuing) =--- consulting
engineers in =---

MR, TSAGGARIS: Bridgeville,

MR, CHRISTOPHER: =--- (continuing) --- Bridgeville
Pennsylvania. We are here for the purpose of interviewing
Mr., Alexis Tsaggaris, c-=~:rning matters related to the TMI 1
Restart proceedings.

My name is Keith Christopher. I am Director of
the Office of Investigations, with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's Region 1 Office. And present, also, in the room,
is Mr. Leo Norton, an Investigator from that Office.

Mr. Tsaggaris, would you please state your full
oame, your business address and curtent position?

| MR, TEAGGARIS: Ry name is Alexis Tsaggaris., I
am the Vice-President and General Manager of Schneider
Consulting Engine -s, located at 98 Vanadian Road, Bridgevill#
Pennsylvania.

MR, CHRISTOPHER And your current position title
with Schneider?

MR. TSAGGARIS: The Vice-President and General

Manager.
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(indicating), it will be necessary for me to place you under

was >xamined and testified as follows:

MR. CHRISTOFHER: Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Tsaggaris, prior to asking these gquestions

'oath. Bo, if you will stand, I will do that right now. Raise

your right hand. 5

(Witness Sworn).

Whereupon,

ALEXIS TSAGGARIS

was called for examination and, having been firet duly sworr,

EXAMIEBEATIOR
BY MR, CHRISTOPEER:
Q Mr. Tsaggaris, the guestions today are combinations
to a certain degree, a redirect of some of the questions that |
Mr. Norton asked you, in the previous investigative interview
and an expounding of that, into a portion of the Keaten

Investigation, a specific area, as you will recall.

|

Could you tell us, for the record, exactly, to the

best of your recollection, when vou were employed with General

Public Utilities Wur lear and in what capacity?

A I was employed with the Metropolitan Edison Compan

L

~== I'm not sure when I became ¢ GPU Nuclear employee or even
|

|

if 1 did., I ==~ 1 don't remember the exact dates when that
Corporation was formed. But I joined Metropolitan Edison

Company, in January of 1976 and I left, in January of 1980.
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‘@t the Three Mile Island Nuclear Station. Subseguent to that,

‘& 3-unit, coal fired Station, in Reading, Pennsylvania and was

. that's a long time ago, from now --- when you actually left the

Q What positions did you hold with Met Ed, at that
time?

A I was initially hired as a SBupervisor of Training,

I was transferred to the home Office in Reading, as Assistant

 Director of Training, for Metropolitan Edison Company. I then

became Director of Training. Following that, I became naintenaQ<

Supervisor, at the Titus, that's T-I-T-U-S Station, which is

i
&
recalled to the Three Mile Island site, after the accident,
tc aid in emergency response and was then appointed, in charge
of emergency planning and was involved in reformulating the

utility's plans.

Q Okay Can you recall, generally =--- I know that

site, to transfer into Reading?

I3 I left the site, I would say, in the spring of
1977.

Q During the time that you were on site, can you
recall who you directly reported to, as a supervisor?

A Yes., I reported to --- it changed once, I believe.
At one point, I was reporting directly to Jack Herbein and thep
I was reporting tc both Joe Colitz and Gary Miller. And at that
time, they were the Superintendents of the respective Units.

Q And could you just generally describe what your
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responsibilities were, for the Training Departmen*, on site?

A The responsibilities were to --- you were in charge
!ot all of the training programs reguired for the nuclear site.
f?hut included operator and nonoperator training, to make sure

}

;that the Raguirements of the various Regulations were met.
| Q Can you recall who you took that position over froﬂ?

7 Jim Seelinger. |

Q Jim Seelinger?

A Yes.

0 And he became the Station Superintendent, in some
fashion, something --- Unit 1 Buperintendent, I believe?

A No, I don't think that's correct. I think he became
. the Superintendent of Technical Support, for one of the Units.
| He was not the Unit Superintendent.

Q There were several different changes, over that
period of time?
g A Yes.
; Q During --- when you took over this position, as
j Supervisor of Training, 4id you perform, in taking over, your
| own type of, 1I'll call it an audit --- I don't know if that's
; the rigi't word --- to determine, just what the status of
: licensel operator training was, what types of things you needed
1 to do, to maintain the Program, improve it?
|

A Idon't know if I conducted a formal audit, but I

certainly made myself familiar with the various requirements,




! | Regulations, Requal Program and the status of the training,

' 2 at that time, B80. if you want to call it an aundit, I guess thit

: %th-t would probably be a good way to phrase it.
! ) Okay. And I know that you have seen this memorandum
E(indic-tinq) before. But for the record, it is an April 27,

11976 nmemorandum, signed by yourself, to Mr. Herbein, Mr. Colit#

- and Mr, Niller. The subject is the Requalification Program. Let

me give it to you, to refer to.

. . (Document handed to the witness].

|
" BY MR. CHRISTOPHER:

o Q I understand that you have seen that (indicating)

12
| once before.

13 |

’ | (Witness examines document). |
" BY MR, CHRISTOPHER: ,
1 j Q And you can just keep that (indicating), for

» reference, if you need it, as you go.

L " A oy

- Q Can you recall what --- by what means you identi-

- fied these various weaknesses, that you noted, in this particuyla

|
o E memorandum (indicating)? How did you go about identifying those
“ ; weaknesses?
" ! A I'm going to try and answ:r, Obviously, 5 years or
i really, B8 years, is ==~
. i Q Quite a long time ago.
' ® ~ But I think what I had done, was estab.ished, as
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I mentioned hore (indicating), an audit system, a quarterly
pudit system, which looked at thinge like number of hours in
the control rooms, standing a watch or nonshift personnel. That
‘vn obvioisly not a problem for oparators, but for people who

had no license, in supervisory positions and were not on shift.

‘I had developed a syrtem, to monitor, on a Quarterly basis,

|

%in the control room. We could cbviously look at the lesson

attendance and see who was attending and who was just doing

|
!to my recollection, whether they were logging the number of hour
[
|
4

the lessons, via the makeup package route, which was an accept
able way to do it. So, I would have to say, you know, from th*
| — from the audit system and looking at the lesson attendance,
‘-chcdulcc, that I was able to identify this.

Q Okay. When youmfer to off or nonshift licensed
| personnel, who are you referring to?

A Okay. I would be referring there, to anyone holdin*

a license, that is not a member of an operating shift. And an

operating shift, would be the Shift Supervisor, the Shift

Foreman and the Control Room Operators. So, if there was a

Supervisor of Operations or a Unit Superintendent or, let's say,
an Engineer, in the Operations Group, who had licenses, they
are not part of the normal operating crew. Those would be the
"nonshift personnel,” that we would be looking at.

] Q Can you recall --- again, realizing the length of

time that this has evolved over --- but can you recall
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Specifically, by name, any of the particular individuals that we
are talking about, in this category?
A Gary Miller, Joe Colitz, Jim Seelinger, Jim Floyd.

Q Would Gecorge Kunder be ---

A Yes, George Kunder. Those are some wi.» come to mind‘r
Q Okay. And when we refer to the comments in our |
;ncnorandum. that category, not necessarily including all of tho%e
findividuals, is it within that category of individu*"s, that we
- are talking, when we refer to the "non~hift personnel™ meeting
Federal Requirements? ;
I3 Yes. It --- if your question ie again, the pooplei
who do not --- who are not part of the operating crews, that i
hold a license, the answer to that is yes. %
Q Okay. I realize that that does not mean all of f
- those individuale were not meeting their license, but within
; that category, there were possibly some who were. .
‘ A  That is correct.
Q Okay. PFine,
: Again, your statements here, is that "We are reguirec
| by Federal law, to meet certain Requirements for licensed
| ipdividumls and in several cases, we do not meet them. "

A Yes.

Q Can you, at this point, recall which particular

Requirements for the nonshift licensed personnel, that you

referred to? And to assist you, I brought a copy of the
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10 C,P.R, And I opened it up to 55 ~-- part 55, Appendix A.

From reading your !’lﬂt’?dﬂl. I thought that maybe that(indica-

ting) is the part iﬁlt you were talking about.
» What year is this (indicating)?

Q Okay. This (indicating) happens to be today's.

And what I am not so concerned about, is the specific data in ;
!

' the Regual. The Requal Program, in terms of the 2-year criteria

have not changed that significantly. But generally, the Progan

is proper.

A2
|

A I would rather answer the guestion from my recolle

tion, rather than looking at a document, which is not ---

doesn't reflect what perhaps was in the Reguirement, at that |

time,
é
Q Okay. ’
A I am pretty sure that I remember what ~-- why I
Q Well, that (indicating) was just a means, to help
you out.

A Yes. Okay. Well, there are 2 things that have |
to be clarified: one is the Federal Requirement 10 C,.F.R.55 ;
document and the other would be the internal Program Roquirann‘
that we woul' have in place, to meet the overall Regulation.
What I believe I was referring to, in this particular memo

(indicating), was --- was the Requirement to log in so many

hours of control room time. I don't recall what that number
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' were doing just that. They were not logging in, based upon our

' internal Program, the number of hours required, on a monthly

10

of hours was, in the Regulation. The Regulation, if I recall,
said that over a 2-year period, you had to have X number of
hours in the control room. That might have been 48, Por the
purposes of this discussion, let's just say that it was 48,

What we would then do, is take that 48 and break it down into

- an internal program and say 4 per month or € per month, so that

we did not get into the situation, where a year had elapsed and
an individual did not have any hours in the control room and

was, in my opinion, behiad.

| once then?

i
Q They would not, in effect, have to get them all ,t;
|
A That is correct. ]
Q In order to maintain his license,
A Right. And what I believe that I was addtcslipg

in this memorandum (indicating), is the fact that several people

basis. And that is what I believe that I am referring to,
when I say "We are required by Federal law, to meet certain
Requirements for licensed individuals and in several cases, we

do not meet them.” I do not believe that we were ever in

violation of the 10 C.F,R,55 Requirement, to have so many hourT,

in a 2-year period. What I believe that I am referring to tnoI
t

is that we were not meeting our own internal Program Requireme

Q Okay. So then, you would say that you are not awate
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=== that this memorandum (indicating), was not based on any
actual rule, instances where you were not --- waell, not you but

the Company was in noncompliance?

A I honestly === I doi1't === I don't believe so, no.

Q Do you recall, durin, that period, in relatico to

' time, whether or not any of the NRC inspections, at that tine,g
;
resulted in eitations of noncompliance, for that particular

 topic and item, at that time?

A I believe, as I testified previously, the last time,
when Mr. Norton was here, that I don't believe that we were e:Ir
- cited for anything like that, no.
Q Okay. Can you recall any of the particular
individuals that fell into this category, of not meeting their

. operato:r time, control roou time, such as Mr. Floyd, Mr. Colitg,

any of the individuals who were involved in the Program?

A As far as this particular Requirement, it could have
. been any or all of them. You know, I would have to go back anf
look at the actual --- T am sure that the documents are there.

| You know, I just don't recall.

Q Okay. There was nu particular --- in other words,

it was not based specifically upon, let's say, let's take the
Jim Floyd attendance records, attendance to and presence in the
control room, but it was just a general, overall problem, within

your organization?

A I would say that there was a problem in the
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rganizatior and you would have to go back and look at it., We
did have a particular problem with Jim Floyd, in attendance.
I do remember that. But I am sure that there were other indi-

viduals, also. You know, to =-- to single him out ~---

Q Would Mr., PFloyd be, more or less, a key individual,
in Unit 2, at that time? Could he have been somewhat the key
focus buhind the purpose of this memorandum (indicating)? I
don't know if you can remember that far back specifically or no

A I can't remember that, for this particular memorand
'(indicltinq). no.

Q Except to recall that he was one of those that you

were having problems with, in getting this control room time

|
|
?
| A That is correct.
g Q Now, that --- this Program, that included both
| Unite, in training?

A Well, the Requalification Program wo'.ld not have
!raon in effect, in 1976, for Unit 2., So, I can only assume,
ff:om my recollection, at the time, that this (indicating), was
;in reference to Unit 1.
|
. generated this particular problem, why the individuals were
: unable to meet thejr internal committments?

1 I can't speak for the individualr. The only thing

that I can say, is that they were not showing up for the lectu

Q Okay. Can you recall what was the --- what actuall

|
|
|

{

%
r’

l
i
I
i

|

|

y

re
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and had to do their work on makeup. The only thing that I can
assume it is, is that their normal, day-to-day dutieswere such,
‘that they could not fres themselves to get there.

I Q Were you aware of any particular management policy
ition of the Station, that the individuals were not encouraged t
Tconply with the Requirements, even though they were internal,
:Company Requirements for actual licensed Reguirements?

A Absolutely not.

Q Do you recall discussing this particular memo

(indicating) -=-- I understand that it is written to these 3

either prior to the formulation of the memo or just after the

;nomo was sent to them?

' was before or after the memo, that, I don't recall.
| Q Are you in a position to recall what type of respon
' for corrective actions were set forth, as a result of your

bringing the problem to light?

IS I don't remember. The only thing that I --- that

I do remember and I believe that I testified to that previously

was that in ==~ in one or more cases, we made the decision to
| let the licenses of certain people expire or lapse, because

they did not feel that they could maintain the Reqguirements of

individuals (indicating), Herbein, Colitz and Miller =--- do you

A I'm sure that I discussed it with them. Whether iy

!

|

‘recall discussing this particular issue (indicating), with thcn*

at that time, that, if it was not directly related to the opecas

S€
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the new Requalification Program.

Q And would you today, be able to recall who any of

those individuals were, who actually had their licenses lapsed?

* You would have to go back and check with the rocorf.
|
but I believe that in Joe Colitz's case, we made a conscious

|

- decision, to do that.

Q Okay. And to reiterate, so that I understand, this

hours reqguired for control room =--- for actually being in the

control room?

|
| Was primarily based upon their inability to obtain all of their
|
i
l
|
|

A Well, I think that the decision was a decision that

1
=== and again, I'm going togive --- I'm going to give you what
|
I think, is that number 1, there was no Requirement for them ‘

l
to hold the license, at that time and that the press of their |

|
other managerial duties, it was decided that they would let
that particular license lapse.

Q Okay. And again, to the best of your recollection,

you were concerned, in the case of these individuals, with

meeting the internal Program Requirements, to maintain your

=== to maintain the license goal, the training Requirements,
and not actual cases, where individuals were --- as a result
of their not being able to meet the committments, actually
placing the Company in noncompliance?

A I believe so0 and I think that if you go back and

look at the various audits that we had, on a yearly basis,




10

11

12

13

4

16

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

15

Ethat that will bear that out.
Q Okay. 5o, a somewhat redundant question of that,
which I will restats again, did anyone ever apprise you or

consider the reportability of any violations to the NRC, regardi:

this particular area?
?

A I don't believe B0, noO.

Q I think, at this time, there were 2 other memorand*m:
?

and issues, that I wanted Mr, Norton to ask you about. That

would be the Noll, N-0O-L-L and the Book Memorandums.

A Yes,

BY MR, NORTON:

i Q Mr. Tsaggaris,I would like to show you a memo,

written by a Mr., Noll, in July of '77 and ask that you read

through it and see if this (indicating), is, at all familiar I

1

|
(Witness examines docmnt,handpd

to you?

to him by Mr. Norton).
MR, NORTON: You may look through the cover

correspondence of that (indicating), as well, of the Complaint,

| let's call it, by Mr. Noll.

THE WITNESS: This particular Complaint(indicatinJ),

|
|

no. I am not copied on the correspondence and --- well, you
.now, I don't recall seeing a copy of Mr. Noll's memo.

| BY MR. NORTON:




10

11

12

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

2]

2

l 16

Q Why d4id you ask me "this particular Complaint?*®

‘Were there other Complaints, by Mr. Ncll, that you are familiar
|
with?

3 None of the Complaints by Mr., Noll, but, you knou,!

i |
!tho concept of having onshift supervisors conduct some of the

| |

' training classes, was --- was a controversial issue, from the |

 standpoint of what should the Training Department do and what

|
|
- should the Training Department not do, ’

Q Were problems of this nature of Complaints of thili
nature, ever resclved? E
A I'm not sure what you mean by "resclved." ‘
Q Well, were there problems, as far as you saw thcn,:
when you were in charge of training, at the Island? !
A Certainly, those were problems. You have certain ;
| Requirements that have to be met., And the Training Manager |

and the Station Management has to make the determination on

|
’ »
! who is best gqualified and what is the best environment to condwpc

| those training Requirements. |
| Q Okay. ?
A And I ===~ it is certainly realistic to axpect that;
. individuals who now have additional jobs to do, such as !
Shift Supervisors or Shift Poremen, that are now required to
conduct training classes, along with their other duties, may

| have a difference of opinion, you know, as to whether it shoulp

be them or whether the Training Department should do that.
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1 Q Is this related to your earlier memorandum of 19767
. 2 | Is this the same type of problem?
!
8 k I don't believe it is.

Q Okay. This is not symptomatic ot why attendance

training was poor or anything of that nature?

€ | A No, I don't believe it is. I don't believe the i

7 | 2 are related.

8 | Q Okay.

|
1
, ?
‘ L A One is addressing 8 totally different --- a totallj
|
10 | different area, |

‘

n | Q Okay. I did see in some earlier correspondence of

12 yours or some correspondence, generated by you, in 1977, rogare?z

‘ ¥ | f£illing a vacant nuclear training position, that you evidently

had some concerns about getting full-time people for training.

| 1s that correct? f

16

|

" |
‘ T BY MR. NORTON:

18 |

(Witness reads document).

Q It appears, from reading the memo, written by you,

" 3 in July of '77, that there was some problem with receiving ---

i with getting full-time training professionals i.. .. Departments
. A I don't know if you can draw that conclusion, I
. think the conclusion that you can draw was that we needed one g
¥ individual immediately, to my recollection, to fill a slot tunat
" ; was vacated by an individual named Derks, who had left the
' - Company. And I also make the recommendation, that we rotate

.
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' to the vacant position?

we needed one full-time individual, as « min.mum and that we

18

Ehift Bupervisors and Bhift Poremen into training, on some sort

of a rotating basis.

Q But you were not in favor of that, as a resclution

A No. I felt that we needed --- from my memo, that |

needed --- and that we should look at rotating operations |

. people, in traiming. |

Q  Okay. |

A One of the things that I don't have, are the 2 E
memos, that are referred to here (indicating), as uttachod.hnd:
80, 1 don't === I really don't know what was in those. I don'f
recall. Do you have those with you? i

Q No, I 4o not. ©No, I do not,

Was part of{ the problem, with the Regqualification

Program or with other parts of the Training Program, having
insufficient resources in the Training Department?

A You are going to have to define for me what the
problem was in the Regualif .cation.

Q The problem that you, yourself identified, in
the 1976 memorandum, the problem identified by Mr, Noll or at
least claimed by Mr, Noll, in his memorandum and ths problem
which 1 will be showing you in a few minutes. that Mr. Book ,

raises, in his memorandum, appears, to an outsider again, that

it might possibly be rela“ed to a lack of resources.
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ihoqualificution Program, dated April 27, 1976.

| on shift, with the crew in its entirety, with the lesson run

19

A Well, let's add: “ss them, one at a time.

Q Yes,

A Let's first address the memo, which I wrote on the

Q Okay.

A I do not believe that any problems associated with |

éthe Requalification Program here, were due to a lack of staff f

in the Training Department.

|
|
Q Okay. i
|
|

‘A Okay. Because I don't think that that was an issue

in this memo (indicating), at all. Whether we had 5 or 10 or

problem. ?

Q Okay.

A With respect to Mr. Noll's memo, all I can say is
based upon the constraints that I had and the instructors that
I had to work with --- and I'm going back to look, going back
in my mind --- that we perhaps could have done that, you know,
in the Jraining Department, in the classroom session, but I
think, based upon the number of instructors that we had and vhJ

we wanted to accomplish with the Shift Supervisors and the Shif

Foremen, that we felt that the review of procedures, if done |

and given by a Supervisor of that shift, it would be more

beneficial. And I believe that the reason that we felt that it

315 instructors, would not have been the solution to this partichl

t

t
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|
|

would be more beneficial, is that that Supervisor coordinates
itho implementation of those procedures, is done by that Operatin

' to have that Supervisor review the procedures, with his people.

20

the actions of that operating crew, on a day-to-day basis and

Supervisor. And so, I thought that it would be more boncficxag

l

§

' rather than have a training instructor do it, in a classroom

environment. We felt doing it on shift and responding to the !
individual who would actually be giving the directives, during }
the actual implementation of the procedure, was the better thi %c
to do. f

Q Were these training sessions, again, your use of

the word, "audited,” by the --- by anybody from the Training |

Department, to make sure that they took place or were carried

' out in a proper manner?

A I honestly =-- I don't remember that. But it woul&
seem to me, that ifwe had a system set up to review certain
procedures, on a shift basis, remembering the way I ran things
that I would have had something in place, that I would have
been able to check, that that actually, in fact, had been done,

Q Okay. Okay. That somebody would attend the
training or was it just kind of a sign-in sheet?

A No. I =--- I believe that since much of this
training was done on the back shift, it was the responsibility
of the Shift Supervisor or the Shift Foreman, to make sure that

the training was done and documented.
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Q I'd like to show you one other memorandum. This
one (indicating) is written by Mr. Theodore Book, in June of
'77. This, I guess, is just shortly after you left the Island?

A That's probably true.

Q Okay.

MR, CHRISTOPHER: I believe that this (indicating)
is addressed to Mr. Jim O'Hanlon, who was & Unit 1 Superintendln
BY MR, NORTON:

Q You will notice, at the bottom, you did receive a
courtesy copy of this memo (indicating).

A Yes.

(Witness examines the document).
BY MR, NORTON:

Q Do you recall if any action was taken, as a result
of Mr. Book's memorandum?

A Bo. Ko, I don't recall. I do not recall, no.

Q Were Complaints of this nature (indicating) ﬁrcquqnt

A Well, you have shown me 2.

Q Yes, Well, I was wondering if there were any norJ,
that I have not seen?

A Well, you know, I don't know if you could charactﬁx:
them as "frequent,” but I would say that it would be correct
to say that the Operations people certainly did have a lot of

things to do and the fact that they were being asked to condu¢t

some training on the back shift, perhaps was not something
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that they felt was their responsibility. I think that that
would be correct.

Q Wae it ever changed, having them conduct the
training on the back shift?

A I don't know if it was ever changed. I know that

the size of the training staff was increased, but whether tha

Requirement was taken from --- from onshift, into the Trainin

Department, I don't recall,

Q When was it increased, the size?

B Well, it was continually Leing increased. And
when I got there, it was like 3 or 4 people. You know, there
were continally people keing added. The Training Department
size continually increasad.

I find it interesting, that Mr. Book took the
exam in February and it is now June and he had not attended
a training lecture.

Q Yes. Whose responsibility is that?

A That is Mr. Book's responsibility, to go to the
training lectures, when they are scheduled.

BY MR, CHRISTOPHER:

Q Was that not somewhat indicative of the entire
problem, as you have set forth in your memorandum, the lack d
attendance, not that they are directly connected, ir that

one resulted in the other, but that === I -== I guess =---

—a—

|
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.~ we be looking at ~-- well, number 1, d4id you, personally feel,
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well, I guess I'll ask it another way.

A Yes,

Q We reference Mr, Book's memorandum, which, in a
nutshell, addresses not meeting Reguirements for training

lectures. We've got Mr. Foll's memorandum, who began, in a

nutshell, addressing actually not performing plant evolutions,
neither actual nor simulated and then, we have your no-ornndun;

which deals with a general lack of attendance and attendance
started to emerge, to that time. And the bottom line is, lhouhd
putting yourself in that period of time then, that the Traininpg

Program for Operations personnel, licensed personnel was and

I'll quote myself here "in trouble?"”

A No, I would not draw that conclusion. I would draw
some specific <conclusions, that I think that ==~ well, you kan,
I think that you tied together some éonclﬁaiono. that may or
may not be related. However, I vili say that there was a
problem getting nonshift people, who held licenses, to training
courses and to make --- and to meet their internal Requirements.
That, I will say. And my memo backs that up. Whether or not
the attendance of shift people in the training classes, was
a problem or not, I don't honestly recall, I would have to
look at the training lessons. I mean, we have one, isolated

incident here (indicating), where Jir. Noll or excuse me, wherg¢
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Mr. Book indicates that he had not been to & training lectures, .
for a period of 5 or 6 wonths., Whether you can extrapolate
that to the rest of the operators, I just don't honestly
remember. And whether you want to draw the conclusion, based
upon 2 shift people, who are giving their opinion, that they
don't feel that it is the responsibility of the Shift Supervis¢

and Shift Foremen to conduct a certain portion of the training,

which is procedure revigpws, I'm not sure you can characterize ‘

that as a problem. It is a difference in opinion. I would say

i

that, ’

Q Okay. You said you really don't recall what kind L.
responses you got from Mr. Herbein, Mr. Miller and Mr. Colitzj
in reference to your specific memorandum. Do you recall if
there was written, follow-up documentation or correspondence,
to your memorandum of concern or whether there was a verbal-tyg«
rction? Do you have any recollection? In other words, if I
wanted to go to the site and follow up on any response to your
memorandum, would I be able to do that?

A If there was a response, it would be in the file.

Q Okay.

A That is all that I can say. I don't remember a
written response to that memo. That's a long time ago.

Q Okay. Okay.

BY MR, NORTON:
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Q Were the problems that you address in your memo

* The fact that I don't believe that we ever violate

. the 10 C,F.R, 55 Requirement, to my recollection, indicates to

here (indicutinq)catinfuctortly resolved? l i
|
me that we got it more under control. Whether it was the
perfect way that we would want to run an internal Program, I ?
=== you know, I can't say. I'd have to go back and look at it;
I think it's reasonable to assume, that you are always going t%
have people that fall behind and have to catch up, in any l
program that you have. That's why you have a quarterly audit |
system,to be able to catch up with those things and get them |
back on track., I did testify, that, in one or more cases, l
we made the decision, to let that license expire. And I think
that that is an indication that we were serious enough about ;
it and that we wanted to take some action. And that is the ;

action that we did take.,

BY MR, CHRISTOPHER:
Q Okay. After you prepared your memorandum and at f

any subseguent times after that, did Mr. Herbain or Mr. nille}

or Mr., Seelinger, people in a more senior Management position

!
at any time, were you approached, in some fashion, where it f

w 8 suggested, that you =--- to you, that you do not publicly
or formally identify problems within your area of expertise,

in this case, training? Was §t ever suggested to you, that yo+
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not bring to light, particular problems?
A No.

- Okay. Did you feel that you had an open license,

so to speak, to identify and set forth any problems that you hac

without any fears of being =--- a recrimination coming back to
you from senior Management?

A Yes.

Q Can you recall --- can you recall being aware of
any specific licensed operator Regquirements, that were not
being met, and if so, can you recall ever an attempt being
made, by licensing Management, to cover up that fact and not
report it to the NRC?

A No.

Q I want to go into a slightly different area, in
relation to the Keaten Investigation, the GPU Task Force
Investigation. This will take only a short period of time.

A All right,

Q Can you redefine for me, just a short version,

what exactly your responsibilities were, within the Keaten

Task Force?

A My responsibilities on the Keaten Task Force, vezf

as the primary contributor, in the area of emergency planningr
|

to emergency planning.

Q Okay. Now, did you --- and there is some confusi

apparently, on our part.

pr
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A Yes.

1 Q pid you have any involvement or responsibility, for

 following up on the Training Department portion of the Keaten

- Task Force follow-up?

. to that fact last time.

GPU service memorandum, to Mr, Arnocld. And it is signed by

Bob Keaten, who was head of the Task Force Investigation. And

you some of those, in just a moment. But paragraph number 5

of this document (indicating) states "Define how training or

parenthesis, with your name. It was that area, that we were

| trying to clarify, that is, we were trying to elarify the

| extent of your involvement in the training aspect of the

QAm, also,
(Witness examines document).
BY MR_ CHRISTOPHER:
Q Okay. Can you help us here, at all, in some
fashion?

A I honestly don't recall this (indicating). And

is the confusion on our part, that results from a July 26,1979

bility and some subcategories of investigation. And I'll givcv

A 1 don't think that I did, no. I think I toctifiedl

]

i

Q Right. Well, the reason that we bring it up today,

|

|
!

|
|

basically, what it does, is set forth various items of tosponéi-

|
|
|

lack of training contributed.” And then, after that,there is B

|

Investigation. And please feel free to read the cover -onorar-

I




1 |what I o recall was --- I have a recollectiop that I was not
. ? | involved in the training ares. Dbecause I had a pryvipus involve-
ment with training and they felt thmt because of that, I may
'not be able to provide the most objective critique of that area

l
i
And 80, I have to be honeat with you, when I tell you that this

' (indicating) does surprissme. I don't recall doing this

|

' (indicating).
|

Q Okay. Do you have any recollection, as to who had

|
‘ the primary responsibility, in the area of training? And Mr.

10 |
' Norton may be able to give you some names, who ware involved

1
in the Keaten Investigation,

12 |

} A The name that comes to mind is Bob Long. Bob Long was
13 |

' involved in the training area. But --=- but again, I honestly

14
. don't remember, you know. Let me ask you, d4id you have a docu-

15
ment, that I had prepared, that indicates this, because I

16 |
i honestly don't remember it?

17
. Q No. As I say, we are unclear, on our own part,
18 ‘

L

| as to what the involvement wa:, in light of your earlier testi

19
mony and this memorandum (indicating) and the interpretations

taken by some of our staff members at headquarters, as a result

21
of the review of documents and the GPU and BW trial. And so,

you kgow, we are merely trying to clarify whose role it was,

A This (indicating) may have been an early memo,
24 |
‘ | when this thing was just getting kicked off. And, you know,

what may have occurred later, was that we had a discussion and
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that is when it was decided that we probably --- that I
probably should not be involved in the training area, because
that was my own area of management, in the past,

Q Okay. Now, you have testified that you were not

involved in the Training Program. However, from you being

involved in the Keaten Investigation, can you recall if, at
any time, your particular memorandum, addressing trainimg
problems, was ever addressed, as part of the Keaten Investiga

tion and its findings?

—  ————

A I don't think it was. I don't remember that,

Q Okay. Would you have any --- well, again, I'm
asking for somewhat of a qualified opinion here. But would
you have any reason to believe, that the contents of this
memorandum (indicating), would have been an appropriate docum*n
for consideration, during that Investigation?

A I don't know that I can comment on that. And I
wrote a lot of letters, when I was tue Training Supervisor.
You know, that is one particular memo.

Q Okay. So, you are not in a position to state one
way or the other, whether or not this document {indicating)

was considered, during the course of the Keaten Investigation

or whether it had any impact on the writter findings of the |
!
Task Force? |

A I do not remember,

Q Okay. That may be a gquestion more appropriately
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addressed to some other members. |

BY MR, NORTON:

Q I would like to show you a copy of some hlnawritte;
notes, which are very, very difficult to read. The first |
guestion that I would like to ask you, Mr,. Tsaggaris, is, do
you know whose handwriting that that would be (indicating)?

(Witness examines document).

» THE WITNESS: I ===

MR, CHRISTOPHER: We were hoping that it would be

yours.,
THE WITNESS: No, it is not mine,
BY MR, NORTON: :
Q Are you familiar, at all, with Mr. Keaten's hand-‘
writing? i
A No. I
MR, CHRISTOPHER: We thought that it may have been
his,

|
|
THE WITNESS:Nc, I am not familiar enough with his,
to be able to recognize it. And certainly, it (indicating) ;
is not familiar enough, to be able to recognize thil(indictti*g
BY MR, NORTON: !
Q Okay. I guess what we would like to do, is to go

through some of the material mentioned inhere(indicating) and

maybe we can give you a hand with reading it and ask if these
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(indicating) were problems that you faced, when you were in

charge of training at the Island,
MR, CHRISTOPHER: We spent some time deciphering
the memorandum, And so, I think that we can read certain of

the major portions to it. i

BY MR, CHRISTOPHER: j
v One of the first questions that we would ask is, !
given your experience with the Keaten Tas) Force, you noticedi
that there are 4 names listed to the richt and 3 names lxstcd'
to the left, at the head of the mema, Would that indicate to g
you, that those were the individuals that were all present:
one group being the interview group and one group being the
interviewee group?

3 I don't know.

C You don't know? |

A No.

Q Okay. Would there be¢ any --- based upon looking
at themmo, itself, would there be any way of determining
whether or not you would have been present, at a meeting of
this nature (indicating)?

Q What is the heading?

MR. NORTON: October 18th of '79, I believe.

THE WITNESS: And what is the --- it says "Investi-

gation Task =—-" '
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MR, NORTON: "Task Force Interview."

THE WITNESS: I guess you could conclude from thlti
(indicating), that those --- that the people on the right, E
gince they are all members of the Task Force and the people %
on the left are members of the Training Department, And that
is basically what occurred,

BY MR, CHRISTOPHER:

Q The absence of your name, though, would indicate
that you rrobably were not in attendance?

A That is correct. |

MR, CHRISTOPHER: You may want to go through a
couple of the points of the memo, to ask guestions,

MR, NORTON: Yes, |

BY MR. NORTON:

Q Por example, Tsaggaris, the first --- the first l
statement borders on what we were discussing before. 'Groatos#
burden seen by the Training Department -==" 1 don't know vhatl
that vofd is, It's either “"Organization” or =--- !

A *Managers.” i

Q -=- (continuing) --- “managers has been the li-iti

l
on the size of the Training Department staff.” ;
|

A Yes. ;

Q Does that (indicating) relate to anything that |
you encountered, when you were in charge of training? t
i

A 1'11 bet that you if you go back and examine some
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|

|

of my memos, I was constantly asking for people. You know, I

&m sure that that would be consistent with my Oown, personal

feeling, when I was there.

Q Yet, it does or it does not relate to the problems

that we discussed sarlier this morning?

A Well, I think that I answered that.

Q Yes,

A And you can go back to the record and
answerea that,

Q Okay.

A You asked me that specific question.

Q Okay. Yes.

A Yes,

Q Okay. Continuing, it says "While the

see how I

size of

the overall staff is going up, the number of instructors

available, has been limited. There are currently only 5."

A Yes.,

Q Who was your successor, as far as training goes?

A I believe that it was Dick Zechman.

Q Okay. And he is one of the interviewees here

(indicating)?

A Yes.

Q "The extended staff is larger, therefore, handling

the paper burden, which has become very high and this is good

Attendance at training sessions has been very poor and

!,
!



|
declining."” l
t

‘ 2 A Yes.

’ Q Again, was this one of your experiences, when you:

" were in charge of training? Was attendance constantly on thef ‘

' decline? &

¢ | A I don't recall that. What time frame is this |

' | statement (indicating) being made? I

v : Q well, the interview is October of '79, ‘
. ' MP. CHRISTOPHER: Pre-accident. | 1

ac ! MR. NORTON: Pre-accident, yes. Clearly, yes. |

" | THE WITNESS: It says, for example, “"In 1978, the E ‘

12 | attendance racord was above --- " I can't tell if that . |

" (indicating) is a "30%or a ==~ {

. 14

MR, NORTON: It is "30" or "36%." ’

" THE WITNESS: Yes. And I would have to go back |
: - and see, in 1976 and 1977, when 1 was involved with the 1 }
’ - training, wha. the attendance record shows. ;
i " BY MR, CHRISTOPHER:
; " Q 1 guess generally, what we are interested in, j
’ " in this memorandum (indicating), Mr. Tsaggaris, is the text \

i r of the memorandum, if you were able to sit down for an hour
| - or 2 and struggle through, trying to decipher it, it essenti- |
} - w ally reiterates and it expounds upon the problem that you :
‘s identified in your memorandum and to varying degrees, identi- ‘
. . fies related portions to the other memorandums that we have ‘
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shown you, in regard to Mr, Noll and Mr. Book. It seems to be,
basically, a very accurate reflection of what your recollection
and other recollections were, of problems and deficiencies vitﬁ

the Training Department. |

Now, the specific guestion with this (indicating)‘
is, and again, for the record, do you have any knowledge or |
awareness, as to whether or not this particular finding
(indicating), was addressed in the Keaten Investigation Roporg.
itself? ;

A I don't recall. We can certainly look at the

Report and see if it was.
BY MR. NORTON:

Q I have got the relevant pages of the final vetsiod
of the Keaten Report, which would be 12-15-80. And of coursc,;
as always, you are free to read the whole thing. But the 1ast;
2 paragraphs, I think, do discuss some of the problems encoun-
tered.

(Witness examines document).

BY MR, NORTON:

9] The problems described in the last paragraph, were

they (indicating) symptomatic of the Program, when you were in

charge of it?

A Well, with resnect to the statement that the

Training Department had shrunk ---
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Q Yes,

o ~== (continuing) === I think that from the time !

that I was the Training Supervisor, until the time that I left,
1

the size of the Training Program had, in fact, increased. You |
have to go back and look at that, |
The second statement, which indicates that atten-
dance had dropped below 50%, I cannot recall what the uttenda;ce
|

percentage was, when I was in charge of that., You have to go:

|
back and look at that and, you know, I just don't recall what |

that specific percentage was,

When it discusses Training Department preparing a!

\
large number of makeup lesson packages, yes, in fact, that wa;
occurring, when I was the Supervisor of Training. And ovidcntiy.
it continued. |

The statement regarding the progressive formal
certification of auxillary operators, had been dropped. I
started that Program. And to my knowledge, when 1 left ---
when I left, it was still in place. And sc, with respect to
that particular issue, that must have occurred, after I had
left the training area.

And then, there are some general statements,

discussing further investigations needed.
Q Right.
A So, does that address your questions? |

Q Yes, Yes, it does,




D
|

Q Now, let me ask you, why 4id the Department -hrini
after you left the Island?

R I don't recall.

Q Because I guess that you were still in charge of
overall training, for Met E4&? ,
A Right. Right. You would have to look and see, yol

)
i
'
:
.
!
!
'

.oy

kncw, when the numbers did shrink. Was it while I was in i

Reading or --- well, you know, I do not remember, I don't rcc‘:

that,

o ——— W—— e

Q Okay. To press the point again and maybe you
don't remember, but were there budgetary considerations, at

all?

i
‘ 13 A I don't recall that. You know, I do recall that,

W you know, to get additional people authorized, you had to go

15 through a process of authorizing a slot and having it upprovo&l
!

'® | by Operations Analysis, in Reading. And I ~-- I don't rononbo’p'

s
v if that was & cou&aing, in "ghlt case or not. !
| ’ L) Wt o =S R !
¢ - BY MR, CHRISTOPHER: !
! ’° Q Let me just summarize, Mr. Tsaggaris, recap, 6o |
i 21 1 that we make sure that we come up with the proper \mdcutundxfag
2 here. |
n A Yes,
M Q With respect to your particular memo, of April

i
. s 27th, 1976, to the best of your recollection, at this time {
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is
(indicating), you were not aware of, nor were you specifically
referring to actual conditions of noncompliance with nonlhift:
licensed personnel, in terms of meeting the Requirements;
violations of NRC ReqQuirements?
13 I believe that that is what I said, yes,

Q Okay. It is your recollection that you were

referring to internal Program Requirements, to be sure that you

1

i
|
|

met the NRC license Reqguirements?

A That's right. ,

Q Bu*, you never reached a point, where the indxvidu#l!
actually got into noncompliance and in fact, several 1ndividu41!
licenses were allowed to lapse?

3 That is correct.

Q There was never, at iny time, any pressure exerte
on you, by Mr. Herbein or Mr, Miller or other individuals in
senior Management, to, in any way disregard, ignore or sc-callec
"sweep under the rug" items of noncompliance, within the

Training Department or other weaknesses, within the Program,

that you --- the various Programs, under your responsibility?

r That is correct. |

Q And you are not specifically aware of any items o‘
noncompliance, with which Management chose to not report that
to the NRC?

A That is correct.

Q And finally, the nonshift licensed personnel,

LAY ot ey s Rl



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

|

|

39
referred to in your document, are those individuals possibly
from an Operations Department, mostly, it could be Department
h:ads, such as Mr. Floyd, Mr. Colitz, who were not actuallv

working shifts in the control room, but still maintained

licenses?
A That is correct,
Q Okay. I have no further questions. 1s there any=

thing else that you would like tc add, at this time?

R No.

Q Okay. I'd like to thank you for your time with ut
and your candcr, I think that you have answered all of our
Questions. And we appreciate it.

A Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 12:21 P.M,, the interview was concluded).
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that 1 feel particularly desirous to comment upon .,

Q What my question is: In the context of what we
are ciscussing, 1 want to give you every opportunity te
mention any concerns c¢r anything 1} may have overlooked.

’ 1 appreciate that opportunity. I guess ! would enly
85k that we try to be sure of the context of those kinde of
guestions,

5 All right.

The next section 1'd like to discuss is Sub-section

B) of Part 2, entitled, "Operator Trainine*, n

» It would be easier if you gave me & page if you
have it.

e I don't have it in all circumstances.

A I have it, starting on page nine.

¢ Up until the final report, or excuse me, you'll

have to refer alsc to the May 12, 1980 version of the
repore,

MR, MATAKAS: It's going to be confusine talking abojt
this particular section, because as the report evolved durine
this time period, the numbering of the paragrephs chanaed quite
& bit, so you really have to sort of find it.

THE WITNESS: 1I'm looking at page nine of the
Noverber 28 version and page 14 of the May 12, 1980 version.

BY MR, NORTON:

¢ Both sections are entitlied, "Operator Training"? 1
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A Yo, wir.

e Okay. Let me ask my question, and then 1'1] aive
YOu AN opportunity to read as much of the section o you would
like before answering.

In the May 12, 1980 draft of the report, the
following sentence is added at the conclusion of this sub-
section:  "This investigation was deemed to fall outside the
scope of the task force activities and A Deing pursued b
oLthers (e.9. Rhetf. 10",

Reference 19 turns out o be referring to the
Roddie Committee,

Whe made the decision that the investication inte
the adequacy of training resources and Special training needs
foll outside the scope of the task foree Activities?

A 1'd now like to take time to read the paiaaraph,
. Please do.

(Withess is pevusing document.)

MR, MATAEAS: The time is now 11:0%. Why den't we
take & couple=minute break.

(Recess.)

MR, NORTON: It's 11114 a.m,

BY MR, NORTON
¢ Mr. Arnold, we have just given yeu the epportunity
L6 read the section on "Operator Training” and the twe aife~

ferent versions of the repore,
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My qQuestion dealt with the May 12, 1980 edition '
te the report which states the firal sentence of the sub~
pection:  "This investicetion was deemed to fall outside the
scope of the task foree activities and is beine pursued by
others (e.a. hef, 10",

Reference 19 turns out to be the Roddis Committee
Report, and my question is: Who made the decision that this
Arsa of training fell outwside the scope of *he task force
Activities?

A 1 don't know the answer to that gquestion, but in
tarms of my commissioning of the task force. eartainly what
A referred to as this investigation, that is further
ARVERLigation to address the adequacy of training resources,
the need to expand the program to cover more of the plant
SLATT and special needs for other members of the organisation,
WRiEh i a forward-looking iesue Md probably investisation was
& WIGRG word An my opinion, because it really was an chiqotlo;
ARResEment was the purpose of the Roddis Group.

And & great deal of effort went inte that, Mr.
Broughton, whe 1 thought was an eriginal member of this Group=r

¢ FWink he is 1isted as & general participant, |
A I see. Okay. He was not. :

ME. Broughton was setretary to the Roddis Comrittes,

&8 1 recall, and Mr. Broughton was very much invelved with

EERINING issues ar we looked forward to the operation of T™I«1.
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S0 the two sentences taken together are very

FORBLINtONt with my sense of the assignment of both the Roddis
Committes and the assignment of the task force. |

¢ Did you have anything to do with the chartering :
of the Roddis Committee?

* i1 think the arswer to that has to be yes., Those
kinds of efforts didn'e go forvard without me participating
An discusaions on it

My recollection of the way in which it came about

Ehough was that Mr. Diekamp identified the need to have a

Group very exverienced in training of people for technical

kinds of activities look at the scope of our trainine
program and the strategy of trainine, APproach to trainine,

and eviluate our plans for the training program that we werse

BELLLIRG up on THMI=]1 and see whether they agreed that it had

SVArything in it that it needud, such as the reference hers in

the next to the last sentence of this section that we are ’

LOCKANG At the resources, the scope of the plant staff, ;
and whe eise besides plant staff may need formalized training,
AN whether or not we were providing that adequately.
We had another == and just to kind of complete this

ATEA == qroup set up whieh I think was chaired by & Penn Itotﬂ
professcr, or at least Penn fState people were involved with i,
LE come and look @ the training proerar from an educator's <
ELARAPOInt, were we putting together for T™I«] for the nnns*

|
|

!
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program that was being developed, a program that was
acceptable from an educator's viewpoint, how we taucht the
classes, the type of training materials that were utilized,
how they were utilized, the GQualification levels of the
instructors, those sorts of issues which is really a
different viewpoint from that that the Roddis Committee was
lockinc at.

Q They were looking at the mechanics of teachinc or
something like that?

A Yes, I'm sure that would not be very complimentary

|
|

to what the group effort was, but that, to us laymen, I cuess,

- would be a reasonable way to describe it.

Q So that is why the term is used, "(e.g. Ref. 19)"
rather than just, see Roddis Committee Report, or something

like that?

A I can't answer that in terms ¢f == I don't know how

the sentence cot added.

Q Still on the subject of training but getting away

|
|
!
i

just for a second from the task force report, 1'd like to show

you a memo dated April 27, 1975 at which time I believe vou

were vice president of GPUSC Generation?

A No.
Q What was your position at that time?
A I was vice president of Generation at Metrooolitan

Edison.
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Q Met. Ed4. '
This is a memo from a Lex Tsaccaris, Supervisor '
©f Training Nuclear at the time, to Mr. Herbein and Mr.
collidoe and Mr. Miller, r2garding certain aspects of
traininag.
I'é like to give you an Opportunity to read it first,
ans then I will ask you a couple guestions about it.
(Witnestg is perusing document.)
THE WITNESS: 1 have read the memcrandur.
BY MR. NORTON:
Q Mr. Arncld, did you ever see the memorandum before?
A I have no recollection of having seen the memorandur‘
before today. é
Q At the time did you have any responsibility for
training within Metropolitan Edison organization?
A As the vice president of Generation of Metropclitan;
Ecison Company, I had overall responsiblity for TMI-1 |
activities as the executive in that area of the company's

operations.

a management chain that came to me.
Q How involved were you, in fact, in the training

area?

B I would describe my participation in the traininc

a
- |
|
|
|
|
|
|
!

area as being sztisfied the company had established a trainin

|
|
|
I
|
So the training department of TMI reported up thrOugE
|
l
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procrar that met the NPC recuirements and our own renuire- l
i
ments as we understood them, that the mechanisms were in place

to assure compliance with training prosram recuirements ang
that if problems were identified to me to be satisfied, that
somethins was being done by the orcanization to addéress ther

0 The problems that Mr. Tsaccaris mentions ir the
memc, poor lesson attendance, not schezuline sufficient tirme 1ir
the contreol room, the comrlaints he makes, is that fariliar
with you at all, problems of that nature?

MR. KIRSCHBAUM: 1I'd just like to state here that thgre
were a good number of documents, a larce number, in the B § W ‘
lawsuit that related to this overall croup of questions: and
Mr. Arncld also, if I am not mistaken, cave some testimony
which related to training. But in preparation fcr this
session I don't believe Mr. Arnold has spent any time tevlewiné
documenrts relatinc to that subject or his testimony relatinc
to those subjects because he didn't understand, 1 don't think,
that that was necessary to be the focus of today's session.

SO0, he is probably not testifyinc. It should just
be noted that he is not testifyinc based on a thorouah review
©f the many materials in the B & W lawsuit in this area.

MR. NORTON: I understand.

THE WITNESS: 1 would even co bewsnd that andé
say 1t's based upon not havinec look2é at anv of those thincs fer

many, many mcnths, includinc even a transcript of testimonv
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that 1 gave at the B & W trial.
MR. KIRSCHBAUM: Do you have the cuestion in mingd?
THE WITNFSS: VYes.
First of all, I woulé like to note on here that
the memo addressed non-shift perscanel. It does not a*tribute
these kinds of problems to the deople that are on shifs.
BY MR. NORTOX:
Correct.

A Second, I would note that 1 recocnize that the
intensity of efforts at TMI-1 were very great. I woulé not %
restrict it to TMI-1. It should be TMI-1 and TMI-2.

The difficulty with the Plant non-shift personnel !
whc had licenses being able to allocate the time as described |
here by Mr. Tsagocaris was inherent in the situation because of!

|

the intensity of the efforts. 1It's because of the @ifficulty !

+

with refle%tinc properly all the various priorities that we
hac someone of the experience and capability of Tsaccaris
in charge of TMI traininag to provide the kind of pressure thatf
this type of memo would provide to be sure that the non-shift f
pecple were meetinc their minimum traininc recuirements and
preferrably doing even more than that as that would obviously
be desirable.

|
{
i
: . |
Q One of our major concerns, and I'r sure that vou can!

|
understand, is that second paracraph there where Mr. Tsaccaris!

says that in certain instances, we, meaninc Met. EE., are not



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

18

19

2]

24

e ———————————

58

meeting NRC gqualification regquirements,
Do you know what he is referrine to there?
A Only what he savs that they are reguired by federa)
law to meet certain reguirements, and in several cases we
do not meet them.
Q Yes?
) My presumption is, Ty expectation at the time, thas
17 people ie.l behiné, fell below the rinimur requirements,
they would not be utilized as licensec operators and the
requalification procram described how to reinstate their
qualification.
So that seeing this, and even with all the effort that
I had gone into relative to the B & W lawsuit ané since thern, ;
I would expect that this does not mean that we were utilizinc
!
these people's licenses when they were deficient in meetinc thé
recuirements. 5
The mechanisms, I think, were in place to flac when
@ person didn't fulfill the recuirements, such that he coulé |
‘
not be used for a license and then what haé to be done in ordek
to restore the effectiveness of his license. That was all
part of the program.

And I think it's the need to do that and getting int

- ————

that situation that I expect Mr. Tsaoccaris is flaccing here,not'

@ situation where we have people utilizinc a license who have !

f
ot fulfillec the prescribed traininc regquirements.
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0 Mr. Tsacgaris did mention, when we spoke with him,

that, I think as a result ©f this memorandum, some licenses
were 'bolled is the term he used.
Is that familiar to you at ali?

A Well, I don't have a recollection of that, bus 1
certairnly would not be surprised. I cuess the only way I
would be surprised is perhaps if it didn'st oCccur sooner
cepencing upcn what the specific history was with the pecple.

O I realize it's been a long time agc, but do you know

the name of the non-shift personnel to whom he is referrinc J

A I'm sure I could name a number of peovle who were
part of TMI-1's organization at that time who had licenses,
but I don't have any specific recollection.

0 That they were the ones involved in not makinc
trainine?

s I have no knowledce of this specific individual

that this memorandum is referrinc to. At least, I have no

recollection of any knowledge of it.
MR. NORTON: Anything in this area?
MR. MATAKAS: No.
BY MR. NORTON: !
Q All right. Let's co back to the report, if 1 may.
The next section we'll be discussinc is entitled,

"Knowledaoe of Relevant Previous Events".
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MR. NORTON: Today is March 8th, 1984, and the
time is 12:58 p.m.
1 am Leo Norton, Investigator, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. 1 am about to interview Mr. Robert
W. Keaten.
Mr. Keaten, do you have any objection to provig-
ing your testimony under oath?
MR. KEATEN: No, I do not.
MR. NORTON: Woulé you raise your right hand,
please?
Whereupon,
ROBZRT WINN KEATEN
is called as a witness angd, havino first been duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. NORTON:
Q Mr. Keaten, for the record, would you please
state your full name and address?
A Robert Winn, W-i-n-n, Keaten, K-e-a-t-e-n, 45
Longridge Road, Parsippany, New Jersey.
I should mention that the mailing address is
Dover.
Q Okay. Mr. Keaten, what is your current posi-

tion?
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A 1 am Director of Engineering Projects for
GPU Nuclear Corporation.

o Mr. Keaten, diA anvone on the Task Force have
Primary responsibility for the operator traininc section
of the report?

2 As 1 believe we've discussed previously, the
training aspects, as they were relevant to the cause of
the accident, were of great interest to several members of
the Task Force. I do not remember that we assigned one
particular member to specialize in trainine,.

Q You mentioned several members of the Task Force.
Do you recall who they would be?

A Myself, for one; Dr. Robert long; ang 1 believe
Mr. Ron Williams was interested in the traininc aspects;
and, one of the persons who assisted in the Task Force,

Mr. Gary Brouchton, as 1 recall, was very interested in
training.

Q Mr. Keaten, Mr. Lex Tsaggaris was in trainine ?
within the GPU organization. Was he -- dicd he take a |
particular interest in the trainine asnect o€ the reoort,
or was he kept off that aspect?

A He certainly was not kept off of it. And, thank
you for reminding me. Yes, Lex was interested in the
traininc aspects because of his background.

The reason 1 overlooked him in the earlier list
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was that he was particularly specializine in the area of
the emergency response to the accident. And so while
during periods when we were discussing training, he was

a very active participant. But his activities outsice of
the meetinc tended to be more concentrated in the emeroency
response area.

Q Would it be fair to say that the investicative

activities of the Task Force, he was more interested in the i--

he was specializinc in emeraency response and dié not
really participate in the investicative aspects of train-
ing?

I3 I think that is probably correct. 1 recall
also that at a point in time I don't exactly remember,
Lex left Metropolitan Edison and went to work for a con-
sultant. This also limited the amount of time that he
was on-site.

And my memory is that his responsibilities were
extensive enough in the emergency response area, that that's
where he spent most of his time except durinc the Task
Force meetings.

Q One point I woulé like to clarify is a July 26t*,
1979 memorandum bearing your signature. I just have a
part of it here. A-.. the subject is Investicative Task
Force Plan of Action, and it had attache” to it approxi-

mately nine or ten sheets, one of which I have with =e,
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bearinc on trainino. Anc, please read® it over.
(The witness is handed ths document by Mr.,

Norton and peruses the document.)

A Yes.
Q The attachment indicates that one of the persons
that specialized in the traininc area -- I think his name

is in parentheses there after that =-- woul” be “r,
Tsaaggaris.

Was this memorandum superseded? How can ycu
explain that?

A I dic not remember this assignment until you
handed me the memo. And, frankly I'm having a hard time
makinc my memory go back that early in the investication.

Q This was approximately three weeks a‘ter it was
forrmally orcanized.

A Yes. 1 think that's richt. The wav yvou des-
cribe this 1s correct. There is a series of action items
associatecd with training aspects, and Mr. Tsaogaris' name
1s shown by these, which would mean that we had mutually
acreed that he would pursue these activities.

My memory 1s that to a large dearee that was

delegated to someone else. And your guestions are helping

my memory. And the very early work that was done in putting

tocether irformation on particularly omerator traininc was

done by Mr. Lance Kittelson.
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Q Could you spell his narme?

A 1 believe it's spelled K-i-t-t-l-e-s-o-n.
Q Is he mentioned?
A He is on the list of participants in that Task

Force report.

Looking at the October 29th, 1979 version of the
report, and looking at the page following the title page
of the report, there is a list of participants. The top
catecory 1s callecd General Participants, and the secongd
name on that list 1s Mr. L. Kittleson. And let me cor-
rect the spelling. K-i-t-t-e-l-s-o-n.

And he is shown as an employee of Metropolitan
Edison.

Q Now, could you go through again what Mr.
Kittelson's participation in the drawing toagether of thre
operator traininc material would have been?

A As with all of the work that originated as a
result of the memo that vnu are referring to, the indivi-
dual involved went off and tried to accumulate information
that provided answers or partial answers to the guestions
that were asked in the memo. And, then at the followinc
meeting of the Task Force, these individuals, whether thev
were members of the Task Force or whether thev were part
of the supportinc staff, reportecd back to the Task Force

on the information that they had been able to put tocether.




In some cases, 1 think there was actually

-~

written material that had been prepared; in other cases,
3 I believe it was just a verbal report. 1In the particular

- case that you are 'sking for related to operator training,

w

my memory is frankly very fuzzy.
But I believe that some of Mr. Kittelson's early
results were associated with the attendance at trainine

classes, the types of training programs that were underwavy.

™

v That's about the depth of my memory on that subiject.
|
They were the types of thinos that we later

pursued in additional detail and in many cases I think

found their way into the Task Force report.

W

be presented in a written fashion, some of it would be
presented in an oral fashion.

Do you recall what was the case with Mr.
Kittelson?

A I don't really recall specifically.

@

| l
|

'3 o Did Mr. Kittelson remain active in this area
. ©f training throuchout? %
A To the best of my memory, his activity sort of ‘
¢ taperec off. It was, I think, the highest very early in f
d the investigation and dropped off at a later time.
. 0 Q Highest shortly after this July 26th memo? ‘
e 2 Yes. %
. 0 You mentioned that some 0f the material wouléd ‘
|
l
:
|
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o) Let me ask you, then, Mr. Keaten, if pr.
Kittelson had provided written reports, would they have
been in your Task Force files?

A 1 would have thought so.

Q Ané they have not come to light during any of
the litigation or any of your research of the files?

A I don't recall having seen them at all durinc
that period in guestion.

Q You are fairly confident that they are not in
your files?

A To the best of my memory, no one has brought
them to my attention. 1 haven't noticed them in goine
through the files. I haven't specifically gone throuch

the file looking for them.

Q Woulé you be willing to do so? Or, have someone
do so?
A Let me ask if this would satisfy your needs?

There is a -- what is supposed to be a very complete index
of what is in those files. 1It is a computerizeé index. It
would be relatively straightforward to go throuch that in-
dex and see if thev are referres to.

0 That would be == I would be more than hanmpv with
that, sure.

E I woulcé be glaé to do that for you.

Q Very good. Thank you. Who was -- let's take &
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brealk.
(The witness, Mr. Keaten, left the roor anc
thereafter shortly returned.)
BY MR. NORTON: (Continuineg)

oy What was Mr. Kittelson's position at the time

in July 19792

I note that he was an employee of -- 1 thin}
was Metropolitan Edison Company?
A He was an emnloyee of Metropolitan Edison, 1

’

believe stationed at Three Mile Island. 1I'm not sure what

his position was.
Q Where is he today? 1s he still with General
Public Utilities?

A I don't know.

(& Okay. Who wrote the first draft of the overator

training section in the report?

) To the best of my memory, I did.

Q At any point, did another author take over that

section of the report?
A Not to my memory. To the best of mv memor:y,

that was -- let me be careful. The sections of the repe

P
¢ a4

that dealt with training -- and there is really more than

one of those -- were sections that tended to be worke:z on

4

we discussed earlier. Ané I don't recall that there vas

by the Task Force as a whole, as part of the meetince th

L= .
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ever a time when a particular infividual waes tol4d to oo
and rework that section.

Q If I understand what you are sayina, there woulsd
be a round table or whatever discussion and the report would
be chanced based upon that where necessary?

A That's right. 1 don't want to rule out the
possibility that someone may have gone off and drafted a
paragraph and brought it back for consideration by the
¢roup as a whole. 1 don't remember one way or another.

I don't remember that we ever assioned a vwrite-
Up on training to any particular individual.

Q I would like to show you a couvle of memorandums
now, Mr. Keaten. We will start with this memorandum datec
April 27, 1976, bearing the sionature of Alexis Tsagcarie,
the subject is Pegualification Procram.

Wny don't you take a minute and reaé it, and ['r
particularly interesteé in the second paracraph?

A (The witness peruses a document handed to hir
by Mr. Norton.)

All right.

Q Mr. Keaten, did this memorandum come to licht
durinc the Task Force investication?

A I don't remember this particular memorandur one
way or another. 1 certainly remember our discussinec some

of the topics that are discussed in this memorandum. But,
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whether 1t was based on this particular memo, 1 just don't

remember.
Q For example, which topics?
3 Well, for example, 1tem 1(A), Poor lesson

Attendance, was one of the topics. I don't remember the
numbers, but 1 remember being told that because of the
relatively poor attendance that the instructors were spend-
inc a large fraction of their time preparinag makeup lesson
packages to be civen to the people who missed.

& And, as best 1 can remember the discussion, it
was a complaint on the part of the instructors that they
felt it was taking more of their time than it shoulé and
perhaps was interfering with some of the other things that
they wouléd have preferred them be doinoc.

0 Now, was this, that particular comment richt
there regarding poor lesson attendance, your exvlanation of
it, is that on the training proaram in ceneral; or, ‘¢
you notice, the subject of this memo is the Recualiifica-
tion Program?

Do you understand what I'm asking you?

A Yes, sir. 1 do. My memory is not that spvecific,

but 1 believe 1 remember it sort of in the cgeneral context
Q Across the board.
A -~ although it was probably different for dif-

ferent parts of the traininec.
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4 Is therc anythinc else about this memorandum
which rines a bell? Any other subject matter?

You already mentioned an inordinate amount of
time before makeup material is returned, I think.

B In Item 2, I notice that Mr. Tsacgaris indicates
that he has written many memos pointing out these problem
areas, and that's consistent with the memory 1 have of the
discussion we had with some of the traininc people, which
salid that theyv had reneatedly, in fact, tried to cet some
attention to what they felt was a problem in this recard.

0 Did you find that during your Task Force in-
vestication if any response was made to these memos?

- My memory is a little fuzzy. I remember being
told thet Metropoli’an Edison had taken some organizational
steps. And I don't remember the details. Theyv haé to do
with where the Training Department reported in to the
organization.

And the sense of the discussions, as I remember
them, was that the reportinc relationship of the Traininc
Department had been chanced in order to try to help promote
the training activities.

That's the only specific response that 1 remerm-
ber.

o) What were the nature of the complaints in the

memos?

1
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A I1'm not sure the extent to which I can remem-
ber the individual memos. 1 actually remember some of
the discussions a little better than I remember the memos.

Q Sure.

A The complaints were one -- the one we just
discussed about what the instructors felt was unreasonably
poor attendance records, and the conseguent demands on
them to prepare makeup packages.

remember comments about what the instructors
perceivecd as lack of attention in the classroom by the
students.

I remember specifically a comment that the
students were interested in being presented material only
1f they felt it would be, or might be, on the NRC licens-
in¢c exam, anc that the students were uninterested in
things which were, they perceived, outside the scope of
the licensing exam.

1 remember fairly extensive discussion on the
part of the Training Department staff that they felt over-
worked, and that they felt additicnal people were really
appropriate to do the job.

1 remember some discussions having to do with
the amount of basic theory that was covered in the licensec
operator training as contrasted to traininc on svecific

eguipment and systems, and the struccle to uncderstand what
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was the right ratio of theory to practical training, anéd
concerns as to whether that was really achieved or not.

Q You mentioned Training staff. Do you recall
any specific individual?

A The person that I remember makinc the arranae-
ments for the discussion with was Mr. Dick Zeckman.

And 1 believe that also Mr. Marshal Beers was
in on the discussion.

I don't think that was everybody, but I don't
remember who else.

Q At this point, Mr. Keaten, I would like to show
you four pages of handwritten notes. In advance, 1 would
like to apolocize for the poor quality of the copy and
also for the great difficulty in readinc the handwritine,
which is not the NRC's fault.

In October of '79 -- 1 can't even make out the
date =-- but I do notice that it mentions that Mr. Zeckman,
a Mr. Beers, and a Mr. McCormick as, if you will, part of
the Training Department. And yourself, Mr. Wallace, Mr.
long and Mr. Williams as, 1 guess, the interviewers.

From what, probably very little that you can
make out of it, does it ring a bell with you?

A (The witness peruses a document handed to him
by Mr. Norton.)

As best 1 can read it, it appears to be notes
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3 taken during a meetino that 1 believe was held between

2 members of the Task Force and representatives from the

3 Training Department. »And this is, 1 believe, the meetinc

. that I was referring to.

5 Q Do you know whose handwriting that is? %
6 £ I can't be absolutely certain, but I think it is

2 very likely that it is Mr. Ron Williams.

. 0 All right’

< 2 And 1 will comment that not only the handwritine

but the general style of note takino is consistent with

“©

what I believe Mr. Williams' normally did in the wav of

N

12 note taking.

|
|
\
\
|
|
|
(

13 (] It seems to be very full, the note taking, 1if

14 you will. i

'8 A Yes. I have always been armazed at his ability

e to get notes that were complete sentences and they flowed.

12 | I think this very likely was one of his orocducts.

‘ 8 | Q Going through the memo, and myself and another | ‘
18 investigator sat down for some time trying to read 1i%t, some ‘
pls of the complaints that came to light, from reading these (
2 notes, are poor attendance, verv poor attendance, the ‘
22 irability of the Training Department, did not have enouah :

|
23 | clout to force people to improve, different priorities for ‘
.4 licensing purposes, and that they had to prepare numerous,
28 what they called care packages, which 1 assume are those ‘
|
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makeup lesson plans.
A Yes.
¢ And that's an example of the issues that were

discussed. Does that jive with your recollection of the
meeting?

A Yes, it does. And some of those items I hacd
already mentioned. And now that you reminé me of another
one, I do specifically remember the discussion coout the,
as you put 1it, lack of clout on the part of the Trainine
Department, ané particular the fact that they didn't have,
Oor at least didn't perceive that they had, the authorityv to
force improved attendance at the training sessions.

0 Did your findings, in your opinion at least,
the findinas that crew out of this meetine, did thev male
it into the report?

And while I'm asking vou that, I woulé like to
show you the final version of the report, the section on
Operator training, and give you a few minutes to read it
before you respond.

2 (The witness peruses document hancded to him by
Mr. Norton.)

I believe this section that you cave me, which
is Section II-B-3, if my memory serves me, and I would say
that, yes, in ceneral, I think most of the items from that

meetinc dicd appear in this section. Anéd I would say further




that they also appeared, 1 think, very specifically in

the Recommendations section which addressed the immediate
upcrading of the Training Department.

Q Fine. 1f we could just spend a minute more on
this issue, could you, just taking this paragraph, point

out the items?

4 A The paragraph really deals with more than one
‘ & type of thina. It first addresses the technical nature of
¢ the training program and the deficiencies that we perceived

o

in the technical material that was covered and the method

by which it was covered. For example, it talks about an

-~

event-oriented approach to casualty events rather than a

'3 symptom-oriented event.
™ It then talked about the lack of trainine on
'3 taking the reactor solid, the lack of training on the

transition to natural circulation, and the lack of trainino/
wher they were presented with a situation that fell outside
of their specific procedures and traininag nrogram.

It then addresses the issue that the trainineo
was ceared primarily toward the NRC licensinc examination.
And we believed, and I think still do, that it was a com-
mon perception at that time that if an operator was able
to pass the licensing examination that he had assirilated

the material that he needed to support safe operz+tion.

In retrospect, when we went back and looked at




it, we challenged that assumption.

? | Then, finally we talked about some of the

3 specific programmatic type problems that we discussed, such
H ¢ as the attendance at the training session, the large numbers

L] of makeup packages, the decrease in formality in the

[ equipment operator training prograr which haé occurred

over the years, and by imnlication whether the resources

' were adeguate or not.

q 9 Q While we are speaking about licensing renewals,

c on the subject of the April '76 memorandum, you will notice

that addresses the regualification program, did the Task

-~

Force come across problems with, let's say, Mr. Colitz,

3 Mr. Herbein or Mr. Miller, keeping their licenses up,

' their senior operators licenses up?

'S A I don't remember any specific problems by name.
e | 1

I do have a vague memory that some of the prohlems that

the traininc people were concerned about were perhaps even

more significant with respect to veople who d4id not nore

mally stand shift than were those who normally did stand

2 shift.,

L33
-~

And this also seems to be referred to in the

memorandum from Mr. Tsaggaris.

23 | Q

Yes, very much so. He mentions, as Mr. Tsacoaris

| calls it, non-shift personnel.

i 3 Right.
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(o) But no specific names came to light?

A There are no specific names that 1 can remember
today. Whether they came to light then, I just don't
know.

Q Do you recall whether there was &ny resolut:or
of the problem back during that time frame, '7¢, '77?

A Acain, I haw » vaoue memory that there mav
have been some steps taken that may have occurred in this
time frame, although I don't remember what they were.

But 1 also remember, at least fror ry perspective,
having been left with the definite perception that these
problems had continued to exist, at least at some leve),
up to the time of the accident.

Q I would like to move on to twoe other memorandums ,
orne == I'm calling them memcrandums, but actually they
are letters of complaint, if you will,

The first one is one written hy My, Larry Noll,
that's N-o-l-1, who worked at Three Mile Island at the time,
and it is dated -~ I don't have a date on this one, but
it would be around June of '77.

50, if you would, take a moment to read that,
please.

~ (The witness reads a document handed to him
by Mr. Norton,)

All right.
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) o First off, did this specific memo come to

2 light durine the Keaten Task Force investigation?

3 A 1 don't recall that I have ever seen this

< befcre.

s Q The subject matter of complaints by the Shift
¢ Supervisors and Shift Foremen havineg to give trainine,

’ does that ring a bell?

- A Yes, it does, to a degree, ring a bell. It

¢ relates to the iter 1 mentioned earlier about the fall
1€ 0ff in the formality of the training proaram for the

auxiliary operators. And now that I see this memo, it

: does trigger a vague memory that there were complaints by

'3 the Shift Supervisors and Shift Foremen that they really
‘4 ¢idn't have the time to do this trainine on shift in the
18 way that apparently it had been done at one time.

) 0 And that, to some degree, is reflected in the
’ report where it speaks about certain aspects of the

e | training of auxiliary operators?

9 » Right,

x 0 But you don't believe that ynu've ever seen

‘ that specific complaint, letter-complaint or memorandur,
i before?

7’, A 1 don't recall it. And there is one phrase in |

here that makes me think I would probably remember it.

‘e 0 Which is?
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A where the author says "ané I'm not @oina to
fake it anymore like other shifts do."

¢ Yeah. Explain yourself there, if you would,
how that would attract your attention.

3 1 would have been personally very disturbed at
the implication that people were faking anything as
important as training. And, to be honest, I will have to
say that during this period of time we were finding a
lot of things that we didn't like very well. A&nd I trink
vou only have to read the Task Force report to see that.

1 would be surorised if 1 had become aware of
this and had not remembered it.

(] At any time durinc the Task Force investica-
tion, did you come across any information concernine will=
ful violations of Federal requirements in the trairino
area’?

A As part of the Task Force investications, |
don't recall any such items. It's a little difficult for
me because of things that happened since then.

For examnle, 1 became aware of the situation
with the Unit 2 Operation Suvervisor who submitted some
take-home test results that later turned out he had not
prepared. That did not come out as part of the Task Force
investigation, but we became aware of it.

Q All right., Excluding == let me exclude fror
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my question those items which are known to have been

Caused investigations, those items that have not come to
light thus far.

A I do not remember that we ever came across any-
thing that has not come to light. And, as 1 said, in
general, we found out about them after the fact, because

that wisn't the focus of our investiocation.

Q Let me have you read a memorandum or complaint
letter, which could be called either, prepared June 17,

1977 by Mr. Theodore Book, who was also a Shift Supervisor,

at Three Mile Island.
Take a couple of minutes there.

A All right.

0 It's three pages lonc. You may reac the cover
sheet, if you wish, too.

A (The witness reads a céocument handed to him
by Mr. Norton.)

All right.

0 Mr. Keaten, I would like to direct your atten-
tion to the last sentence of the second full paragranh on
the second pace, which reads as follows: Many times more
hours are documented than were actually used for trairninc.

Did the Task Force come across any instances
cf faleified memer vork in the traininc area?

A Not that I recall, nor do I recall that ve ever
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actually went in and looked at individual records of the
number of hours somebody spent on something.

We were looking at trainine in a somewhat larcer
perspective than that. We did cover some of the iteme in
this memo, particularly the fact that the refresher train-
ing in the emergency procedures really consisted of read-
inc throuch the procedures. And in the Task Force report,
we complained about this as not being a very satisfactory
method, in our opinion, to accomplish the refresher trair-
ino.

But on the subject of the exact number of
hours that someone did or did not spend on it, no. 1
don't think we ever investigated that.

Q So, your investigation was more alonc the lines
of interviews with penprle who were resvonsible for train-
ing?

A That's correct, plus the time that we spent*
interviewing the Operations Staff themselves an” talkinc
about their perception of the training.

Q It wasn't -~ let's use the terx audit -- it
wasn't an audit of the Traininc Department's records and
files?

A It absolutely was not an audéit. That's an
excellent way of outtinc it, as a matter of fact.

Recall that the charter nf the Task Force was
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not to go do a general investigation of trainine. Wwe got
into our interest in training because of our charter to
understand the factors that led the operators to take the
correct -- incorrect actions on the morning of March the
28th.

So, we were interested in whether trainins rmight
have been technically deficient or deficient procrammatical-
ly in the sense that had the training been better in these
recards it might have prevented the accident.

We were not interesteéd in gettinc in and audit-
ing the training program and generally worrying about
whether it met some defined set of regquirements.

Q Somewhat perhaps redundant, but let me ask 1t
again anyway. Did the Task Force develop any information
which you would have consicered reportable to the NRC?

Reportable in the sense of beinc an iter of
noncompliance or a violation?

A We, to my memory, never came across anythine
that we discussed as being reportable. As we talked about,
durine the earlier interviews, the reportability wasn't the
focus of our investigation. We were really investicatinc
from the perception of how we felt we ought to do business.

Certainly, if we had come across somethinc and
had been aware that it was reportable, 1 believe we would

have responded. 1 think there were several peovle on the




2¢€

Task Force that wou.d have known the importance of

responc-
2 ing to that.
3 I don't recall that any such item ever arose.
¢ Q In summary then, did you uncover any information
5 that there was a failure to meet training reguirements and |
¢ that fact not being reported to the NPRC?
|
7 A Other than the one or two cases we discussed i
€ earlier that later became public.knowﬂedge s 1
q 9 Q Which were not really developed by the Task i
e Force. ‘
" A == which were not develoned by the Task Force,
; ‘2 that's correct. 1 don't remember that that was what we
i
13 came to understand. |

The understanding that 1 remember gaininc out

of all of the discussions was rather that the training

o

program was meeting the reguirements, and that the opera-
tors were passing the NRC exams ané still had been left

‘ '8 | in a situation where they were really unpreparecé to

O

respond to the accident.

\

\
2 0 Because they were beinc trained to vass the

|

? exam?

22 ’ Ancd because the exams themselves were de‘icient
23 in the knowledge that they reguired the operators to have.
24 0 Did you come across anv violations of internal

|
traininc procedures such that thev wouléd have constituted
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items of noncompliance?

3 I'm not sure that we ever asked the guestion,or
rece. ved an answer, that was in that format. For examnle,
I don't know what internal reguirements there micht have
been regarding what was an acceptable level o0¢ attenlance
at traininc sessions.

We didn't ask the guestion, because ‘rom the
perception of the Task Force, thirty or forty percent was
clearly not acceptable. So, acain, we didn't really try
to audit it acainst reguirements, but were rather trvine
to evaluate it acainst what we thought was technically
adecuate.

0 Was the Task Force at any time prevented from
looking in any area of traininc that it wanted to look
at?

A No, not at all. 1In fact, where we wanted to
exrlore something, we were alwavs given comolete coopera-
tion.

Q In the previous interview, you already explained
how reference to the Roddis Committee as not beinc a curtail-
ment of the Task Force activity; am I correct?

I Yes, that's absolutely correct. 1In some cases,
those two activities overlapped a little bit. But the
Roddis Committee was going much more deeply into certain

aspects of training than the Task Force felt that i* wae
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necessary to fullfil our charter. And we were happy to
let the Roddis Committee do that.

Also, as we talked about last time, durine this
period there were also other investigations of traininc
that were goinc on, which we were aware of. And, so we
went into the training only to the extent that we felt it
fell within our charter of trying to understand of why the

accident occurred.

0 That answers the guestions that I wanted to ask
you. 1Is there anythinc you wish to adé in this area of
training today?

Would you like a couple of minutes to consider ==

IS I don't think I have very much to add. 1 do
recall at the time that we had the meetino with Mr. Zeckman,
et al, which we discussed a few minutes aco, the point was
made that the training staff size was alreacdy being in-
creased at that point in time. And 1 remember that 1, at
least, felt that that was a step in the right direction.

And certainly in the recommendations that were
ceveloped by the Task Force, there were several of them
that are very directly related toward training, both in
terms of resources, in terms of the structure of the train-
ing program, in terms of the needs of the training program,
tc have technical information fed into it, to provide the

basis for the training, and for the traininc procram to
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audit itself to make sure that it was really accomnlicgh-

inc what it was supposed to accomplish.

0 Mr. Keaten, did you appear here today volun-
tarily?

IS Yesi, 1 did.

Q Dic you appear here without counsel on your

own decision?
A Yes, I did.
MFE. NOPRTON: Mr. Keaten, thank you very much
for your time. This concludes the interviey.
MR. KEATEN: You are very welcome.
(Whereupon, the interview is concluded at

1:47 p.m., this same day.)
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lasdoquats operator tralsing vas tlasrly ose of the meat Lapertane
fartors suled woncributed to the accidest. T™he tralming progras
bas luded tlasarvea work, Mandi-wn slaulster tralaing, ond Lo=plass
revievs and drille. The progras coveresd dech sermal sperations asd
Sasualty vaspense. Dis *7alsing vas {asdequats, Yovever, te
ensble the sperators o bandla €S situatios thay faced ca tha
serning of Nared 23.

Do fondasental covcept of the tralaiag program vas to focws os
single, separable sictuatiens. Tralning (s carsalcy msponse
required that Che eparater recogaize the sywptoms associsted wiza
predalioed single casualty evencs, and relacs thase sywptoms Lo &
mecific smargency Procedurs which weuld fovars the raspeonss.
Diare vas no considaracion of mltiple failures wizh & potencial
for sontlicting or dlocracting sywptoms. The evests es March 28
resuited La & walque sat of syuptons vhich did set torrespind t
axy simgle sct s the tralsing program. 1o addities, as dlscnased
4bove, the training program: had saphasized the type of LOCA whies
reoules Lo loss of becd resctor coslant systam pressuse suk pras~
surizer lewl, with pressurs dropping to & fov Dusdred pei. 1a
fact, the sywptams from the sccidest wers that reacier ceelant
systen presoars dropped enly te the saturatios prassure (abewt 1400

:.:Luuuu,) and pressuriser level rese rathar thas contisming te
2 :

Other aspects of the tralaing alse concriluted to the probles. The
B mactor eperating philesephy Lo ssver to Lake the plant solld
axcept lor Wydrestatic tast. Altheugh Zhary are advantages te thls
appreach, Lt vresultad Ln lack of amperionce la takiag the plaas
selid. Tralsiag Locluded se discussion of condicions under which
solld eparacion might be desirable or secessary. la fact, takiag
Ehe plant selid weuld bave been 2 violstios of the techulcal speci~
fications as wmll as sevaral eperaciag precedures. DThe situacios
was compounded by the Lacapabilicy of the MV siselater te siamlats
solid plant eparstions and la foct, the simulateor emmputar program
becane wastable whan the preseurizer went selid. The met effect
was sertaialy to eondinion the eperstors agsinsc selld plast epars-
tiss.

The traisisg program alse plachd 1lctle ewpbasis on the trassizies
te satursl clrenlation. S0 far as the task foree has found, charn
was 8o slmmlater tralaing Lo satwral circulotion, end the saly
mation of It was La reviev of emergency procedarss. Dhare ppesrs
€8 have been oo cxperiesce La eperating e plant Ls this mede.

Fisally, the eparastors bad set beas trained s hewv te respond te &
situstion which fall eutside the specific casmaltioes they had
studied. Us particular, thers was o training which stressed che
lapertasce of focusing on prasalecied key plead parameters Lo sech
4 case Ls order o decamaise the basic comiition of the plase.
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Cives tals Lloeh of eraining, the aboesce of tae SYmptons the
operator bad bean traloed to rescpuise a: Indioatiog o WOCA, and
Ebe pavtaption by the operators Bhat the mescior evelant systen
vater Loventory vae (oervasing coupled wity 4 tonacions or
Subuonstions oriontacion agalnst selid plag: Seracion, e fallure
tr malncals full R22 flov [0 wndarscandable,

A more basic (ovee Lo that treinlng vas geared primarily te Lasure
Ehe oparators vould attais and malatals g3 eparating liceasse. Dis
e basad on Che sasusption Chat the Licansing process reflected
the Tnoviedge required for sale speration e basie treising
docwments =20 the plast procedures, vich much less smphssis on
tachalcal (nformation sueh 40 cootalond La tae AL, Classrves
tralaisg (s mmargency procedures, for enampls, erusisted of thae
Lastrector reading the procedurs te tae €lase and aladoratiag on
Ehe arvas be baliaved Luportast. Ou~tie=job reviev likevies con~
slated o2 the eperacor resding on assizaed sac of procaduree amd
taking & tlaseroon examisation on thes. T, vas seusistent wich
Ehe ewphasis on the licensing procass, simes examisers focused on
precedural compliance and vardatia kaowledge of lamedlace sction
Statements. s recr apect, tAls approcch did soc eneure o taereugd
‘-‘nncnﬂq of basle plant resposse under 4 wide waristy of con~
Lisus.

 The gesaral veviow of the tralnleg progras revaaled other vaak~

masas. The staff Lo the tralsing department had shrest is recone
years. Actemdamce ot tralolag «lasses had dropped below 302, valed
trigzerad ames frow the :ulotu d"zn-u L8 tha operations
department. It alss requised the trais rTaent e ™
large mmbears of uuq':uun Mn.‘.ﬁ‘c‘numd t:"l::
Lastraccors spending sigalficant amowncs of time os papervers amd
lass tiae oo lassen preparation. Carsala aspects of tralalag wich
bad been wtilised proviewsly, ‘weh as progressive furmal cartifi~
eation of suxillary operstars, nad baes drepped. Purther Lawascie
Bation Ls meeded to address the required tralaiag reseurces, the
Seed Lo empand the pregras 40 covar snre of the plast asd swppert
stalls, and wpecial trainieg sewds for other aembers of e
eovzanization. This Lawestigation ws desnsd to fall sutside the
:un of .cotut Torce activitias, and s belag pursued by ethars
L “‘o .

Esevisdye of Malevapt Previess Evests

Dhe mclaar industry has ploced Lasdequate emphasis on lasuring
that {aformacion frem sigaiflcast safecy securresces at s parti~
eular snzlear station are waderstoed and videly dlssaminated o
fxprowe the eparatios ot 4ll sweclesr stacions. D prier svest
Seat relavast Lo the DI trassient wvas & sinilar traseiant vhich
sceurred ot Davis~Basse, La which & steck opan FOX7 rasuited ia
similar sywptons te Chese obsarved at DX and went sarvcegniand by
the eperator a0 Indication of & mmall break LOCA for over 20 sia-
wtes. Ascording to published testinowy (Ref. 7) che techalcal
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Ve sursll Fecommendscion {4 for an upgraded fiandard of perfomence

for all ampecis of tae Buclear Telated operstion. This requires tve
significant chacsges.

Lo lasersased rescurces am requlred at the vorking lewe] teo swppore
Mecillec ebanges discussed dalov. Tois may e accowpliches at
least Lo pars ¥y {aprovieg tie efficiency of the total epeatation,
Yt nry alse require added resourses. Tis E3ange in resourse
Touiremsests aad allocation sdould be mgarded 40 4 contiming aeed.

3. Rev standards of personnal perfomance are required at all lewels
is the plast erganizaclon Dis requires tdat falr and realistic
St strict standards be sat, communicated and ezlarced on 4
eonzisuing basis.

The remponsidilicias for che sa’e and reliadble operacion of the sai:
WAL be commucicated te and muderstood by cach individual sesociated
with the sait. Everyone sust saderstand that Sasagement will do {ta
part Lo making surs that Adeguate rasourtes arw available as the workiasg
level, and that sact mesber of the erganization s expecied to do uis or
bar part Qs emsuring that these resourtes ars effectively asd officienc~
1y stillised.

ecific Recommends

Lo 4 compredensive atudy of trafalag seeds should be conducied cover=
fag all arvas of the orgsaization includlag eperations, suinze~
Basce, Baaltd pbysics, quality atsurasse, and plase scall, and all
lavalsr of parsocnal iscluding techeiciana, exgiseers, spervisers
and mdnszeaent. The result of tiis stady should de used to nodify
3¢ trainieg pregram.

De revised prograa should be struetured to the groups that It will
trais. Operators should ba tralsed te recognize sbocmmal plass
response, €0 identily sccidest ciuses from the diverse data sources
available to thewm, snd thas te apply their plamt kasovledge and wae
procadurei effactively te corrvet fhe cendition. Supervisers
should be trained ts evaluate information aad to make the dacisions .
E2at mrult la proper action during carsalty situations. ey wust
alse ba traised la setSods of adzialatering the plant te lasure
EMAt operators arw alvays svars of system and equipmest status and
4re preparad to respond to aboormal situwations. The plan: esgi-
Baerizg #t2f! wuat be traised iz plast eperatisns se hat they are
betier equipped to apply their kmowledge to support the sperstions
seaf? La arwar of (a) procedure writisg, reviev and izplesenzazion;
(%) eperations ruviev; and (e) evalostiag and advisiang durisg
shmorzal plast condizions. .
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e operstor tralaleg progran sheuld be carsfully reviewsd to en~

\ sury that all eparations which ighc da required wader ssergecey
condicions are covered la 234 program, detd (5 classsooe tralning
Snd ac the simulater. Specific eperations waler sust be addad te
those praviously covared (s the tralalag progras {sclude conditions
snder which the plast sdould de takes solld, weidods lor oparating -
the plact vhewn solid, trezsitios ta satural cireulation and epera~
ties wader satural cirzalation addicion, t3e traisi:: prograa
sBould mpecifically lastruct the sperster La hov e respond Lo &
plant condicion which doas sot Appear te de tovared by the pra~
dafised evants empdasiszed L3 8¢ traizieg program. It should
foclede: techniques for dlagaosiag t3e Prodles or prodless; waled
plant parmmetars to focus on to Lasure basic salety; matdods te be
Shed to brizg addizional techaical reseurzes te bear oo the prob-
lem; and the sutdoricy aad responaibility of ohe eperacing stalf te
doviats from provisns directions vBes required co respond to
salorvseen situacions. :

PUPRTETPCSRrrT Py U vae ey

{ A gesaral reviev of e upgraded tralning program should de per~
for= 1 by an lodepandanc ETOUp Lo easurw Chat the entire spectiTum
1 of trainiag seeds is being addrassed. Ravievs of tie uppadad
trainiag program vhich are complecad (nclude (1) the Ad=Moc Ad~
visory Committens on Pvzsonnel Selectios & Training and Meo-fachiog
1 Iazeriace b Communications, (2) the Peams Scate Pedagogical Raviaw
Commiztes and (1) che NIe] Oparater Sraiaing leviev Committan.
ls addition, plast macagenmes: should require independent periedice
A3sass3ents Lo evaluate training effectivenass (a2 satislylag the
\ ascadlisked needs of the progras.

_ ‘ . Sater stasdiog asd sRif: tursewer praczices should be vpgraded.

Vated statlon rspensidilizles sheull be elearly defised. Tomil
procadures Lo aasure eparator avatesess of the plazt status thould
4 be eritizally reviewved and revised to provide as efficient Lote=
Frated and masagesdle method for obtaining and controlling 5lant
statas. Ivaluation of eperster evarsecess by rech techolquer at
reodon, soscsounced checks (alartaess drills) vould alse de wae
ful., Wateh stasding communications should be formalized and

] stiliszed unilfommly.

3. The emargescy eperating procedures should be completaly revised.

' The baric mpprosct should be Sierarenial rerponse o all casualzy

conditions, te ensury that the basic suclear salety saeds are sar~
Lafiad bafors addressing equipment protection and recovery sctivie
! tles. 4 geseval diagsestic precedurs sbould de devaloped to facil~
; leace idaszificarion of spplicadle esargency procedures asd te

asnist in denling with meltiple casvalzios. Specilic pracedurns

1 coveriag particular sccident coeditions would 2San e wsed for
losger tama recownry.

4 The (atest of the actions vequired by 4 pricedure sdould e clearly
endavstandable to the wser and the tecioical Sesls should be
Ehorsugtly amphasized Lo the traisisg progras. 4 pracedury sheuld
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Report No. 1-84-004

REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On March 9, 1984 at 1:00 p.m., Mr. Richard ZECHMAN was interviewed by 0I:RI]
Investigator R. Keith Christopher. The interview took piace at the Three
Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station iraining Facility in Middletown, PA.

fr. ZECHMA!L stated that he is currently the Technician Training Manager for
Three Mile Island and has responsibility in the areas of maintenance training,
chemistry technician training and also has subordinate responsibilities for
the rad wast training. He clarified that he has no responsibilities in the
. ares of licensed operator training. ZECHMAN continued that he has held the
above position since August 1980. He said that prior to holding this position,
he was the Supervisor of Training at TMI but during that time period, was more
actively invoived in undergoing license training rather than actually filling
the position. He said that he replaced Alexis TSAGGARIS in this position in

I approximately Hovember 1977,

ZECHMAN was allowed to review a memorandum dated April 27, 1976, from A.
TSAGGARIS to Jack HERBEIN, Joe COLITZ and Gary MILLER on the subject of the
"Requalification Program.” ZECHMAN stated that he had no personal knowledge
@s to the contents of the memorandum and no knowledge as to the actual basis
for TSAGGARIS putting the identified weaknesses in writing. He said it was
. his recollection that there was generally a problem with the non-shift licensed
personnel in their attendance of training, but he could be no more specific
than that. He stated that it was his recollection that some of the non-shift
licensed personnel included Charlie HARTMAN, Joe CCLITZ, Gary MILLER and
Jack HEREEIN. He was unclear as to whether or not this 1ist also included
Jim FLOYD and Mike ROSS, the Unit Operations Supervisors at the time. ZECHMAN
also stated that, to the best of 'iis recollection, the non-shift 1icensed
personnel gave up or were in the process of giving up their licenses around
the time period of this memorandum because of the difficulties that were
being encountered in getting the requalification training time in,

ZECHMAN continued that he did not know what specific requirements TSAGGARIS
. was referring to in his memorandum and said ne dic¢ not know which individuals

(1)




1-84-004

were supposedly not meeting their training requirements. Additionally,
ZECHMAN stated that he was not aware of what managament response was made to
this memorandum; however, during the course of the interview, he had his
files reviewed and provided this investigator with a document that may have
been in response to the TSAGGARIS memorandum. This memorandum dated July 16,
1876, from Joe COLITZ and Gary MILLER to all licensed operators addresses
attendance to training sessions by non-shift licensed personnel. ZECHMAN
@lso continued that he saw no relation between this memorandum from TSAGGARIS
and the so-called (NOLL) and (BOOK) memorandums. Further, he said that he
recalled no discussions on a management level regarding these particular
weaknesses or as to what thould be done to correct them.

ZECHMAN specifically stated that he had no knowledge of any actual non-
compliances in the area of training and was aware of no instance in which a
non-compliance was identified and management made a decision to conceal the
non-compliance from the NRC. He further stated that since his time of employ-
ment with the company, management has never attempted to discourage him from
identifying and reporting deficiences and/or non-compliances.

With regard to the KEATON investigation, ZECHMAN stated that he was not a
member of that task force but was interviewed by the task force regarding the
training department and problems identified within the training department.
He seid that at the time he was interviewed by the KEATON task force, he does
not recall being aware of non-compliances that were identified to the KEATON
task force that were not reported to the NRC. Me said his discussions with
the KEATON task force generally discussed the deficiences in the training
department that have been identified in numerous other investigations since
that time. He further stated that he did not have any knowledge as to the
impact or lack thereof of the subject memorandum from TSAGGARIS on the

actual preparation of the training portion of the KEATON investigation
report.

He concluded that he was not aware of any willful violations of training
requirements during this time period nor was he aware of any management

individual who was involved in the concealmert of such violations.




1-84-004

' This interview terminated at 2:15 p.m. and was formally recorded at 4:00 p.m.
on March 9, 1984,

. Keith Christopher, Director
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region |

2 Mj) .' s/ .,/
Reported by: //{u_{_//( (AT 1:'/ 4 W,///-/,/).



METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY MEMORANDUM DATED JUNE 10, 1976
FROM J. J. COLITZ AND G. P. MILLER TO LICENSED OPERATORS
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW OF JOSEPH J. COLITZ
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Report No. 1-84-004

REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On March €, 1984, Joseph J. COLITZ, Plant Engineering Director, Three Mile
Island (TMI), General Public Utilities (GPU) Nuclear Corporation, was
interviewed at TMI by the reporting investigator. The interview began at
arproximately 10:00 a.m. and ended at approximately 10:40 a.m. Mr. coLITz,
after being duly sworn, stated substantially as follows:

COLITZ nhas been employed within the GPU organization since 1963 and was
Superintendent of Unit ] at TMI from early 1975 until the first quarter of
1977. COLITZ could not specifically recall the April 27, 1976 memorandum
written by Alexis TSAGGARIS but did recall TSAGGARIS raising the issue of
attendance by non-shift personnel in the requalification program. COLITZ

had searched for but was unable to locate in his personal files any follow-up
correspondence to this memorandum.

COLITZ stated that at the time this memorandum was written he was working 70
to 80 hours per week at TMI and filt that it would have been impossible to
absent himself from his normal duties for one week out of every six in order
to attend training sessions. COLITZ tried to keep up with the requalification
program by studying the make-up lesson plans. Even this self Study course,
however, had to assume a lower priority than a plant superintendent's normal
duties. COLITZ frequently found that he had not completed one lesson plan
before the next one arrived.

Shortly after TSAGGARIS raised the issue addressed in the memorandum, COLITZ
decided that he would not seek to renew his operator's license. COLITZ
thought that the obtaining of a license was a good idea in order to force a
person to learn the unit but saw no further purpose for him to keep the
license. COLITZ felt that, even if TSAGGARIS had not raised the issue, he
would probably have talked to Jack HERBEIN about not continuing to maintain
the license since it would serve no further purpose. COLITZ was reasonably
certain that the circumstances he had Just described also applied to HERBEIN
and Gary MILLER, the other addressees of the memorandum, COLITZ believes
that both HERBEIK and MILLER decided not to maintain their licenses.

(1)
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COLITI was not aware of any viclation of federa) regulations in the
requalification program. COLITZ had not previously seen either the June 17,
1877 letter written by Theodore BOOK or the July 8, 1977 letter written by
Larry NOLL. COLITZ did not take part in resolving these complaints since
he had zlready left TM] when the letters were written.

End of Results of Interview.

Reported by:

JNorton, Investigator
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region I



REPORT OF INTERVIEW OF JOMN G. HERBEIN
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heport No, 1=84-004

KEPORT OF INTERVIEW

Un March 17, 1984, John G, MERBELIN was interviewed in the presence of his
attorney, 'ames B. Burns, by OL:RI Investigator Leo J. Norton. The interview,
wiiich was held Lu the Towne Manor Motel in Johnstown, PA, began at
approvimetely 10:15 a.m. and ended at approximately 11:30 a.m. After being
du.y sworn, HERBEIN stated substantially as follows:

SWERBEIN is currently the Vice President, Station Operations for the
Fernsylvanic Flectric Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of General Publie
Ueilities Corporation (CPU). HERBLIN, who was initially employed within the
GPL organizetion in September 1967, was Vice President ~Generation for
hetropositan Edison Company from June 1977 to August 1979,

After revieving a memorandus dated April 27, 1976 written by Alexis TSAGGARIS
concerning the regualification program, HERBEIN did not recall the memorandum
itself or having ciscussed the substance of the memorandum with TSAGGARLS.
UEEBEIN, whe st the time of the memorandum was the station manager at Three
File Islanc, held & senior reactor cperator's license frowm approximatsly March
73 untd) corly 1977, HERBEIN did not seek to maintain the license after
1977 bucaure of the demands of his other duties and because he no longer
needed the license. HELBEIN does not remember discussions regarding a
vecision te allow COLITL' license to lapse although he acknowledges the
subject probably would have been discussed with hism prior to sueh a decision,

Since he has no recollection of TSAGGARIS' memorandum, MERBEIN does not
remenbe . what, if any, corrective actions wore taken in response to the
menorandum. In preparation for this interview, however, BURNS discovered in
NEREFIN's files & wmemorandus (copy attached) dated June 10, 1976 wigned by
COLITE and Gary MILLER covering "The Operator Requalification Program. "
Although he Las no specific memory that this memorandum was prepa.ed in
response Lo the TSAGCARIS memorandum, MERBEIN stated that the COLITZ mnd

ol)



Report No, 1-B4~004

MILLER memcrandun addiesses the points raisec in the TSAGGARIS memoraundum.
WFFLLIN thiass chat the TEAGGARLS memorandum was addressed to himself, COLITZ
and MILLEM necause of their managerial responsibilities and not because they
vere Laiiing behind in the requalification program training.

HERRFIN viated that e had no involvement in resolving the issues raised in
elther the memorandum written by T, L, BOUE in June 1977 or the sesorandum
writien by Larry MOLL dn July %77, HERBEIN said that he had not previously
Suen the NOLL memorandur and that he had only heard of the MOOK memorandum
from his attorrey during the GPU v, Babcock & Wilcox litigation,

NERBEIMN wau not avare of any willful vielations of federal regulations in the
Lreaning program during this time pariod. MNFRBEIN stated that there was never
ANy prassure eaxerted cn him to ignore training req . irements but rather that
Ehere was management prossvre to comply with the federal regulations on
fredning.  WERELLN said that ™ had designed the training program to meet the
requirements of 10 CFF 55 and that they had interacted with NAC
“Epresentatives In order to ensure that the program met these requirements.
FERBEIN steted that the cverall attitude towsrd training vas “we wanted teo do
it righe ™

Thin rerert of interview was wvritten on March 14, 1984,

Reported by

Leo J, Norton
Oftiee of Invesrigations
Field Offtee, Region |
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW OF GARY P. MILLER
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Report No. 1-84-ND4

REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On March 20, 1984, Gary Paul MILLER was interviewed in the presence of his
attorrey, Michael w. MAUPIN, by OI:RI Investigators Barry R. LETTS and Leo J.
NOFTON. The interview, which was held in the offices of the Metropolitan
Ec‘son Company in Reading, PA, began at approximately 9:00 a.m. and ended at
epproximately 9:50 a.m. After being duly sworn, MILLER stated substantially
as follows:

MILLER is currently the Director of Operations-Generation for Metropolitan
Edisor. In April 1676, MILLER was the Superintendent of Unit 2 at Three Mile
Island (TMI).

Ffter reviewing a memorandum dated April 27, 1976 written by Alexis TSAGGARIS
concerning the requalification program, MILLER had a general recollection of
the subject matter of the memorandum. At the time of the memorandum, no one
was 'icensed on Unit 2, but MILLER stated that a few Unit 2 emplovees were
Ticensed on Unit 1., MILLER mentioned FLOYD, SEELINGER and possibly George
KUNDEF as individuals assigned to Unit 2 who had Unit 1 licenses. MILLER
stated that he had obtained 2 Unit 1 operator's license probably in January
167€ but that he had never exercised the license. MILLER explained that, a+t
the time, there was an internz] administrative requirement for a unit
superintendent to obtain an operating license. MILLER said that approximately
€ months after he had obtained the licerse, Jack HERBEIN, the ctation manager
at TMI, wrote a memorandum to the effect that MILLER should no longer consider
his license valid. According to MILLER, HERBEIN did not want MILLER takinc
the time from his norme] duties which would have been required to maintain the
Ticense. MILLER believed that the TSAGGARIS memorandum had been primarily
directed at Unit 1 licensed individuals and did recall some discussion of
allowing certain licenses to lapse but believed that these discussions did not
involve Unit 2 employees. Miller did not recall the names of the individuals
whose licenses were being discussed.



Although he had no specific recollection of all the steps taken in respunse to
the TSAGGARIS memorardum, MILLER said it was most Tikely that HERBEIN would
have directed MILLEP and Joe COLITZ, the Unit 1 Superintendent, to get
together with TSAGGARIS to determine what was necessary to correct the
problems identified ir the memorandum. MILLER reviewed 2 memorandum dated
June 10, 197€ signed by himself an¢ COLITZ on the subject of the
recuelification program. MILLEP stated that this memorandum was written in
response to the TSAGGARIS memorandum and that there was probably some response
to the TSAGGARIS memorandum prior to June 10, 1976. MILLER pointed out that
the initials in the authorship portion of the June 1976 memorandum indicated
that TSAGGARIS had assisted MILLER and COLITZ in drafting this memorandum.
MILLER speculated that the June memorandum was reissued on July 9, 1976 in
order to reemphasize the importance of meeting training requirements.

70 the best of MILLER'S knowledge, TSAGGARIS was not referring to any actua)l
viclations of NRC reaquirements but rather was warning individuals that they
were in danger of falling behind the annual internal training requirements,
MILLER said that, since TSAGGARIS had the authority to de so, TSAGGARIS would
have issued suspensions of licenses for actual failure to meet training
requirements rather thar just sending a warning memorandum.

MILLER stated that he had no involvement in resolving the issues raised in
efther the memorandur written by Theodore L. BOOK in June 1977 or the
memorandum written by Larry NOLL in July 1977. MILLER stated that he had
never seen the NOLL memcrandur prior to preparing for this interview and that
he probably didn't become involved in the BOOK matter because the Station
Manager, Jim O'HANLON, was handling it. Other than the matter irvolving James
FLOYD, MILLER was not aware of any willful violations of training requirements
or any feilure to report such violations to the NRC. MILLER was not
questioned concerning the FLOYD matter.

(2)



This report of interview was written on March 21, 1984,

7 »H7 »
: %‘,t;
Peported by: /)’
. «. Norton, Investigator

Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region I

P
Witnessed by:<‘LF)L o1 ]A

B. K, letts, Investigator
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region 1
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Report No. 1-84-004

REPORT OF INTERVIEW

On March 20, 1984, Ronald L. WILLIAMS was interviewed by OI:RI Investigators
Barry R. LETTS and Leo J. NORTON in the offices of EBASCO Incorporated, World
Trade Center, New York City, NY. The interview began at approximately 2:00
p.m. and ended at approximately 2:45 p.m. After being duly sworn, WILLIAMS
stated substantially as follows:

WILLIAMS was a Senior Consultant for General Public Utilities (GPU) durina the
time he was assigned to the KEATEN task force. WILLIAMS left GPU at the end
of February 1980. WILLIAMS' primary assignments on the task force were to
review the effectiveness of operating procedures in dealing with the accident
on March 28, 1979 and determining the paths of radiation leaks following the
accident.

After reviewing a memorandum dated April 27, 1976 written by Alexis TSAGGARIS
concerning the requalification program, WILLIAMS did not recall the memorandum
ftself or the subject matter of the memorandum having been discussed at task
force meetings. WILLIAMS had not seen either the memorandum written by T. L.
BOOK in June 1977 or the memorandum written by Larry NOLL in July 1977.

WILLIAMS explained that he did not have much involvement in the training
aspects of the KEATEN investigation and, in fact, his involvement may have
been 1imited to attending the one interview with members of the training
department staff on October 18, 1979. WILLIAMS thought that Robert XEATEN was
the principal person on the task force involved in looking at the training
area.

During the interview, WILLIAMS reviewed his four pages of handwritten notes of
the October 18, 1979 meeting and compared the contents of the notes with the
"Operator Training" and "Recommendations" sections of the final KEATEN task
force report dated December 15, 1980. WILLIAMS said that the information
contained in his notes was "reasonably" reflected in the KEATEN report.
WILLIAMS stated that the notes of the October 18, 1979 meeting reflected only



the views of the training department staff and did not take into account the
operations department's views of training. As an example, WILLIAMS said that
the training department was in favor of more classroom instruction, whereas,
the operations department saw more value in on the job training in the area of
procedural review,

WILLIAMS was not aware of the discovery of any willful violations of federal
regulations in the training program during the task force investigation.

This report of interview was written on March 22, 1984,

Reported by: :,4{,5’ / %ﬁ"
eo

. Norton, Investigator
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region I

Witness: Al«q/ﬂ%
Barry R] Letts, Investigator

Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region I




FOUR PAGES, HANDWRITTEN NOTES OF RONALD L. WILLIAMS FROM AN
INVESTIGATIVE TASK FORCE INTERVIEW ON OCTOBER 18, 1979

Exhibit (15)
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Enforcement Action

Deficiencies
A. 76-19-01

Contrary to 10 CFR 20.203(b) and Health Physics Procedure 1610, a
sdiation Area was incorrectly posted as a High Radiation Area.
(Detail 4.b(2))

B. 76-19-02

Contrary to Technical Specification 6.8.1 and Administrative Procedure
1013, two lifted leads had been replaced without making the required
log entries. Although identified by the licensee, no corrective
action to prevent recurrence had been defined or taken. (Detail
¢«.a(3))

Licensee Action on Previously ldentified Enforcement Items

’ Not inspected.

Design Changes

None reported.

gnusual Occurrences

None identified.

ther Significant Findings

A. Current Findings

7 Acceptable Areas

(These are items which were reviewed on a sampling basis and
findings did not involve any Items of Noncompliance, Deviations
or Unresclved Items.)
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a. General Training. (Detail 2)
b. Requalification Training. (Detail 3)

- Unresolved Items

None identified.
Deviations
None identified.

4, Licensee ldentified Items of Noncompliance

Infraction
The licensee's OC Surveillance Report ™I 76-192 identified non-

compliance with the licensee's commitment to ANSI N&5.2.3 in
several areas. (Detail 4.b(3))

Status of Previously Unresolved ltems

Not inspected.

Management Interviews

A.

Entrance Interview

An entrance interview was conducted at the site on August 12, 1976

with the Unit 1 Superintendent and the Training Supervisor. During
this meeting the inspector described the scope, estimated duration

personnel to be contacted and records to be reviewed as part of the
inspection.

The licensee identified no operational events related to plant safety
or radiological health which had not been reported since the last

inspection.

Exit Interview

An exit interview was conducted at the site on August 13, 1976 at
the conclusion of the inspection with the following licensee attendees:
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Metropolitan Edison Company

Mr. J. J. Colitz, Unit 1 Superintendent

Mr. W. W. Cotter, Supervisor - Quality Control
Mr. GC. A. Kunder, Unit 1 Supervisor of Operations
Mr. J. P. O'Hanlon, Engineer Senior Nuclear 1

Mr. L. A. Tsaggaris, Training Supervisor

The following summarizes the iteas discussed:
2. General Training. (Detail 2)

2. Requalification Training. (Detail 3)

: Review of Plant Operatioms. (Detail &)

The scope and objectives of the inspection were discussed and the
inspection findings were presented as detailed in this Report.




DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Metropolitan Edison Company

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr
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Mr.
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. Acker, Control Room Operator

. Bryan, Shift Foreman

. Chalecki, Control Room Operator

. Colitz, Unit 1 Superintendent

. Cotter, Supervisor - Quality Control

. Daniels, Sr., Quality Control Specialist
. Grice, Supervisor of Safety

. Harbin, Engineering II - Assistant

. Harper, Instrument Supervisor

. Hedges, Administrative Assistant

. Hitz, Sr., Shift Foreman

. Hockley, Clerk~-Junior

. Janes, Control Room Operator

. Janouski, Radiation-Chemistry Technician
. Jennings, Machinist lst Class

. Keisch, Control Room Operator

. Kline, Utility Foreman

. Kunder, Unit 1 Supervisor of Operations
. 0'Donnell, Sr., Repairman 2nd Class

. 0'Hanlon, Engineer Senior Nuclear 1

. Reich, Nuclear Instrumentman lst Class

. Ross, Station Shift Supervisor
Seelinger, Engineer Senior Nuclear I

. Smith, Station Shift Supervisor

Stacey, Security Specialist

. Tinnes, Nuclear Instrumentman 2nd Class
. Tsaggaris, Training Supervisor

. Wilson, Maintenance Foreman-Instrument and Control
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laware Valley Safeguards Incorporated

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

v mx™

. G. Reigel, State Certified Fire Instructor
. P. Ritter, Sales Representative
. E. Yoder, Manager-Fire Division




General Training

Previous reports (50-289/74-32 and 50-289/75-14) documented that
formal training programs had been established for all new employees,
temporary employees, nonlicensed operators, technicians, repairmen/
mechanics, female employees and other craft personnel. The purpose
of this inspection was to verify that the established programs were
being implemented. The results are summarized below:

a. General Orientation Training/Retraining

The inspector verified by review of licensee records and direct
interviews with two new employees and two existing employees
that, as appropriate, the following training had been given:
administrative controls and procedures; radiological health

and safety; industrial safety; controlled arcess and security
procedures; emergency plans; quality assurance program items;
and, retraining in these areas as required by the program.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.

N . b. Craft Personnel Training

- The inspector verified by review of licensee records and direct
] interviews with *wo mechanics and two technicians that, as

2 applicable, the following training had been given: on-the-job
B training; formal technical training; vendor schools both onsite
= and offsite; and, other training in technical areas conducted

- by the plant staff.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.

g Ferale Employee Instructions

The inspector reviewed the records for several female employees
and selected one employee for direct interview to verify that
the training specified in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 8.13
had been given.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.




Fire Fighting Training

During this inspection, the licensee was conducting fire fight-
ing training at the site. The inspector observed approximately
one hour of the actual fire fighting (practical) instruction
being conducted by a contract agent for 25 licensee employees.
This instruction is to be repeated until given to approximately
200 site employees.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.

The licensee stated that, although fire fighting of electrical
fires was covered during the lecture phase of the instructions,
the practical demonstration of electrical fire fighting tech-
niques utilizing water was still being investigated for possi-
ble incorporation in future training programs.

Requalification Training

The inspector verified, through review of licensee furnished records
and interviews with two licensed personnel, that the requalification
training is being conducted as summarized below.

Progran

The inspector verified that the program has been established and
includes: a schedule of lectures to be conducted; requirements
and methods for documentation of lecture attendance, records of
completed control manipulations, discussions/simulations of
emergenry/abnormal procedures; review of design changes, license
modifications and procedures changes; and periodic evaluations.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.
Records

The inspector selected the records of three licensed individuals
and verified that each contained: a copy of the completed re-
qualification program examinations; documentation of completed
discussions/simulation of abnormal/emergency procedures; records
of control manipulations; and records of other reviews and
evaluations required by the requalification program.

The inspector identified no discrepancies in the records review.




Performance Summary

Those individuals scoring less than B0% in a given

area on the
1875 annual examination had attended the requalification lectures

on the required subjects based on the licensee's records for the
individuals selected for review by the inspector. The 197¢ annual

4

examination had been given and graded and a new requalification
lecture series had been started.

The inspector identified no discrepancies.

4. Review of Plant Operations

a.

if Operating Records

The inspector reviewed the records listed below, held discussions
with plant staff members and inspected the Control Room on
August 13, 1976.

(1) Shift Foreman's Log, Control Room Log and Shift and Daily

Check Sheet (SP-P 1301-1) for the period July 1-21, 1976
were reviewed to verify that:

(a) 1log sheets are coupleted properly;

(b) documentation involving abnormal conditions provide
sufficient detail to communicate equipwent status,
lockout status, correction and restoration; aud,

(c) log book reviews are being conducted by the staff.

2) Primary Auxiliary Operator's Log - Tour Readings: Entries
for the period July 1-21, 1976 were reviewed for complete-
ness and details adequate to communicate equipment status.

(3) Jumper/Lifted Lead Log: All entries made subsequent to
May 15, 1976 were reviewed. The inspector then selected
the one jumper and six lifted leads listed below to verify

that the entries, still indicated as ir force, reflected
actual plant status.

(a) Jumper 12 instealled 7/12/76,
(b) Lifted Lead Tag #4 installed 7/02/76,

(c) Lifted Lead Tag #21 installed 7/26/7¢,




PAGES 35-37 OF THE TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW

OF DR. ROBERT LEROY LONG ON JANUARY 19, 1984
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training. 1In addition to the various Kemeny and Rogovin
and NRC comments on training, we had many, many training
review activities going on.

Q S0, the area just wasn't dropped. It was being
pursued by others.

A Oh, no, not at all.

Q Okay. Do you recall what the conclusions of
the Roddis Committee were that you addressed?

Y I don't think I can Pull any of those out of
my head right now. We have all of those recommendations
and tables looking at how we responded. We have continued
to follow them, but there has been S0 many other training
recommendations in the interim since 1980, I can't single
out which ones were Roddis.

MR. NORTON: Okay. Rich, did you have some-
thing in the training area?

MR. MATAKAS: Yes, I do.

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATAKAS:

Q I would like to show you BsW Exhibit 886, the
subject of which is "Requalification Program®™ and it's
by == it was written by Mr. Tsaggaris. 1It's an inter-
office memorandum. And it's to Mr. Herbein, Mr. Colitz,
and Mr. Miller.

It says: It has become obvious to me that these
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problems will continue unless more stringent guidelines
are established. 1 have written many memos pointing out
these problem areas to individuals concerned and am finally
getting assignments turned in. I feel strongly that when
a person obtains a license, it is his responsibility to
keep it current. This is not being done.

And the last sentence is specifically what I'm

interested in, and I guote this last sentence: We are

reguired by federal law to meet certain reguirements for
licensed individuals, and in several cases we do not meet

that.

This is numerical 2. I would like you to take

a look at that memo.

~ (Witness looks at document.) Yes.

Q Have you ever seen that memo before, or been made
aware of its contents? Specifically, that last sentence?

2 I don't remember whether I have seen this one
before or not. The date on it is April 27th, 1976, and
this was a long time before I had any training responsi- |

bilities.

Q What I'm wondering is, if it ever came up in
any of the -- Mr. Tsaggaris was associated with the Keaten
Task Force =--

A Yes.

Q And did it ever come up as a subject in the
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Keaten Task Force?
* I don't think it would have come up as a subject
for the Keaten Task Force, because we did not really spend
all that much effort on training. It wasn't a big area
of our responsibility,
MR. MATAKAS: That's all 1 have,
MR. NORTON: Okay.
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. NORTON:

Q Doctor, i would like to move On to several areas
now dealing with the PORV. One of your tasks, 1 think, was
why did the PORV fail.

A (Witness nodded in the affirmative.)

Q The first section I would like to discuss is
B-7 of Part 2, entitled "Use of Procedures”™. I think if
you refer to the 11/28/79 version, and possibly the 10/29/79
version as well --

-z Okay.

Q Okay. The last paragraph of the 10/29/79 draft
contained the following two sentences: One symptom of a
leak is an indicated discharge pipe temperature above 130
degrees Fahrenheit. The plant had operated -- okay. Let
me reread that.

A Let's be sure I see it in the November =-- but

I don't see it in the October.

e ———————————————————



GPU SERVICE MEMORANDUM DATED JULY 26, 1979 FROM

R. W, KEATEN TO R, C. ARNOLD WITH ONE PAGE ATTACHMENT
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Te . C. Arnold Locanor ™I

Attached is & specific plan of action which has been developed by
the Investigative Task Force in response to the seven items of
investigation in your memo of July 2, 1979. For each of the
seven items, the task force has identified subtasks and some
specific unansvered questions associated with each subtask. In
mOSt cases, ve have assigned one or more members of the task
force to each subtask, and in some cases have identified other
indivicduals vithin GPU to aid in the investigation. The schedules

shown on the attachment ver developed at the task force meeting
’ on July 20th.

Lf you concur, I will use this plan of actiocn as the basis for
our review of the progress of the investigation planned for

August lst.

LAtb S ~Hhe b

. W. Keaten _T\\'q R an
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a) Which lpcciuc procedures vere refcrred to? Which ones were rcad aloud?
b) Which ones did the operators think they were following?

¢) When did they realize they were in a really different situation?

Define how training or lack of tnining contributed: (Tsaggaris)
(First cut by 8/17)

a) Specifically what training in LOCA conditions had they received, did
it include a LOCA from the pressurizer?

p) Bow was the simulator used - was there any practice in meeting
unexpected situations? Were multiple parallel failures considered?

c) To what extent did training emphasize a basic unZerstanding ¢f the
svster and system behavior?

d) What training ir following procedures was includ=2?

e¢) What traicing in supervisory techniques was givel to supesvisor)
personnel?

£) What specific training was received on going sclid and solid operation?

Vhat on transition to natural circulation? What on use of PORV taiilpipe
temperature indication?

Review the exercise of authority: (Keaten) (First cut by (8/10)
a) Whe was in command - did this change during the critical period?

b) What role did each of the management level personnel present play?
Who coordinated things and made assigrments?

¢) Bow were decisions made and howv communicated?

d) What was the specific chain of command in the control rocm? Was it
used”?




