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SYNOPSIS

On June 17, 1993, an 1nvest18at1on was initiated to determine whether Nebraska
Public Power District's (NPPD) Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) technical
specifications (tech specs) had been deliberatelg violated on March 9 and 10,
1993, when during the Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPY) disassembly, the RPV head.
dryer, and separator were moved over irradiated fuel without secondary
containment .

CNS tech specs prohibit the movement of an{ load over irradiated fuel that. if
dropped. would hit and damage the fuel. unless secondary containment ic
operable. Additionally, C procedures specifically prohibited the movement
of the RPV head, dryer, and separator, respectively, without first
establishing secondary containment .

Ouring the March 1993 refueling outage, secondary containment could not be
established. The testimonial and documentary evidence deve) by this
investigation reflects that CNS issued new procedures that deleted the
secondary containment requirements without regard to the requirements set
forth in the tech specs. CNS then moved the head, dryer, and separator over
irradiated fuel, without secondar containment. The evidence reflects that
the tech spec was violated througg the careless-disregard by the senior
management of CNS.
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ACCOUNTABH k%,

The following portions of this Report of Investigation (Case No. 4-93-020R)

will not be included in the material placed in the PDR. They consist of pages
3 through 83.
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APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Requirement of License:

10 CFR 50.10: License Required (1993 Edition)

(a) Except as provided in 50.11. no person within the United States
shall transfer or receive in interstate commerce, manufacture, produce,
transfer, acquire, possess, or use any production or utilization
facility except as authorized by @ license issued by the Commission.

10 CFR 50.36: Technical Specifications (1993 Edition)

(2) Limiting conditions for operations. Limiting conditions for
operation are the lowest functional capability or performance levels of
equipment required for safe operation of the facility. when a limiting
condition for operation of a nuclear reactor is not met, the licensee
shall shut down the reactor or follow any remedial action permitted by
the technical specifications unti] the condition can be met. When a
limiting condition for any process step in the S{Stem of a fuel
reprocessing plant is not met, the licensee shal shut down that part of
the operation or follow any remedial action permitted by the technical
speci®ications until the condition can be met. In the case of a nuclear
reactor not licensed under 50.21(b) or 50 .22 of this part or fue!
reprocessing plant, the licensee shall notify the Commission, review the
matter, and record the results of review. including the cause of the
condition and the basis for corrective action taken to preclude
recurrence. The licensee shall retain the record of the results of each
review until the Commission terminates the license for the nuclear
reactor or the fuel reprocessing plant. In the case of nuclear power
reactors licensed under 50.21(b) or 50 22. the licensee shall notify the
Commission 1f required by 50.72 and shal) submit a Licensee Event Re?ort
to the Commission as required by 50.73. In this case. licensees shall
retain records associated with ?reparation of a Licensee Event Report
for a period of three years following issuance of the report. For
events which do not require a Licensee Event Report., the licensee shall
retain each record as required by the technical specifications.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Burpose of Investigation

On June 17, 1993, an 1nvest;8§t‘1:on was initiated to determine whether Nebraska
0ope

Public Power District's (NP r Nuclear Statton (CNS) technical
specifications (tech sgecs) had been deliberatelg violated on March 9 and 10,
1993, when during the eactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) disassembly, the RPV head.
dryer. and separator were moved over irradiated fuel without secondary
containment .

Backaroung

On July 18, 1991, CNS approved Procedure Change Notices (PCN) 7.4.4, Revision
No. 19 and 7.4.5, Revision No. 17. On October 3. 1. CNS appr:;ed PC,I
dryer, and

ober 3, 199
7.4.6, Revision No. 18. These three PCNs a .
secondary containment estab's gﬁ bfw.nag gﬂ: W .
separator, respectively, furd RPY. disassembly. TIhis requirement . as
instituted in the PCNs by CNS, addgg"mi step to ensure secondary contatnment
er

be established before moving loads rradiated fuel.

The NPPD Proposed Chan?e No. 68 to CNS tech specs was sent to the NRC by
letter dated July 18, 1991. NPPDTgroposed to revise Section 3.7.C.1.d. on,
age 166 of the CNS tech ss)ecs. 18 revision added the Tanguage “and no -
oads which could potentia Ty dam?e irradiated fuel are being moved in the °
secondary containment” as a condition
containment 1s regm‘ed. NPPD also 1ncluded similar language in Section
3.7.C.1.e.b., to direcs 1on of load movements tha could potentially
damage irradiated fuel in secondary containment. NPPD requested NRC
approval of Proposed Chagge No. 68 before the next refueling outage. scheduled
to commence ir October 1 1.

The NRC approved this proposed change by 1Ssuing Amendment 147 consisting of
NPPD's proposed changes to tech specs, via a letter dated October. 38, 1998.
é\zagnm?g: ég beegme part of the :'cuity Operating License Ng.‘ DPR-4? fg;d
tegh spegy reg secondary u)nturqu. establis
before moving *1oads maut?avd"’mmny damage irradfated fue] ~
Further, 1f such secondary containment integrity could not be maintained, the
movement of loads that could potentially damage irradiated fuel wourkd be

suspended

On Ma CNS outage, and before RPY disassembly, ON®
determt Trment could not be established. On March 9.
1993, CNS initiated. reviewed, and approved PCNs 7.4.4, Revision No. 20-

764,5. R;.»visi - #8..37d 7.4.6, i:evisin&’No. 19. T:'e:en;cr‘he:‘zcm deleted
the requirement orsccandlrycmqmgnt en movi 3 . dryer,
eparator over irradiated fuel- On March 9 and 10.?993. CNS performed RPY
disassembly withaut secondery containment and reported that secondary
containment was established on Mirch 11, 1993
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containment test The NRC inspection determined that. in addition to failing
4 secondary containment test CNS had changed procedures and moved the RPyY

. dryer, and s rator over Irradiated fue without establishi secondary
containment. The Inspection team later determined that CNS violated their
tech specs with the movement of these 1oads without secondary containment
The matter was then fven to NRC Region IV (RIV) and subsequent 1y referred to
the Office of Investigations. Region Iv (OI:RIV).

Based on the information provided by this ins tion team, an investigation
was initiated on June 17,1992 (Exh’. 51t 1), investigation was to
determine whether CNS had deliberate)y violated their tech specs by moving the
RPV head, dryer. and separator over irradiated fue] without establishing
secondary containment .

mm”‘-‘lﬂﬂ-ﬂm_tmm

Elmo COLLINS. Profect Engineer. Division of Reactor Projects (DRP). RIV,
Provided technica assistance throughout this investigation and participated
N a significant number of the interviews conducted during this Investigation.

| o

Ouring this Investigation. OI:RIV obtained and reviewed numerous document s
Provided by CNS. General Electric (GE) and the NRC. The following document s
are exhibited with this report.

Wi

LONG, NRC Proiect Manager Project Directorate Iv, ﬁrepared this memorandum
for Docket File No. 50-298 (CNS). LONG documented 1S interaction with
Rick BENNETT former NRC Senior Resident Inspector at CNS, Joe CALLAN. former
Director. ORP-RIV, and Kim WALDEN, NPPD Manager of Licensing and Nuclear
Safety. LONG provided written reference to his Interpretation of CNS tech
spec 3.7.C.1. "LONG ogined. based on the applicability of the requirements of
CNS tech SPecs 4.7 C.1.d and 3.7.C.1.a through d, a secondary containment
need not be Pcfm unti] immediately before hand1ing of { rradiated fuel.
This document will be called the LONG memorandum throughout this report .
- " - "

and the 1nspection report for the March 1, 1988, through April 15, {988:
Inspection. This Inspection was conducted by BENNETT andhg. A. PLETTNER.
former Resident Inspector. On Page 9, item 3 second paragraph. the

Inspection repor addresses Secondary containment during RPy disassembly
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which reconfirms LONG's memorandum that secondary containment need only be
maintained before fuel movement

This document reflects a GE tech spec review for the Boiling Water Reactor
(BWR) Owner’'s Group. PRC 88-11 notified BWR owners that it was necessary for
them to assess their facility to determine if there was a problem with moving
loads over irradiated fuei.

GE had determined that tech Would nat. restrict savement of 1oade over -
the core or fuel storage pool zrim Operational Condition 4¢[cold shutdown].
Additionally, tech specs would not restrict movement of nonirradiated loads
during Operational Condition 5 (refueling]. Further, such loads. 1f dropped.
could result in an unanalyzed event .

GE recommended this event be evaluated on a plant specific basis. GE also
recommended that existing plant tech specs and procedures be reviewed to
ensure adequate controls exist. GE continued. in the event secondary
containment integrity does not exist or the Standby Gas Treatment Sys

(SGTS) 1s not operable, the ?nnt should determine 1f mechanical or efectrical
?t s or interlocks are in place to prevent crane rovement over- irradiated
uel.

GE stated that if this event applies to the plant, they should revise tech
specs or plaat procedures. These tech Specs or procedures should prevent
movement of loads heavier than a defined value [document does not specify
weight ] ovg; irradiated fuel when secondary containment does not exist or SGTS
15 inoperable.

This NPPD 1nternal memorandum was written by CNS En! neer Richard W. FOUST, to
hs supervisor, Paul L. BALLINGER. in response to GE PRC 88-11. FOUST
rﬁst$tes GE's concern and. their recommendation and offers his evaluation of
the issue.

FOUST wrote that bec the maximum acceptable joad ts not knows, station
procedures s, u#&u prohthit movement of any-dbjects over -
irradiated - specific recommendations included the revision of
applicable 10.xx and 7.4xx series procedures. The recommended procedures
require ﬁmm gt secondary contatrment integrity before
movement wel

PON7.4.4, Revision No. 19 dated September 7. 1990 (Exhibit 6)

This PCN was initiated on September 7, 1990, and ;:guired the shift supervisor
to verify secondary containment had been establis before removing the RPV
head. is PCN was in the review stage for approximately 10 months unti)

Case No. 4-93-020R 13



ap?roved by the CNS Station Operation Review Committee (SORC) meeting on
July 18, 1991. G PRC 88-11 was shown a5 the reference document used as the
basis for this PCN This PCN also added NRC NUREG 0612 in 4 New step in the
procedures for CNS Codes and Standards .

V separator. The SORC meeting approved this PCN on October 3, 1991." No
reference document 15 shown on this PCN. The box cus_fgngclgngg 15 checked as
the basis for this PCN.

NPPD requested several changes in this proposal to the CNS tech Specs. NPPD
requested NRC approval of these changes by October 1991 so they could pe
implemented durin the next planned outage. The date of this pronosal is the
same date [July 18, 1991] the SORC meeting approved two of the PCNs to require
secondary containment during RPV disassembly .

One of the changes proposeq [on ﬁage 3 of the attachment to the proposal] was
Lo revise Section 3.7.C.1.d which 3 h . NP
Proposed to add “and no 10ads which could potentially damage 1rradiated fuel
are being moved in the secondary containment " as a condition for determining
whether secondary containment 1S required. Specifically, if a load was being
moved that could potentially damage 1rradiated fuel if dropped, then secondary
containment is required.

NPPD also proposed similar 1a Uage be included in the loss of secondary
containment action Statement tion 3.7.C.1ep. Specifically. 1t directed
the suspension of load movement that could potentially damage irradiated fuel
1f secondary containment integrity could not be maintained.

B{ a letter dated October 10, 1991, the NRC 1ssued Amendment 147 to CNS.

NRC apgroved changes to CNS tech SPecs in response to NPPO'sc:gplicat1on dated
July 18, 1991 [Proposal No. 68]. se of their cha : was now
required to maintain secondary containment when moving loads over irradiated

Case No. 4-93-020R 14



fuel that could poténtially damage irradiated fuel if dropped. and if
secondary containment could not be established and maintained such load
movement would be suspended unti] secondary containment was established.

One of the changes included in this proposal was to address an apparent
conflict between Surveillance Requirement 4.1.C.1.c and 4.7.C, ES. This
tech spec addresses the performance of tests to determine secondary
containment ability to maintain a quarter inch water vacuum before refueling.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: BASES is part of CNS tech specs in that it
provides M?Hficaﬂon of the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO)
and surveillance requirements.

In this situation, CN3 proposed to the have the BASES amended to agree with
the surveillance requirement. Specifically. CNS requested the third sentence
of the BASES be deleted that addressed the performance of tests to demonstrate
secondary containment before primary dontainment . is et Sén weling. The
surveillance requirement did not require a secondary conta test before
opening primary containment. The tech specs were not changed in this
proposal. but the BASES was amended to agree with the surveillance
requirements of the tech spec.

NPPD noted this recommendation was based on the reconmendation from the NRC
Project Director (Long memorandum] dated March 28. 1988 (Exhibit 2).

.
A

Bg a letter dated November 22, 1991, the NRC issued Amendment 150 to CNS.

This amendment was based on the NPPD agph’cation dated July 19. 1991, and
included the change to the BASES of 4.7.C of CNS tech specs. The surveillance
requirement did not require a secondary containment test before opening
primary containment and this amendment changed the BASES to agree with the
surveillance requirement .

Temporary PCN 7.4 .4, xhibi

Temporary PCN (TPCN) 93-047 addressed the RPV head. Specifically, it removed
sites and inserted it into step 8.1.27. This
the RPV head bolts to be detensioned without

establishi airment. Before this temporary change, secondary
contai ' established before detensioning the RPYV head bolts
according 'S

mnmmmmmmm
This PCN was initiated, reviewed. and a aroved on March 9, 1993, and it
addressed the RPV head removal. This PCN removed the requirement for
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secondary containment
(Exhibit 13) and Item 5

involy tot

as pricr approva)
fustwfication for thi

0ads that were moved over irradiated fuel.

Instead of PRC 88-11

during RPY disassembly.

It references TPCN 93-047

. On page 1, was checked "yes" to reflect this PCN
ech specs. Item 5 further shows Amendmentshé47 and 150

of this change. Item 8. on page 2. shows t

S change. Item 8.4 ref)
(Exhibit 4).

ects this change was to make the

be 1n accordance with NUREG 0612

In this PCN, Itgm 8.6 notes that secondary containment requirements have been
ech s

deleted and t

requirements to demon
primary containment 1
inspection report 88-

This same item notes
dated March 9, 1993 (
concerns with loads o

This PCN removed the

steam dryer during RP
aRproved on March 9.

This PCN also reflect
Amendments 47 and 15
change .

The justification for

ts 147 and 150

(Exhibits 9 and 11) removed the

strate secondary containment Capability before the

s _opened for refueling.
07 (Exhibit 3) response.

a record of a telecon [t

t further refers ta the NRC

elephone conference) from GE.

Exhibit 17). The telecon stated PRC 88-11 only addressed
f 750 S or less. and heavier loads are addressed in
their [CNS] response to NUREG 0612

PCN 7.4.5, Revision No. 18, dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 15)

reguirement for secondar
V disassembly. This PCN
1993, and no reference d

Yy containment when moving the RPV
was 1nitiated, reviewed. and
ocument 1s shown on this PCN.

$ 1t involves a tech Spec change, and it cites

0 (Exhibits 9 and 11) as

this change is substant

removing the secondary containment requiremen

(Exhibit 14),
P

This PCN removed the
steam separator angd f,

1S shown. This PCN.
Amendments 147 and 15
change .

The justification for

removing secondary containmen

(Exhibit 15).
T

requirement for secondar

uel pool gate during RPY
0 (Exhibits 9 and 11) as

this chan?e 1S substant
t

or the RPV head ¢

prior NRC approval of this
1311y the same as that used for
t during the RPV heac removal

Yy containment when moving the RPY
disassembly. This PCN was also

. 1993, and no reference docusent
a1so reflects it involves

a tech spec change, and it cites
prior NRC approval of this

1a11£ the same as that used for
xhibit 14) and the dryer

101

The CNS mana?ers requested the GE site representative contact GE officials in
regarding an interpretation of PRC 88-11 The GE site
of t

San Jose, Ca 1fornia,
resresentative made a

Case No. 4-93-020R
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reflects the GE officials in San Jose advised that PRC 88-11 addressed loads
of 750 poundesor less moved over irradiated fuel. and "heavier loads are
addressed 1n our response to NUREG 0612 and they have no concern for those if
adequately addressed by our 0612 response. "

This document reflects the CNS SORC meetinghgf March 9, 1993, and that these
minutes were prepared on March 11. 1993 se minutes document the attendees

and that the meeting convened at 1515 hours [3:15 p.m.] for in-conmittee
review and approval of two items.

Item 1 reflects that CNS Operations Manua) Procedure 7.4.4. Revision No. 20,
RPY head removal, was reviewed and aggroved. This was the SORC meeting
approval of PCN 7.4.4, Revision Mo. (Exhibit 14), that deleted the
requirement for secondary containment when moving the RPY head ~~Item 2
granted an extension to March 12, 1993. for an operability evaluation
unrelated to the secondary containment issue.

The minutes note that the SORC meeting was suspended [does not indicate the
time] and reconvened at 1700 hours [5:00 p.m.] to review and approve CNS
Operations Ma .al Procedures: 7.4.5, Revision No. 18; 7.4.6, Revision 19: and
two other procedures unrelated to the secondary containment 1ssue. This SORC
meeting approved two PCNs dated March 9, 1993 (Exhibits 15 and 16) that
deleted the requirement for secondary containment when moving the RPV dryer
and separator during RPV disassembly’

The minutes do not note the time the SORC meeting completed its review and
approval. The last line states. "After an extensive documentation review, the
CNS Procedures listed above were reviewed and approved. "

00 Saiation sty e o s

This document contains the minutes of the shift coordinators meetings for the
period March 8, 1995. through March 12, 1993. The minutes reflect two daily
meetings, at 1830 [6:30 p.m.] and at 0630 [6:30 a.m.]. The minutes also
provide the attendees at each meeting.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The numerous references to the secondary
containment issue have been highlighted by the investigator for easier
review.

These references reflect several unsuccessful attempts to establish secondary
containment and the successful test was noted in the 0630 (6:30 a. m.] meeting
of March 12, 1993. This note states the secondary containment test passed
around 2015 [8:15 p.m.] on March 11, 1993. The highlfghted references also
note that on a few occasions, tha.semerement to hlv|u1lcnndagg containment
established before 11fting the RPY head was discussed. The 1830 (6:30 p.m7]
meeting of March 9, 1993, reflects that a SORC meeting that afternoon approved

Case No. 4-93-020R i7



7.4.4 (Exhibit 14), which remove the secondary containment leak rate test
prerequisite before 11fting the RPV head.

No reference to the SORC meeting approval of 7.4.5 and 7.4.6 (Exhibits 15 and
16) that removed the secondary containment prerequisite was found in the
minutes. The 0630 [6:30 a.m.{ meeting of March 10, 1993 reflects the RPY
head 1s off and the steam dryer is out. The minutes noted the unlatching of
the moisture seﬁerator was 1n progress. The minutes of the 1830 (6:30 p.m.]
meeting on March 10, 1993, ref ect "R. GARDNER gave permission/approval to
move the Moisture Separator prior to Secondary tainment Leak Rate testing. "

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: This approval to move the separator was the day
after the SORC meeting approved the PCN torﬂg t% separator without
establishing secondary containment . g . was the
SORC chairman. There is a question why approval was obtained to move
the separator and why the minutes did not reflect the SORC meeting
approval of 7.4.5 and 7.4 6 [dryer and Séparator] deleting the secondary
containment requirement. The minutes had noted the approval of 7.4 4
which addressed the RPY head.

il h |

This document consists of 4 pages. The firstpgaqe 1S a draft of an inter
office memorandum regarding clarification of PRC 88-11 and is dated April 13,
1993. Subsequent testimony obtained by OI:RIV, reflect that CNS officials
asked for this documentation, and this draft memorandum was provided to CNS.

The second page of this exhibit is dated April 14, 1993. It is the facsimile
(fax) cover sheet from the GE site representative at CNS to GE officials in
San Jose, California. and Omaha, Nebraska. The comments on this cover sheet
from the GE site representative at CNS state. "Plant Mgr said he realizes that
he's pushing - but can we say something like this?"

The third page of this document is a copy of the original draft memorandum
that contains written comments. The comments ask that the memorandum remove
the clause. “when secondary containment leak integrity is not required.” The

requirements of NUREG 0612, the removal of the reactor Eressure RPV head and

tight integrity] does
not result in the potential for damage to irradiated fuel in the reactor
core."

The fourth page of this document provides a final copy of the April 13, 1993
memorandum. 1S copy 1s altered from the first draft, but does not include
the comments requested by CNS officials.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The significance of the alterations and requested
alteration to this memorandum 1s covered in the evidence section of this
report. particularly from SCHOCK SCHOCK would not incorporate these

CNS requested comments into the memorandum as it would make the comments

Case No. 4-93-020R 18



plant specific., and GE had not performed a plant specific analysis for
CNS. CNS did not include the separator in their proposed changes to the
memorandum .

GE Proposal for CNS Evaluation dated April 20, 1993 (Exhibit 21)

This GE proposal was made at the request of CNS officials. The proposal was
for the evaluation of the consequences of an accidental drop of the RPV head.
steam dryer, and shroud/steam separator assemblies.

NPPD Authorization to GE for Evaluation, dated April 21, 1993 (Exhibit 22)

This NPPD authorization to GE was for the evaluation of the RPV head, steam
dryer, and shroud/steam separator assemblies at CNS. Specifically, it was to
conduct cn evaluation of the consequences of an accidental drop of RPV head,
steam dry:r, and shroud/steam separator assemblies.

GE Letter of Report, dated May 3. 1993 (Exhibit 23)

This was GE's initial letter which reflects their evaluation of an accidenta)
drop of the RPV head. dryer, and separator. The results show the structural
integrity of the RPV and core support {shroud and shroud support] are
maintainea. In addition. that contact of any of the dropped components is
precluded due to geometric constraints. Therefore. according to the letter.
there could be no damage to the fuel due to an accidental drop.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The engineers conducting this evaluation stated
this evaluation did not consider parts of the load or RPV breaking off
and hitting the fuel. They said a further analysis 1s necessary to
determine the possibility of such an event. These statements are
included in the evidence section of this report. The issue of secondary
containment was not considered or discussed in the GE evaluation

o r Ealiation. dated Mav 7. 1993 (Eguubit 24

This document is the technical report describing the evaluation of CNS RPV
head, dryer. and shroud head/steam separator assembly drop.

NPPD Investigation Report. dated February 7. 1994 (Exhibit 25)

This document is the NPPD internal investigation of the revisions to the RPV
d1sassemblg grocedures implemented in 1993. Attached to this report are
several exhibits and notes of interviews with CNS personnel. Th

1§
investi i report ‘were leted by Robert GREEN, NPPD Office of the
Genemm Dante}- SMR, Attorney for Winston & Strawn.

INVESTIGATOR'S MOTE: STENGER requested this document be given
confidential treatment nursuant to 10 CFR 2.790. since it contains
information on \ matters or otherwise confidential information.
and refers to the conduct or performance of named individuals.

Case No. 4-93-020R 19



pecte
errors, 1t does not a r there was an intent to violate Technical
Specifications or care S disregard of the re?m'ennts.' The report also
provides recommendations to NPPD (Exhibit 25, xecutive S

ummary) .

This document was an NRC determination of whether (NS was in compliance with
tech spec 3.7.C.d during the March 1993 refueli outage. NRR opined
‘potential” meant somet Ing that exists in a state of potency or possiuvility
for changing or developing into a state of actuality. NRR added that in this
situation, although features and procedures are grovided to preclude
radiological releases by impact of the reactor RPY components, the potential
can continue to exist. NRR added that if the licensee believes any condition
described by "loads that could potentially damage irradiated fuel” should not
require the establishment of secondary containment. a request for change with
Justification should be made to the staff [NRC:

Allegation: Alleged Deliberate Violation of a Technical Specification
ummary

The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RIV on the dates indicated
regarding the allegation that CNS deliberate y violated their tech sg:cs. The
pertinent testimony provided by these individuals is documented in t

evidence section of this report .

John WILCOX NRC Senior Operations Engineer September 2, 1993

Robert PRATO NRC Plant Sgstems Engineer May 28, 1993

Douglas COE NRC Acting Section Chief May 26, 1993

Richard FOUST CNS Assistant Engineering Manager  August 9, 1993

Brent MOELLER CNS Senior Maintenance Technical August 9, 1993

ineer

Michael BENNETT NPPD Nuclear Licensing Engineer June 3, 1993

John THOMPSON CNS Lead Reactor Engineer August 10, 1993

David MADSEN NPPD Nuclear Licensing Engineer June 3, 1993

Jeffery BRATRSOVSKY CNS Mechanical Maintenance Crew August 9, 1993
Leader

‘James FLAHERTY CNS Engineeri Manager June 2, 1993

Lonnie SWANSON CNS Senior Staff Safety Review June 3, 1993
Group Specialist

Paul BALLINGER CNS Operations Engineering June 4, 1993
Supervisor
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~Michae! YOUNG . CNS Maintenance Supervisor June 3, 1993
Michael UNRUH CNS Maintenance Manager August 10, 1993
Charles ESTES CNS Management Trainee August 11, 1993
Eugene MACE CNS Senior Manager of August 10, 1993

Site Support December 13, 1993
Ricky GARDNER CNS Plant Hana?er December 14, 1993
John MEACHAM CNS Senior Nuclear Division December 14, 1993

Manager of Safety
Guy HORN NPPD Vice President, Nuclear February 7, 1994
Thomas BLACK GE Site Representative at CNS July 14, 1993
Bradley ERBES GE Nuclear Services Manager July 14, 1993
Eleanore SCHOCK GE Licensing Specialist June 24, 1993 &

September 18, 1993

James KLAPPROTH GE Fuel Licensing Manager September 17, 1993
Marcos HERRERA GE Principal Engineer June 24, 1993
Gary J. BALLAS GE Program Engineer June 24, 1993
Evidence

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: It 1s important to note that CNS

their PCNs 1n 1993, not their tech specs. However the 1 Ns
item 5, indicate these PCNs are the result of previocusly approved
tech spee changes. The testimony that follows reflects confusien
among CNS personnel on two issues. First, as to whether these
PCNs are tech spec changes or simply procedure changes. Secondly.
1f the previously approved tech spec changes [Amendments 147 and
150] cited on these PCNs support these PCNs.

1. WILCOX said he was the team leader of the Shutdown Risk and Outage
Management Insgectmn conducted at the CNS. He indicated that the first
?Eaggb\::sz;arc %)- 5. 1993, and the second phase was April 8 - 16, 1993

xh1 . p. 1),

P WILCOX stated that gg,infomed him (WILCOX] on March 18 or 19, 1993
that CNS had experi numerous problems during the first week of the
outage. WILCOX said one of the lems was that CNS had been unable to
pass a secondary containment-test (Exhibit 27 p. 1)

3 WILCOX said he assigned PRATO. of his msg:ctmn team., to review the
problems cited by ESTES. WILCOX stated PRATO's review began on April 8
1993, and on April 10, 1993. PRATO informed him that CNS did not have
?Ecmgyzgontairll;ent when they moved the RPV head, dryer, and separator
X . p. 1),

4. WILCOX stated he questioned CNS personnel on April 10 and 11, 1993
regarding the lack of secondary containment during RPV disassembly, but
he received iittle information (Exhibit 27 p. 2).

5. WILCOX said he called another meetinY for April 12, 1993, to discuss
this secondary containment issue. WILCOX stated he and PRATO met with

Case No. 4-93-020R 21



10.

11.

MACE, the outage director. and another person [NFI] from licensing.
WILCOX said the CNS people told him there were several reasons they
decided not to have secondary containment. WILCOX said shis included a
memorandum from LONG (Exhibit 2). that said cecondary containment was
not required unti) hand]in? the fuel. WILCOX said CNS also offered GE
correspondence (Exhibit 17) that indicated secondary containment was not
necessary during RPV disassembly. WILCOX said CNS added that they met
the requirements of NUREG 0612 since they had a sin?le failure proof
crane. and GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) was for loads of 750 pounds or less
(Exhibit 27, p. 2).

WILCOX stated he met with GARDNER, MACE, ESTES. and others [NFI] on
April 13, 1993, told them this was a tech s violation, and they did
ot offer any comment at this meeting (Exhibit 27. p. 2).

WILCOX said he advised ESTES at a meeting on April 14, 1993, that the
SORC had not dore a thorough overview in approving these procedure
changes. WILCOX stated he told ESTES that CNS had removed the
requirement for secondary containment dur1n8 RPV disassembly: however,
CNS never removed the same requirement for RPY assembly (Exhibit 27,

p. 2)

PRATO stated he was part of the NRC inspection team, and his
responsibility was to review six significant events that occurred during
the CNS outage. PRATO said that one of these events concerned the lack
of seconda;g containment during the removal of the RPV head. dryer, and
separator which was an apparent violation of CNS tech specs 3.7.C.d
(Exhibit 27, p. 1).

PRATO said ESTES presented the six events. but only mentigned the
failure of a secondary containment test.  PRATO said ESTES did not
mention the later procedure changes and the movement of the loads
without secondary containment. PRATO added that ESTES was the acting
senior ma " of operations when the SORC meeting approved the
procedure Bn March 9, 1993 (Exhibit 28, p. 1),

PRATO stated that after the ESTES br1ef1n8, he met with the CNS plant
engineering group supervisor [NFI1]. PRATO said this engineer gave an
1ndeﬁth presentation of the failure of the secondary containment test on
March 8, 1993. PRATO said this engineer did not mention any procedure
cha% ement of the loads over irradiated fuel without secondary
conta . PRATD said the eng1neer told him the test unofficially
passed on March 11, 1993, and o ficially on March 12, 1993 (Exhibit 28,

p. 2)

PRATO stated he and WILCOX met with ESTES. GARDNER: R. AWN. rations
Hana?er; YOUNG: J. V. SAYER, Radiological Manager: FLAHERTY: LLER;
BALLINGER:; J. A. JANTZEN. I&C Supervisor; G. E. SMITH. Quality
Assurance Supervisor: and a licen51n8 individual whose name he could not
recall. PRATO said that he and WILCOX were forced to ask many questions
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12.

13.

14.

15

16.

at this meeting because the CNS staff were not offering much

information. PRATO stated they eventually learned of the PCNs. and the

%E;hem‘bn 28: Imdz)over irradiated fuel without secondary containment
i 2.

PRATO stated that CNS told him and WILCOX that CNS did not notify the
NRC resident inspector about this event. PRATO said % ' d# that
the resident inspector 1s not in the chain to decide

reason, they would narmally go to the NRC project muna?er. PRATD stated
he could not recall the reason CNS gave for not nottfying the project
manager (Exhibit 28, p. 2).

PRATO said CNS provided a history of NUREG 0612 and a Franklin Institute
studg from the early 1980s that addressed single failure proof cranes.
PRATO said CNS also told them that GE PRC 88-11, in 1988. described
potential problems moving loads on the refueling floor. PRATO said CNS
saw this as a potential concern, and they asked for a tech spec change
that resulted in an NRC approved Amendment 147. PRATO stated CNS told
them that Amendment 147 did not qualify the weight load, and it [147]
was concerned with damagin? Toads and the removal of the RPV head.
dryer, and separator. PRATO stated that CNS told them that

Amendment 147 occurred in the fall of 1991. PRATO stated CNS said they
did not have any problems with the new tech spec during the 1991 outage
(Exhibit 28, pp. 2 and 3).

PRATO said at a later meeting with ESTES. he [PRATO] was told that with
the krPV head unbolted. CNS was in a less safe condition. PRATO said
ESTES continued that 1t was safer to move the three loads without
secondary containment and flood the whole cavity. PRATO said after
further questioning, ESTES admitted the bolts were detensioned after CNS
knew secondary containment had not been established. PRATO stated that
he told ESTES that 1f the bolts had not been detensioned until secondary
containment was operable. the less safe condition would not have
existed. PRATO satid ESTES simply shrugged his shoulders and did not
respond (Exhibit 28, p. 3).

PRATO said he also discussed the SORC meeting, and ESTES told him there

had been confusion regarding the tech sgec changes. PRATO said ESTES

told him some people were against the changes, but FLAHERTY answered all

their questions and "sold" them on the changes. PRATO said that ESTES

tol ight, the SORC mtm probably should not have
changes because ann s members were

100 percent "sold” on them (Exhibit 28, p. 3).

COE stated he wagABart of the NRC inspection team at CNS when he and
WILCOX met with DNER on either 38r11 13 or 14, 1993. COE stated that
GARDNER had been chairman of the SORC that approved the revisions to
remove the requirement for secondary containment. COE said GARDNER told
them [him and WILCOX] that he had been a party to discussions leading to
the removal of the secondary containment requirements. COE said that
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

23.

24

GARDNER told them the 199] PCNs. adding the secondary containment
r:guirements. were for small cranes and the loads there [head. dryer,
and separator] utilized the large crane (Exhibit 29.p.1).

COE said GARDNER added. based on a Gf generic communication in 1991, CNS
put in the secondary containment requirement. COE stated that GARDNER
also told them the GE communication addressed l11fting small loads of
0 pounds with smal) cranes. COE said that GARDNER stated, before
. there was no requirement for secondar{ containment when moving
loads over irradiated fuel (Exhibit 29, p. 1).

COE stated he had a segarate meeting with MEACHAM. GARDNER's immediate
supervisor, on April 15, 1933. COE stated that MEACHAM did not answer
when asked why there should be any secondary containment requirements on

d
2?ys to]establish secondary containment and mwm_'uw"gm to the

FOUST stated he ?repared a memorandum (Exhibit 5) in December 1988 to
BALLINGER. FOUS stated BALLINGER was his immediate supervisor. and
MACE was BALLINGER's supervisor. FOUST said this memorandum was the
official NPPD response to GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4), and he worked on
this response over a | or 2 month period (Exhibit 30, p. 1).

FOUST said he was told GE could not determine a load weight that could
potentially damage fue) (Exhibit 30, p. 1).

FOUST said he also reviewed NUREG 0612 and NPPD responses to that NUREG .

T said he telephoned an east coast plant [could not recall which
one]. but they were of NO assistance as they had not done an analysis
(Exhibit 30, p. 1).

FOUST said he talked to the maintenance and operations supervisors about,
h1s proposed procedure changes, and they gave their approval. FOUST
said the proposed changes would require secondary containment during the
Outage when moving loads (Exhibit 30, p. 1).

FOUST said this memorandum states secondary containment is required when
moving any load over irradiated fuel, and he believes that such &
requirement is stil] needed. FOUST said GE estimated about 300 pounds

Case No. 4-93-020R 24



25.

26.

27.

28.

30.

32.

33.

could do damage. FOUST said neither GE nor CNS had done an analysis to
determine the exact weight; therefore, he recommended secondary
containment when moving loads over irradiated fuel (Exhibit 30 p. 2).

FOUST stated that BALLINGER had asked many questions to verify the
proposed changes and told him, he had "no problems” and gave his
approval . FOUST stated that MACE also went over everything in the
memorandum, including the recommendations, and gave his approval to the
changes (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

FOUST stated he made the 10.xx changes to the CNS procedures, and
SWANSON wrote the 7.4xx procedure changes after contacting him on a few
occasions (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

FOUST stated his December 1988 memorandum and the 7.4xx procedures
requiring secondary containment were included in CNS Proposal No. 68
(Exhibit 9). FOUST said they were agproved by the NRC as Amendment 147
(Exhibit 10) to CNS tech specs (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

FOUST <tzted that Amendment 147 required secondary containment for any
10ad being moved over irradiated fuel that could pountm'l‘g damage the
fuel. FOUST said Amendment 147 resulted because neither CNS or GE had
done an analysis (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

FOUST said. as of March 8, 1993, no analysis o weight had been done to
dete~mine what weight could damage fuel (Exhibit 30, p. 2).

FOUST stated. when he returned to work on March 9, 1993. he found the
7.4 procedures had been revised to remove the requirement for secondary
containment. FOUST satd FLAMERTY told him CNS had reviewed the NRC Long
memorandum (Exhibit 2) and NUREG 0612 and knew other plants did not
require secondary containment durm? RPV disassenm;. FOUST said
FLAHERTY added that CNS had a GE telecon (Exhibit 17) in support of
these revisions (Exhibit 20, p. 3).

FOUST stated he was not consulted when these changes were made in 1993
FOUST said that when he objected to FLAHERTY o Merch 9. 1993 after the
SORC meeting approved the changes. GARDNER was also there and 11istened
to thig objection~ FOUST stated that GARDNER did not make a comment to
him at the time (Exhibit 30, p. 3).

FOUST said he did not hear anyone mention that the NRC should be
contacted regarding the changes in 1993 (Exhibit 30, p. 3).

FOUST stated both NUREG 0612 and the LONG memorandum were familiar to
CNS before PRC 88-11. FOUST said that PRC 88-11 required an analysis.
and no analysis was done before changin? prncedures in 1998* FOUST
added that NUREG 0612 was cited in the 1991 procedures to require
secondary containment. FOUST said that NUREG 0612 addressed cropping
loads of more than 1000 pounds on safety related equipment ana had
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

certain crane requirements. FOUST said he considered NUREG 0612 when
writing his memorandum in 1988 and if it had analyzed weight, it would
have affected his recommended changes at the time. FOUST said that
Q?REG 0612 did not address secondary containment (Exhibit 30, pp. 3 and

MOELLER stated he has been a senior maintenance technical engineer at

CNS since 1989 or 1990 and was the originator of PCNs 7.4.4, Revision 19

and 7.4.5, Revision 17 (Exhibits 7 and 8). MOELLER said Jesse NICHOLS.

E:A?;$?agge Hec?gnic. originated PCN 7.4.6, Revision 18 (Exhibit 9 and
p. 1).

MOELLEP said these three PCNs required secondary containment for the
first .ime at CNS when uovingethe head, dryer, and separator during RPY
disassembly. MOELLER said these PCNs were based on a memorandum dated
December 7, 1988 (Exhibit 5), written b FOUST, and sent to BALLINGER.
?gEk%gRtsg{d thif)memorandun was an analysis of GE PRC 88-11

xhibi . p. 1)

MOELLER stated he would have submitted these PCNs to UNRUH, but he could
not recall if he discussed them with him, but he [MOELLER] did discuss
these PCNs with SWANSON at the time (Exhibit 31, p. 2).

MOELLER said he was not involved with the 1993 outage, and he first
learne. the 1991 PCNs had been revised during a conversation with
SWANSON. MOELLER stated he agreed with S that the requirement to
havg)secondary containment should not have beer deleted (Exhibit 31,

p.

MOELLER said that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612 are two completely different
1ssues. MOELLER said NUREG 0612 came out about 1982, and he and
FLAHERTY became invoived with it in 1983 MOELLER said WUREG 0612 does
not aadress secondary contzinment and is only concerned with movin
heavy loads over irradiated fuel and safety related equipment. MOFLLER
sald that PRC 88-11 s ifically addresses secondary containment as a
requirement (Exhibit 31, p. 2).

MOELLER said that during the NRC inspection in March 1993, ESTES asked
him about SUREG 0612 as it related to secondary containment. MOELL:R
stated he told ESTES that he was "out of luck.™ MOELLER said he told
ESTE 8 caught them making a mistake. and NUREG 0612 does not give
any basis for not having secondary containment as a requiremerit during
RPV disassembly. MOELLER said that ESTES did not believe him. and he
}20g$g$tig{is wag)!ooking for justificetion for the 1993 PCN revisions
X . P. )

MOELLER stated that based on FOUST's memorandum, 7.4xx procedures had to
be changed. MOELLER said it was his [MOELLER's] decision which
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42.

43.

45.

46 .

47

procedures to change and since there was no weight analysis conducted
?E;hf&jgrsf Muogndun. all three loads required secondary containment
P .

BENNETT stated he has been employed as a nuclear licensing engineer with
NPPD for 5 years. BENNETT said he prepared the tech spec change that
eventually was approved b‘ the NRC as Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10).
BENNETT said he carried this change through the review and approval
process (Exhibit 32, p. 1).

BENNETT said there were two reasons Amendment 147 was requested: there
was a change in logic regarding the reactor buildi on secondary
containmert isolation, and CNS had also made a comm tment in response to
an earlier NRC inspection report to clarify when the reactor bui ding
monitor should be operable (Exhibit 32 p. 1).

BENNETT said the monitors would be operable when moving irradiated fuel
or moving loads or objects over irradiated fuel with the potential to
damage the fuel. BENNETT stated Amendment 147 added Section 3.7.C.d to
CNS tech specs. BENNETT said this change meant that secondary
containment was necessary when moving fuel or a load over the fuel with
the potential to damage the irradiated fuel if dropped. BENNETT said
load weight was discussed and Erocedures were changed before the tech
Spec was approved by the NRC (Exhibit 32, p. 1).

BENNETT said he had not seen PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19, at the time he
prepared thn?‘&roposed change for Amendment 147. BENNETT stated he had
talked to PSON about Revision 19, and he knew the issue of what
constituted a load and when secondary containment was needed and this
was being discussed by other CNS departments when he was preparing his
proposed change (Exhibit 32, p. 1).

BENNETT reviewed PCN 7.4 4. Revision 19, and stated it appeared to deal
with the same issue as his proposed change. BENNETT said this issue was
about moving Toads over irradiated fuel that could potentially damage
the fuel (Exhibit 32, p. 1).

THOMPSON said he has beer: at CNS since 1989, and his supervisor was
BALLINGER. THOMPSON said he was familiar with the FOUST memorandum
(Exhibit 5) and stated he got involved with CNS 10.xx ?rocedures because
of that memorandum. said he did not get involved with the 7 xx
changes as a result of the FOUST memorandum (Exhibit 33, p. 1).

THOMPSON stated he had a conversation with SWANSON when he [SWANSON] was
?gd;?gighgs seconcll?ry containment requirement in the 7. 4xx procedures
X . p. 1),

THOMPSON said he also talked often to BENNETT. who was drafting Proposal
No. 68 [Amendment 147], and he [THOMPSON] had been involved in the early
drafts of that proposal. THOMPSON said the 10 xx procedures, the 7. 4xx
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49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

procedures, and Proposal No. 68 were all the same effort by CNS to put
secondary containment requirements in CNS procedures and tech specs.

stated that all of these efforts were based on PRC 88-11
(Exhibit 33, pp. 1 and 2)

THOMPSON said he first heard the 7.4xx series had been revised to remove
the secondary containment requirements soon after those revisions in
March 1993. * THOMPSON said he wondered what loads over fuel could
potentially damage fue] if those three loads would not damage fuel if
dr i stated that BALLINGER told him CNS had some older
analysis from GE that said these loads would not drop on the fuel
(Exhibit 33, p. 2).

THOMPSON stated that changing the 7.4xx series would be a change to tech

specs 1f they deleted the prerequisites from moving loads over the fuel.

!ﬁaﬁPSON said deleting the secondar containment irement in these

PCNs was a tech spec change. THOMPSON said these PCNs required a

%gcgnggtcggnge Rgguest (LCR) be submitted to the NRC for their approval
xhibi . p. 2).

MADSEN stated he has been a nuclear licensing and safet engineer for

D for approximately 2 1/2 years. MADSEN stated an NRC letter in 1988
(Exhibit 2) gointed out the difference between surveillance requirements
and the BASES in the CNS tech Specs. MADSEN stated the BASES were more
resti<tive than the surveillance requirements as it applied to the
sec??dary containment requirements in the CNS tech specs (Exhibit 34,

p.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: BASES are part of (NS tech specs that
provide amplification of the Limiting Conditions for Operation
(LCO). and to the surveillance requirements.

MADSEN stated NPPD. and specifically himself. had used this NRC letter
(Exhibit 2) as the basis for Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11). MADSEN said
he wrote this proposed change to reword the BASES to agree with the
surveillance requirement. MADSEN said the BASES required a secondary
containment test before opening primary containment during refueling.
MADSEN said this proposal was to delete that requirement and thereby
agree with the surveillance requirements, which did not require the test
before openingepr1narg containment. MADSEN stated this proposal was
app;oved by the NRC t rough Amendment 150 (Exhibit 12 and £xhibit 34,

p. 1).

MADSEN stated Amendment 150 was for administrative or editorial
purposes. MADSEN said it did not really change anyth1n? technically, it
was Just a "clean-up® of the language (Exhibit 34, p. 1).

Case No. 4-93-020R 28



54.  BRATRSOVSKY said he had been the mechanical maintenance crew leader at
CNS for the past 4 or 5 years. BRATRSOVSKY stated he was involved in
the 1993 outage. working on one of the two 12-hour shifts employed
during the outage (Exhibit 35 p. 1).

55.  BRATRSOVSKY stated he was aware that CNS was having trouble passing a
secondary containment test, and the wanted to continue with RPY
disassembly. BRATRSOVSKY said YOUNé and UNRUH discussed the need for a
{gcg.b BRQS sovsg; satd YOUNG eventually directed him to prepare a TPCN

xhibit 35, p. :

56.  BRATRSOVSKY stated he prepared TPCN 7.4.4, Revision 19, which deleted
the prerequisite to have secondar‘ containment and shift supervisor
approval before detensioning the RPY head bolts (Exhibit 35, p. 1).

57.  BRATRSOVSKY said he had written TPCNs in the eest. although it was
unusual for him to initiate them. BRATRSOVSKY said he could not recall
the last TPCN he had completed (Exhibit 39, p. 2).

58.  FLAHERTY stated he 1s the ineering manager at (NS and his immediate
supervisor i1s GARDNER (Exhibit 36, p. 1).

59.  FLAHERTY stated he was the originator of CNS PCN 7.4.4, Revision 20,
dated March 9, 1993 (Exhibit 14). FLAHERTY sald this document probably
started in the Safety Review Group (SRG), and he wrote the comnents on
pages 2 and 3 (Exhibit 36, p. 1).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: FLAHERTY's signatures as originator also
aEpears on CNS PCNs 7.4.5, Revision 18: and 7.4.6, Revision 19
(Exh1bits 15 and 16).

60.  FLAHERTY said he had discussions of secondary containment with the SRG
grOup. primarily with SWANSON. who probably did all the typing on the
CNs (Exhibit 36. p. 1).

61.  FLAHERTY stated these PCNs removed the requirement to have secondary
containment during RPY disassembly. FLAHERTY said the discussions
regarding secondary containment were 1 day to 1 week before the date of
the PCNs. FLAHERT; said the decision to remove secondary containment
came from a meeting with MEACHAM, HORN. and GARDNER. FLAMERTY said he
could not recall who actually directed him to prepare tiese PCNs, but
based on this discussion, he initiated the PCN action (Exhibit 36,

p. 1)

62.  FLAHERTY stated there were nine CNS departments that did technical
reviews, and they all concurred with the technical aspects of this PCN.
FLAHERTY said the SORC meeting is different from the technical review
FLAHERTY stated the signature of the SORC Chairman, who was GARDNER, is
the approval and authorization for the PCN (Exhibit 36, p. 1).
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63.  FLAHERTY $d1d ' he had been Involved with severa] PCNs over the past
€ars. FLAHERTY 5d1d 1t was unusyal to initiate, review, ang approve
a PCN in ] day, but 1t had been done (Exhibit 36 p. 2).

64.  FLAHERTY stated he marked item 5 on gage 1 of the PCN as a tech spec
change based on Amendments 147 and 150 which he also cited in item 5.
LAHERTY said he a1so cited these amendments in his written
Justification on Pages 2 and 3 (Exhibit 36. p. 2).

65.  FLAHERTY stated that since this PCN showed a tech spec change [item 5],
1t would need approval bz the NRC before the SORC meetiz? could approve
L. FLAHERTY saig an LCR had ?reviousl been done by CNS for this PCN.
FLAHERTY satd that Amendments 147 ang 150 allowed this change to tech
SPECs. FLAHERTY stated that by showing these amendments in 1tem 5 it
told the SORC meetin? that this tech spec change had already been
approved by the NRC Exhibit 36 p. 2).

66.  FLAHERTY Sa1d that Amendments 147 and 150 are cited in item 5 of this
PCN in Support of this change to tech SPECS. FLAHERTY stated his
written comments on Pages 2 and 3 of this PCN provide the fustification
of this Change to tech SPecs. FLAHERTY said 1t was possible he had
discussions regardi secondary containmet with licensing, but he did
not recall (Exhibit 6. p. 2).

67.  FLAHERTY Sa1d Amendments 147 and 150 had removed the 1rement for
secondary containment (Exhibit 36, p. 2). o

68.  FLAHERTY said his written Justification on this PCN referenced NPPD's
response to NRC inspection report #88-07 (Exhibit 3). FLAHERTY caig he
could not recall the details of that response without reviewing it
(Exhibit 36, p. 2).

69.  FLAHERTY stated he aiso referenced the record of a Gf phone conversation
(telecon] between BLACK , KLAPPROTH, and SCHOCK (Exhibit 17).  FLAHERTY
Sa1d the telecon reflected GE's opinion regarding secondary containment
during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 36, p. 2).

70.  FLAHERTY stated he also reviewed GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) in E;:?arat1on
of this PCN, and it addressed loads of 750 pounds or jess. F RTY
Said NUREG 0612, written in 1981 or 1982, addressed the movement of
heavier 1oads FLAHERTY said he had been involved with corporate
eng1neer1n? in the implementation of NUREG 0612 and its effect on CNS in
May 1982 ( xhibit 36, PP. 2 and 3).

71. FLAHERTY stated he had lTooked at both the NPPD Proposa) No. 95 and the
resulting NRC a Proved Amendment 150 when preparing PCN 7.4.4.
Revision 20 F ERTY said he then reviewed Amendment 150 and stated it
removed secondary containment during refueling by removing a conflicting
statement in the BASES.  FLAHERTY added that this amendment removed a
requirement to conduct a secondary containment integrity test before
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72.

73.

4.

75.

76.

7.

oﬁ:mng primary containment. FLAHERTY said this test had not been in
the surveillance requirements or LCO of the tech specs. FLAHERTY said
this amendment brought the BASES into agreement with the surveillance
requirements and the LCO (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

FLAHERTY stated he reviewed NPPD Proposal No. 68 and Amendment 147 when
preparing PCN 7.4.4, Revision 20 (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: FLAHERTY was provided a copy of NPPD
Pro?osﬂ No. 68 and NRC Emroved Amendment 147 to review. The
following responses by FLAHERTY were made after this review.

FLAHERTY said Amendment 147 effectively increased the requirement for
secondary containment. FLAHERTY said this amendment added another
restriction to the LCO of the tech specs regarding when secondary
containment is required. FLAHERTY stated this amendment required
secondary containment when rnoving potentially damaging loads over
irradiated fuel (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

FLAHERTY acknowledged the first sentence in the iustmcatmn that he
wrote on page 2 of the PCN read that Amendments 147 and 150 removed the
requirements to demon<irate secondary containment before opening primary
containment. FLAMERTY, when questioned, said that sentense wes. gpt
totally iccurate (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

FLAHERTY, after it was pointed out that Amendment 150 removed a
conflicting statement and Amendment 147 added the secondary containment
requirement. responded that the first sentence in his write-up was not
true at all (Exhibit 36, p. 4).

FLAHERTY later stated th » further L. Amendment. M7 had
nothing to do with any PCNs . ERTY said that
Amendment 150 applied to all three PCNs because it did away with
secondary containment testing before opem‘ng primary containment during
refueling. FLAHERTY added that Amendment 150 introduced a change to
tech specs (Exhibit 36, p. 4).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MADSEN. the NPPD official who wrote NPPD

gctuposal %Ial stated._h_eg%uenttlso.mv .f:v” :m-tstra}tvﬁor
LAnddt not change ing technically
(sg% oe.above) .

FLAHERTY said that the failure of the secondary containment test on
March 8, 1993, before moving the RPV head, initiated a discussion of
secondary containment. FLAHERTY said the test did not work and CNS.
with sound basis, changed their procedures. FLAHERTY stated the
question was whether CNS could disassemble the RPV without testing for
secondary containment. FLAHERTY said they reviewed previous PCNs,

Case No. 4-93-020R 31



78.

79.

80.

8l.

PRC 88-11. NUREG 0612, and talked to GE about the basis and intent of
PRC 88-11. FLAHERTY said. based on these documents and conversation
with GE, CNS proceeded with the PCNs (Exhibit 36, p. 4).

FLAHERTY said CNS did not contact the NRC about the test failure or
procedure changes because CNS did not think this issue applied to the
NRC. FLAHERTY stated they must contact the NRC only if it affects a
tech spec change or an unreviewed safety question (Exhibit 36, p. 4).

FLAHERTY was asked again why he believed these PCNs were a tech s
change and how Amendments 147 and 150 $ rted the change. FLAHERTY
stated that Amendment 147 was not applicable, but Amendment 150 removed
a requirement for a secondary containment test before oeen1nq primary
containment for refueling. LAHERTY stated that the RPV head. dryer,
and separator are ﬁart of the primary containment. FLAHERTY said the
removal of these three loads are before the evolution of refueling
(Exhibit 36, pp. 4 and 5).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Amendment 150 simply brought the BASES into
agreement with the surveillance requirement that a secondary
containment test was not necessary before opening €r1@ary
containment which is the drywell head. Amendment 147 required
secondary containment before moving any load over irradiated fuel
that could damage the fuel if dropped. The 1991 PCNs specifically
addressed the requirement for secondary containment before moving
the RPV head, dryer. and separator.

FLAHERTY 's contention that Amendment 150 allowed 1oad movement
(head, dryer. and separator) over irradiated fuel does not appear
to take 1nto consideration that the head, dryer. and separator
were not analyzed before March 9. 1993. to determine if they would
damage irradiated fuel if dropped. Therefore. it would appear

Z that Amendment 147. tech spec 3.Z.C.1.q. precluded such a movement

without secondary containment 0 th
W_MOVeme hese t|

s !

FLAHERTY admitted that if the secondary containment test had not failed
on March 8. 1993, CNS would not have immediately reviewed and changed
procedures. FLAHERTY said, at some point. CNS would have reviewed the
situation and rewrote the procedure as the current procedure was too
restrictive (Exhibit 36, p. 5).

FLAHERTY stated he signed PCN 7.4 4 Revision 19, dated July 1991. for
the en81neer1ng department. FLAHERTY admitted that PCN was based on

G 0612 and PRC 88-11. but did not respond when asked why he reversed
his position on secondary containment in 1993, in 1 day. when it took
11 months for him to approve the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 36, p. 5).
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FLAHERTY said there is pressure to keep an outage moving, and he had
heard the figure of $200.000 per day in lost revenues and added costs.

FLAHERTY said that the failed test encouraged CNS to find another
solution to the problem (Exhibit 36, p. 5).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: FLAHERTY earlier stated this PCN was a tech
sgec change and Amendments 147 and 150 supported and Justified
this change (see items 64 and 65 above).

FLAHERTY stated he marked this PCN as 2 tech spec change and referenced
Amendments 147 and 150 as they had not been referenced before on a PCN.
FLAHERTY said he did not mean to construe that those amendments were
driving the PCN, they were only references (Exhibit 36. p. 5).

FLAHERTY said he stil] believes Amendment 150 removed the requirement
for secondary containment before opening primary containment for
refueling and therefore applied to this PCN. FLAHERTY added that this
meant secondary containment was not needed unti) actually moving the
fuel (Exhibit 36, p. 6).

FLAHERTY admitted Amendment 150 did not change the surveillance
requirement or the LCO of CNS tech specs . it only deleted a statement in
the BASES. FLAHERTY, when asked how Amendment 150 removed secondary
containment in RPV disassembly, responded that per PCN 7.4 4.

Revision 20, "this changed CNS's understanding as to when a secondary
containment test is required” (Exhibit 36, p. 6).

SWANSON stated he was the proofreader for PCN 7 4.4, Revision 20, and
that he prepared and typed items 1 through 6 (Exhibit 37, p. 1).

87.  SWANSON said GARDNER initially approached him about noon on March 9,
1993, and told him that CNS wanted to make some changes to RPV
disassembly procedures. SWANSON stated GARDNER told him that FLAHERTY
?gu;dbrjn:e:twmth him and tell him what changes to make to the procedures

xhi . p. 1Y,

88 SWANSON stated that FLAHERTY met with him sometime after 12:30 p.m. on
March 9. 1993 SWANSON said FLAHERTY told him CNS management did not
feel they needed the secondarg‘contaimnent during RPV disassembly.
SWANSON said FLAKERTY added that NUREG 0612 dealt with heavy Toads and
an evaluation of CNS "rigs and loads" exempted the secondary containment
requirement (Exhibit 37, p. 1).

89 SWANSON stated that his group writes procedures, reviews them, and make
changes to other procedures. SWANSON said this PCN should have come out
of the Maintenance Department. supervised by YOUNG. SWANSON said he was
a former maintenance foreman with several years experience in RPY
disggse«bly and that is why they came to him for this PCN (Exhibit 37.
p. ;
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SWANSON said item 8. step 4 of this PCN, removed the secondary
containment requirement during RPV head removal. SWANSON stated that
both GARDNER and FLAHERTY told him that NUREG 0612 was the basis for the
decision. SWANSON said they [GARDNER and FLAHERTY] also told him that
GE PRC 88-11 was no longer applicable (Exhibit 37, °p. 2).

SWANSON said he questioned FLAHERTY at length to determine whether it
was permissible or wise to remove the secondary containment requirement
and 1f NUREG 0612 addressed secondary containment. SWANSON said
FLAHERTY told him there was no unresolved safety question with

NUREG 0612 and that it dealt with heavy loads and safe paths. SWANSON
said FLAHERTY reassured him that it was okay to remove secondary
containment requirement (Exhibit 37, p. 2).

SWANSON said he was familiar with PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19, that added the
secondary containment requirement, and he had signed that PCN as a
technical reviewer. SWANSON said the new PCN was initiated. reviewed,
and approved within 1 dag. versus the 11 months for the original PCN
process. SWANSON said the new PCN had a review only by SORC meeting
where the original PCN had both a technical and SORC meeting review
(Exhibit 37, pp. 2 and 3).

SWANSON stated that Amendments 147 and 150 are not related to the new
PCN [1993]. SWANSON said that FLAHERTY told him on March 9. 1993, that
he was referencing them in item 5 because he had used them for his
Justification on page 2 of the PCN. SWANSON stated he knew this
Justification was not accurate or roper. SWANSON said he should have
been more forceful with FLAHERTY about his [SWANSON's] concerns about
NUREG 0612 and the use of Amendments 147 and 150 (Exhibit 37, p. 3).

INVE.TIGATOR'S NOTE: FLAHERTY first stated that Amendments 147
and 1.0 justified the PCN and tech spec change [Items 64 and 65
above]. FLAHERTY later said these amendments were only references
and the PCNs were not tech spec changes (Item 82 above). In
evidence item 93, SWANSON stated that FLAHERTY told him on

March 9, 1993, that these amendments Justified the tech spec
changes (PCNs).

BALLINGER reviewed a memorandum from FOUST to himself, dated December 7
1988, (Exhibit 5) and stated he recalled the document. BALLINGER said
FOUST worked for him then. BALLINGER said FOUST was regorting on GE

PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) on how it affected CNS. BALLINGER said FOUST made
recommendat ions 1nc1ud1n? prohibiting the movement of objects over
rradiated fuel during planned outages when secondary containment is not
operable. BALLINGER said FOUST also recommended not moving any object
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99.

100.
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of 300 pounds.g;l.more over 1rradiated fuel without secondary

containment . LINGER said FOUST reported that load weight could cause
damage to irradiated fuel if dropped (Exhibit 38, pp. 1 and 2).

BALLINGER stated he initialed the technical review for the Engineering
gfartaent on PCN 7.4 4, Revision 19, which was approved in July 1991.
LINGER said this PCN was based on FOUST's memorandum and PRC 88-11
and added the secondary containment requirement to CNS procedures when
moving the RPV head. LINGER said that PCN revisions were also done

for the seggrator and dryer to require secondary containment when
removing those loads (Exhibit 38, p. 2).

BALLINGER stated the 1991 PCNs took about 10 months to initiate, review,
and approve. BALLINGER said in addition to being a technical reviewer
on these PCN's, he was also an approving SORC member (Exhibit 38, p. 2).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: BALLINGER said he did not recall
Amendment 150 by number: therefore a copy of this amendment was
provided for his review.

BALLINGER stated Amendment 150 (Exhibit 12) deleted a statement from the
BASES to perform a secondary containment test before opening primary
containment. BALLINGER said this brought- the BASES into agreement with,
theziurvemance requirement 4.7.C.1.c of CNS tech specs (Exhibit 38,
p. 2).

BALLINGER said the date of NPPD Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11) that
resulted in NRC approved Amendment 150. was July 19, 1991. BALLINGER
sa1d that was 1 day after approval of PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19, and there
was an apparent connection between the iwo documents. BALLINGER said

CNS was attempting to ensure secondary containment was appropriate
(Exhibit 38, p. g?

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: BALLINGER reviewed a copy of NPPD Proposal

No. 68 (Exhibit 9) and NRC apﬁroved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10) and
stated he was familiar with these documents.

BALLINGER stated Amendment 147 idded the requirement for secondary

containment for loads moved ove: irradiated fuel that have the potential
to damage the fuel if dropped .L.hibit 38 p. 3).

BALLINGER said Proposal No. 66 was dated July 18, 1991, the same date
PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19 was approved. BALLINGER said Revision 19 and
Amendments 147 and 150 were ersuring CNS appropriately utilized
secondary containment (Exhibit 38. p. 3).

BALLINGER stated that he approved PCN 7.4 4, Revision 20, as a SORC
member and based on the signatures, the technical review and SORC
meeting approval were completed together. BALLINGER stated CNS also
approved revisions to PCNs 7.4.5 and 7.4 6 [dryer and separator] at that
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same time in 1993  BALLINGER said these three PCNs removed the
secg?dary containment requirement during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 38
p. 3).

BALLINGER stated he believed CNS was able to give proper 1 sview and
aﬁproval for these three revisions within 1 day. LINGER acknowledged
that the original PCNs. adding the secondary containment requirement
was an 11 month process (Exhibit 38 P. 3).

BALLINGER stated he assisted FLAHERTY with the 1993 PCNs and NUREG 0612
and PRC 88-11 were used as the bases. BALLINGER said they both had
prior knowledge of these documents. and BALLINGER added he did research
work on NUREG 0612 in preparation of these PCNs. BALLINGER said
FLAHERTY also had a GE telecon (Exhibit 17) of a phone conversation
between GE officials. BALLINGER stated that he and FLAHERTY also had E
general discussion of the secondary containment issue (Exhibit 38,

p. 3).

BALLINGER stated, if the secondary containment test had not failed there
would have been no reason to change procedures (Exhibit 38, p. 3).

BALLINGER said NUREG 0612, which addresses plant equipment (cranes] that
carry loads over safety related equipment and fuel, does not mention
secondary containment. BALLINGER said. in his view, 1f you complied
with NIREG 0612, there is only a small chance of potential damage to the
fuel (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER initially said he agreed with item 5 of the 1993 PCNs that
these were tech spec changes and are supported b Amendments 147 and
150. BALLINGER stated that the SORC meeting could not have approved
these changes without an NRC approved amendment (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER, after some discussion. admitted Amendment 147 added the
secondary containment requirements and did not supgort these tech spec
changes. BALLINGER also admitted that Amendment 150 did not support
these tech spec changes (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER stated, based on the lack of supporting amendments, 1 day did
not provide enough time to initiate. review, and aggrove these PCNs.
BALLINGER said CNS had acted too quickly (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER stated that PCN 7.4.4, Revision 20, chan$ed tech spec 3.7.C.d.
BALLINGER stated Revision 20 was a clarification of the tech specs and
really not a tech spec change (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER said he was not comfortable at the time he was helping
FLAHERTY with these PCNs because he was rushed to do the research.
BALLINGER added he was less comfortable today considering the errors on
the PCNs (Exhibit 38, p. 4).
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BALLINGER said he was "rushed” by FLAHERTY so he only reviewed, not
researched NUREG 0612, and returned it 2u1ck1y to FLAHERTY. BALLINGER
sald FLAHERTY wanted to see how NUREG 0612 fi! with PRC 88-11 and the
1nf2;mat10n discussed in the GE telephone conversation (Exhibit 38,

p. 4).

BALLINGER stated that the RPV head, dryer, and separator were not loads
that have the gotent1al for damaging irradiated fuel. BALLINGER
acknowledged the justification in the 1993 PCNs did not include the fact
that these loads did not have the potential to damage the fuel

(Exhibit 38, p. 4).

BALLINGER admitted that information from GE. the GE telecon, or
NUREG 0612 never indicated that these loads could not potentially damage
fuel (Exhibit 38, pp. 4 and 5).

BALLINGER stated, if it had been his decision. he would throw out the
new PCNs and wait until an analysis was completed (Exhibit 38, p. 5).

BALLINGER stated there was considerable discussion as to whether a
chanYe in 1ntergretat10n of procedures causes 2 change in tech specs.
BALLINGER said FLAHERTY seemed to think with Revision 20 there was a
change. BALLINGER added that if FLAHERTY thought this was a tech spec
change. he should have gone to the NRC for approval (Exhibit 38, p. 5).

YOUNG stated he has been the maintenance supervisor at CNS for about
2 1/2 years. YOUNG said, as part of his duties. he has a major interest
in refueling and RPV disassembly during outage (Exhibit 39, p. 1).

YOUNG stated that PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19. was approved about 6 months
after he obtained his present position, and he signed that PCN as a
proofreader. YOUNG said he concurred with the changes to add the
secondary containment requirements. Young said revision 19 was based on
GE PRC 88-11 and NUREG (812 (Exhibit 39, p. 1).

YOUNG said he was familiar with the secondary containment test that
failed on March 8, 1993, but not familiar with Amendment 147 and
somewhat familiar with Amendment 150. YOUNG reviewed Amendment 150 and
stated it removed a requirement in the BASES to do a secondary
containment test before opening primary containment . YOUNG said the
tech specs survetllance reg:grement did not require this test, and
Amendment 150 brought the ES into agreement with the tech spec.
YOUNG added that Amendment 150 only addressed the drywell head and not
the RPV head (Exhibit 39, p. 2).

YOUNG stated he signed PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20, as the responsible
supervisor. YOUNG said he also initialed the technical review for the
Maintenance Department and signed this revision as a member of SORC
(Exhibit 39, pp. 2 and 3).
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YOUNG said FLAMERTY undertook the investigation to determine why
secondary containment was required to move the RPV head. YOUNG said
they uncovered PRC 88-11 and some NRC documents that addressed secondary
containment, and gsgyegursued this issue with GE officials. YOUNG said

the GE author of 11 told them CNS had misread the document as it
was not addressing heavy loads (Exhibit 39, g, 8.

YOUNG stated that FLAMERTY told him that PCN 7.4.4, Revision 19, which
required secondar*yconta1nment. was "written wr and could be undone.”
YOUNG said FLAHERTY based this on an analysis of Tifting loads,

NUREG 0612, and other NRC documents (Exhibit 39, p. 2).

YOUNG stated that everyone in tie SORC meeting was satisfied with
Revision 20, including GARDNER and MEACHAM, who were )jresent for part of
the review (Exhibit 39 p. 3).

YOUNG stated that Revision 20 was completed within 1 day. YOUNG said
that CNS had found an error and corrected it quickly. YOUNG said he was
part of the SORC meeting and the formal discussions on this PCN. YOUNG
said he never thought about contacting the NRC and did not recall anyone
contacting the NRC (Exhibit 39, p. 3). i

YOUNG stated that Revision 20, item 5, reflected this PCN was a tech
spec change and that Amendments 147 and 150 supgorted this chan?e.
YOUNG aaded that without these amendments. the SORC meeting could net
have approved this PCN. YOUNG said an LCR would have had to be <ent t»
the NRC for approval of this change (Exhibit 39, p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: YOUNG could not recall Aiendment 147 and wus
provided a copy of it to review during the interview. It was
apparent Y was reading Amendment 147 far possibly the first
timedme:OUNG appeared to have no prior know.edge of this

amen t.

YOUNG reviewed Amendment 147 and stated 3.7.C.d was a'ded to the tech
specs which increased the restrictions when secondary ontainment was
required. YOUNG said Amendment 147 required secondary -ontainment when
moving loads over irradiated fuel that could potentially cause damage to
the fuel (Exhibit 39, p. 3).

YOUNG stated ugon review of Amendment 147, it had no application or
relation to PCN 7.4.4, Revision 20. YOUNG stated. after further review, ,

150 did not provide support to this PCN. YOUNG stated that agy/
@ SORC member, 1t now causes him some concern that Amendments 147 and -
150 provide no support for this tech spec change (Exhibit 39, p. 3).

YOUNG admitted he had not spent agﬁtime reviewing Amendments 147 and
150. YOUNG said he had reviewed PRC 88-11. a GE telecon., and some other
documents that he could not recall (Exhibit 39, p. 3).
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YOUNG stated that before his interview with the NRC, FLAHERTY told
him that he [FLAHERTY) thou?ht he had made a mistake referencing
Amendment 147. YOUNG said FLAHERTY was not sure how he would address
that with the SORC meeting (Exhibit 39, p. 4).

YOUNG said he did not think it was his responsibility to determine if
the amau!umnsL:ﬂElied. YOUNG added he was not a licensing expert, and
he had taken FLAHERTY's word on the matter (Exhibit 39, p. 4).

YOUNG stated that 7.4.4, Revision 20. was not a tech spec change. YOUNG
said he came to that conclusion during this interview and review of
Amendments 147 and 150 with the NRC. YOUNG saic tech specs do not
require secondary containment unti) actually handling the fuel

(Exhibit 39, p. 4).

YOUNG said he had disagreed with PCN 7.4.6, Revision 19, which removed
the secondary containment requirement. YOUNG said the SORC meeting
convinced him it was permissible because the 11ft had been analyzed, and
1t will not allow the separator to drop back into the fuel (Exhibit 39.

p. 4).

YOUNG said there is a potential for dropping a load [head, dryer, and
separator] and shearing a stud. YOUNG said the stud has the poteitial
to hit and damage the fuel. YOUNG stated he believed GE had analyzed
the snt1re procedure and they [GE] did not see a problem (Exhibit 39,

p. 4

UNRUH stated he was the maintenance manager at CNS and had signed the
1991 PCNs 7.4.4, Revision 19; 7.4.5, Revision 17; and 7.4.6, Revision 18
as a SORC member. (NRUM stated he also signed the first two PCNs as
technical reviewer (Exhibit 40, p. 1).

UNRUH stated that the concerns of GE PRC 88-11 are what initiated these
three PCNs. UNRUM said that NUREG 0612 was also cited as a reference in
these PCNs (Exhibit 40, p. 1).

UNRUH stated the 1991 PCNs made secondary containment a requirement when
moving the RPV head. dryer. ard separator over irradiated fuel. UNRUH
sa1? this movement only occurs during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 40,

p. 1),

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: UNRUH was provided a copy of NPPD Proposal
No. 68 and Amendment 147 for his review.

UNRUH said Amendment 147 added 3.7.C.d to the CNS tech specs. UNRUH
said this tech spec ired secondary containment be operable when
moving loads over irradiated fuel that could potentially damage the fue)
1f dropped. UNRUH added that this tech spec did not qualify or quantify
the Toad (Exhibit 40, pp. 1 and 2).
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JUNRUH said there is a subtle difference between Amendment 147 and the
three PCNs. UNRUH stated Amendment 147 addresses loads that have the
‘potential® to damage fuel, while the 1991 PCNs cite specific loads
(head, dryer, and separator] moved over irradiated fuel. UNRUH said the
‘potential” to damage is inferred with these specific loads because
secg?dary containment is required when moving these loads (Exhibit 40
p. .

UNRUH stated that PRC 88-11 does not quantify weight load. UNRUH said
NUREG 0612 1s about safety related equipment and the movement of loads
more than 1000 pounds near the safety related equipment. UNRUH added

that NUREG 0612 discusses critical paths and equipment used, but does

not address secondary containment requirements (Exhibit 40, p. 2).

UNRUH said he was familiar with the secondary containment test that

failed on March 8, 1993. UNRUM said he was not aware that a TPCN was

?gn: g?at4game dsge to allow the detensioning of the RPV head bolts
xhibit 40, p. .

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: UNRUH was provided copies of the three 1993
PCNs (Exhibit 14, 15, and 16) for F=s review.

UNRUH stated he had not previously seen the PCNs that were revised on
March 9, 1993. UNRUH said he became aware of these PCNs on March 9.
1993, which deleted the requirement for secondary containment. UNRUM
said he could not recall who told him these revisions had been made.
UNRUH said he thought the revisions were only temporary to continue RPV
d1sg§semb1y without having secondary containment operable (Exhipit 40,

UNRUH stated he is responsible for RPV disassembly and that he approved
the original PCNs in 1991 as the responsible manager, technical
reviewer, and SORC member. UNRUH said he did not raise any questions or
have any discussion when told the secondary containment requirement
during RPV disassembly was deleted in 1993 (Exhibit 40, p. 2).

UNRUM said, in his opinion. you did not need secondary containment
during RPY disassembly unt1) you began to 1ift the dryer and separator
(Exhibit 40, p. 3).

UNRUH stated that YOUNG did the technical review on the 1993 PCNs that
removed the secondary requirement for the head, dryer, and separator.
UNRUM said he did not know about the PCNs (Exhibit 40, p. 3).

UNRUH said the new PCNs cited NUREG 0612 as had the original PCNs,
and he did not know what had changed during that time. UNRUM said
NUREG 0612 does not address secondary containment, and PRC 88-11 does
not quantify load weight (Exhibit 40 p. 3).
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INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: UNRUH provided a copy of the CNS Shift
Coordinator s Meeting Minutes for March 8, 1993 through March 12,
1993. There were also severa) questions regarding the decision to
proceed without secondary containment and UNRUH appeared confused
and could not answer these questions. It was pointed out to UNRUH
that he had stated he was responsible for RPV disassembly.
Further, the minutes of the March 10, 1993, Shift Coordinator's
Meeting at 1830 [6:30 p.m.] reflected he was present. These same
minutes reflect that GARDNER gave the approval of that date to
move the separator without secondary containment (Exhibit 19).

UNRUH said he did not object when all three loads were moved without
secondary containment because he assumed management made the correct
decision. UNRUH acknowledged GARDNER was the SORC chairman, and UNRUH
was sure GARDNER consulted someone else on the issue. UNRUH said he did
?g§h$;}: Eg GARDggR about the secondary containment 1ssue at the time

. p. 3).

UNRUH stated that PRC 88-11 "Clouded” this whole issue. particularly in
the way they were thinking about secondary containment requirements.
UNRUH admitted that nothing has been done to remove that cloud.” UNRUH
sa1d he was sure management will do something about the situation
(Exhibit 40, p. 4).

ESTES said he is a ONS management trainee who was the weekend CNS outage
director and the acting manager of operations during March/April 1993
ESTES stated he was aware the secondar{ containment test failed on

March 8, 1993. ESTES said it eventua) Y passed on March 11, 1993
(Exhibit 41, p. 1).

ESTES stated that rLAHERTY made the presentation of three PCNs at the

C meeting on March 9, 1993, and said there was a lot of discussion
for about a half hour. ESTES said, by the end of the discussion. he was
%gmgqgt:blf withlghe changes and everyone agreed to the changes

xhibi . p. 1).

ESTES stated, as a SORC member. he approved PCNs 7.4 4. Revision 20:
7.4.5 Revision 18: and 7.4.6. Revision 19. FESTES stated he also s1?ned
7.4 .4 as a technical reviewer, but not the other two PCNs (Exhibit 4],

p. 2)

ESTES stated he did not recall the SORC meeting adjourning after
approving 7.4 4 and returning to a second meeting to approve the last
two PCNs (Exhibit 41, p. 2).

ESTES stated that FOUST had some doubts about deleting the secondary
containment requirements, but this was not a "big problem” since GE
conducted an anal{sis in April 1993. ESTES said the analysis showed no
damage to the fuel from dropping of the RPV head. dryer, or separator.
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ESTES said GE had performed the test previously at five or six other
plants and CNS management [MEACHAM or HORN] ordered the analysis to be
‘prudent” (Exhibit 1. p. 2).

ESTES said there were several 1tems of information presented to the SORC
meeting. including NUREG 0612, ESTES sa1d NUREG 0612 requires g
specific analysis for each load moved over irradiated fuel or a program
where 1ifting equipment is in pristine condition (Exhibit 4], p. 2).

ESTES said the SORC meeting also looked at PRC 88-11 which only
addressed light loads. ESTES stated SORC meeting icoked at a memorandum
from LONG. dated 1985 to 1987, which said secondary containment was not
required until fuel handling (Exhibit 4] p. 2).

ESTES said the SORC meeting also had the knowledge that GE had conducted
anal;ses for other plants and secondary containment was not required.
ESTES said the same would apply to CNS. it was just a matter o paying
for an analysis (Exhibit 41, p. 2).

ESTES stated he had never read NUREG 0612 or PRC 88-11 before or duri
the SORC meeting, and he depended on FLAHERTY's presentation to the SORC
meeting (Exhibit 4], pp. 2 and 3). ¥

ESTES said he did read GE's telecon at the SORC meeting, and it implied
that PRC 88-11 did not aggl{ to heavy loads. but it did mention
secondary containment TES said GE was not asked whether secondary
containment was needed to move the three loads (Exhibit 41, p. 3).

ESTES said he did read the LONG memorandum at the SORC meeting.

However, ESTES said he had no direct or specific knowledge of GE's
analyses at other BWR plants. ESTES said he was not sure if these
analyses had been discussed at the SORC meeting (Exhibit 41, p. 3).

ESTES said he did not recall anyone suggest i the NRC be contacted
about the failed test or the PCN changes. ESTES said the resident
Inspector cannot interpret tech Specs, and they would normally talk to
the NRC progect mana?er. ESTES said he did not know why the NRC was not
cortacted (Exhibit 4], p. 3).

ESTES said the three PCNs were not tech spec changes. and there were no
tech spec changes on the table at the SORC meeting. ESTES then reviewed
the three PCNs and said he did not know why item 5 was marked "yes" as a
tech spec chang:. ESTES said he did not realize it was a tech spec
change t had apgroved them as a technical reviewer and SORC
member (Exhibit 4], p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE : ESTES reviewed Amendments 147 and 150 and
recalled there was some discussion of those amendments. ESTES was
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asked what these two amendments cited as the justification on all
three 1993 PCNs had to do with removing the secondary containment
requirement

161. ESTES said there was some discussion regarding Amendments 147 and 150 at
the SORC meeting. LSTES said he recalled readi these amendments at
the SORC meeting as well as at otier times. ES S said he could not
recall the basis FLAHERTY used to cite these amendments and to use them
In support of a tech spec change (Exhibit 41, p. 3).

162. ESTES said he would not use the word "faulty” to describe these PCNs.
ESTES said he did sign them as he technicaliy had "no problem” with what
CNS was doing (Exhibit 41, p. 3).

163. ESTES said these PCNs were not tech spec changes, and these amendments
were only offered as background information (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: ESTES was asked why he did not tell the
inspection team about the PCNs and the movement of the three loads
over irradiated fuel without secondary containment .

164. ESTES stated CNS believed only the failure of the secondary containment
test on March 8, 1993, was significant ang reported only that to the NRC
inspection team (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

165. ESTES stated he never told the Inspection team, but in hindsight. the
SORC meeting should not have ap?roved the changes because the SORC
meeting was not 100 percent "sold" on the changes (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

166. ESTES admitted he told the inspection team, with the RPV head bolts
detensioned, it was safer to proceed with disassemb1{ and flood the
Cavity rather than wait for secondary containment. ESTES when asked why
they put themselves in that position, responded he did not want to
answer for other ple. ESTES said he could not answer why he told the
inspection team about it being safer to flood up. ESTES said the PCNs
had already been approved. and CNS had already stated that secondary
containment was not necessary (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

167. ESTES stated he did not know at the March 9, 1993, SORC meeting that the
bolts had been detensioned (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

168. ESTES, after being shown the Shift Coordinators Meeti Minutes for
March 8, 1993, stated he knew at the SORC meeting the bolts had been
detensioned and there was no secondary containment (Exhibit 41, p. 4).

169. ESTES said he did not remember going through the logic at the SORC

meeting that since the bolts were detensioned, CNS had to implement the
PCNs to be in a safer condition (Exhibit 41, p. 5).
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ESTES stated the "extensive documentation review" cited in the SORC
meeting minutes of March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 18) was applicable to
Engineering, not the SORC meeting (Exhibit 41, p. 5).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE reviewed a copg of NPPD Proposal No. 68
(Exhibit 9) and NRC approved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10) and said
he recalled these documents .

MACE stated he was at the SORC meeting that approved NPPD Proposal
No. 68 (Exhibit 42, p. 1).

MACE stated he vaguely recalled the FOUST memorandum to BALLINGER dated
December 12, 1988, r arding the NPPD analysis of GE PRC 88-11. MACE
said that both BALLINGER and FOUST worked for him at the time

(Exhibit 42, p. 1).

MACE stated that he did not recall anything other than PRC 88-11 when
approving NPPD Proposal No. 68, the tech spec change. MACE said

PRC 88-11 and the three 1991 PCNs are what "drove" Proposal No. 68
(Exhibit 42, p. 1).

MACE said, in 1991, he was in traini for 11 months and was not at the
SORC meeting pertaining to the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 42, p. 1),

MACE stated. on March 9. 1993. he did both a technical review for site
support and SORC meeting approval for PCNs 7.4.4, Revision 20: 7.4.5
Revision 18; and 7.4.6, Revision 19 (Exhibit 42, p. 2).

SORC meeting. MACE said FLAMERTY provided supporting documents
including a GE telecon record. an engineering pa~kage. a memorandum from
LONGj and other documents which he [MACE] could not recall (Exhibit 42,

p. 2

MACE said NUREG 0612 was used in both sets of PCNs. MACE stated that in
the 1991 PCNs, it made secondar containment a requirement and was added
as a reference. MACE said in the 1993 PCNs, it removed the requirement
for secondary containment and clarified that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612
were "two separate entities.” MACE added " C 88-11 was talking heavy
loads but not 1ike NUREG 0612" (Exhibit 42, p. 2).

MACE said the GE telecon record indicated that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612
are separate entities. MACE stated PRC 88-11 said GE had a concern for
heavy loads being moved over irradiated fuel. MACE said "heavy load" is
?Eig';$€ 12terpr§§at1on depending on the engineer and the utility

1 o D .

MACE said he did not know if - Toad analysis had been done to determine
the weight that would damage fuel. MACE added he did not worry about
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such analysis being done before revising the PCNs. MACE said the author
of PRC 88-11 stated it addressed a load of less than 1000 pounds
(Exhibit 42, p. 7).

180. MACE stated the revised PCNs were not tech spec chggges. MACE, when
referred to item 5 on the 1993 PCNs, admitted the
tech spec changes. MACE sa1d because Amendments 147 and 150 are also
Cited 1n item 5, the SORC meeting could approve this change. MACE said
the amendments reflect prior NRC approval (Exhibit 42, p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE. MACE was asked how Amendment 147 could ‘
support the removal of secondary containment requirements when it
added the requirements to tech SPECS. MACE stated he wanted to
check his tech specs and left the room to get his tech specs. It

agreement with the surveillance requirement The surveillance
requirement had never required such a test before opening primary
t

181. MACE stated that he would not have signed his SORC meeting approval if
L were today based on Amendments 147 an. 150 as the basis E stated
he would give his a roval because there was a sound basis for deleting
the requirement (f 1bit 42, p. 3).

182. MACE said that the PCNs mag be in error as they were not tech specs
changes, and Amendments 147 and 150 were ina ropriate. However. MACE
Sa1d he did not have a problem that these PC S were completed and
approved in less than | day (Exhibit 42 p. 3).

183. MACE said the SORC neeting discussed the three 1993 PCNs for aboyt 1/2
hour before giving approval. MACE stated all three PCNs were discussed
at the same meeting. MACE said he did not remember going back a second
time to approve two of the PCNs as reflected in the March 9, 1993 SORC
meeting minutes (Exhibit 42, D 3).

184. MACE stated they were "rushed” because they were on an outage schedule
MACE said he was telephoned and told work had stopped on the floor, and
the RPV head could not be pulled because secondary containment was not
operable. MACE stated he was the outage director when this occurred.
MACE stated he told them, "bulishit. there 15 no goddamn ua{ that can be
a problem.* MACE said he then looked at procedures and realized
secondary containment was required (Exhibit 42 PP. 3 and 4).

185. MACE said the 7. 4xx procedures had been put in by “oversight” or "over
zealousness.” MACE stated it was common Sense, adding there is no way

YOou could drop a head and hit the fuel, "it was like a square peg in a
round hole" (Exhibit 42. pp. 2 and 3)
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MACE stated he was the one to initiate the PCN change request as he was
the outage diréctor at the time, add1ng he had talked to GARDNER. MACE

said that he could not recall if R a?reed. but would have recalled
1f GARDNER had disagreed (Exhibit 42, p. 4).

MACE. when told this sounded 1ike an order rather than a request for an
interpretation, responded that if any of the people below him disagreed.
they would have told him he was wrong (Exhibit 42, p. 4).

MACE said secondary containment 1s not necessary during RPV disassemb]
until you actually touch the fuel or core internals. MACE said the SORC
meeting had a lot of discussion and eventually all SORC members agreed
to the revised PCNs (Exhibit 42 p. 4).

MACE stated that it was the failure of the secondary containment test on
March 8, 1993, that resulted in the telephone call that work had to be
st on RPV disassembly. MACE said he knew on March 8, 1993, about
the TPCN that allowed the RPV head bolts to be detensioned while they
continued to try an establish secondary containment. MACE stated that
when secondary containment was not established on March 9, 1993, he told
them to change the procedures and delete the secondary containment
requirement (Exhibit 42, p. 4).

MACE acknowledggd the secondary containment test passed in the evening
of March 11, 1993, so CNS only saved 2 days by changing procedures .

MACE stated this translates to about $500.000 a day when CNS is down, in
both costs and lost revenues (Exhibit 42, p. 5).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE was interviewed a second time under
oath and transcribed on December 13, 1993. The following items
related to MACE are from that testimony.

MACE stated he was the CNS engineering manager and FOUST's supervisor in
December 1988. MACE stated that he would have reviewed and approved
FOUST's memorandum (Exhibit 5) and then sent the recommendation forward

MACE said that with the FOUST memorandum, Engineering decided how
changes should be done and Maintenance carried out the execution of the
En21neer1ng decision. MACE stated Maintenance made the approgriate
7.4xx procedure changes and to his recollection, no one came back to him
ang ;g;d these procedures were too “burdensome” (Exhibit 43, pp. 11, 12,
an ;

MACE stated that PCNs 7.4.4, 7.4.5 and 7.4.6. all dated as agproved in
1991, were as a result of FOUST s memorandum. MACE said the PCNs put
into effect the requirement for secondary containment during RPY
disassembly (Exhibit 43, p. 15).
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194. MACE said NPPD Proposal No. 68, dated July 18, 1991, was a request to
the NRC (Exhibit 9) for a tech s?ec change to section 3.7.C. MACE said
1t added that no loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel
Tg;e to be moved without secondary containment (Exhibit 43, pp. 16 and

195 MACE stated this ggoposal was apgroved by the NRC as Amendment 147
(Exhibit 10) to CNS tech specs (Exhibit 43, p. 23).

196. MACE stated that NPPD Proposal No. 25 (Exhibit 11) was approved by the
NRC 33 A::ng:gnt 150 (Exhibit 12) on November 22 1991 (Exhibit 43,
pp. a .

197. MACE agreed that Amendment 150 deleted a requirement in the BASES to do
a secondary containment test before opening primary containment. MACE
said the BASES is an azgl1f1cat10n of tech specs. “MACE said. in this
case. it brought the ES into agreement with the tech spec
surveillance requirement (Exhibit 43. pp. 25, 26. and 27).

198. MACE stated he reviewed and approved 7.4.4, Revision 20, in 1993, as a
technical reviewer and a SORC member (Exhibit 43, p. 32). .

199. MACE said he did not perform the technical review or SORC meeting
approval on the other two 1993 PCNs. as they were reviewed at a second
meeting on March 9, 1993. MACE said he did not get involved in the
second meetin? due to his capacity as outage director. MACE said he did
not rec:'1 telling the NRC at his first interview that the three PCNs
gg;e discussed and approved at the same meeting (Exhibit 43, pp. 32 and

200. MACE admitted, at his first interview, he told the NRC that he had
responded "bullshit, there is no goddamn way that can be a problem, "
when told work had been stopped because secondary containment could not
be established (Exhibit 43. p. 36).

201. MACE admitted the original PCNs, that put in the requirement for
secondary containment. were a result of oversight or over Zealousness
(Exhibit 43, p. 36).

202. MACE stated there was "no way" for the RPV head to drog and hit the
;gsl. 1t was like a "square Peg 1n a round hole" (Exhibit 43, pp. 36 and

203. MACE acknow! 1t was an "oversight” and "over zealousness" on his
part in 1991 the origénal PCNs were approved. MACE said he did not
recognize the intent of PRC 88-11 or FOUST's memorandum. and he had not
reviewed them in detail (Exhibit 43, p. 37).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE did not respond when quest ioned why he
claimed "over zealousness® on the 1991 PCNs and not on the 1993
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PCNS. It was pointed out to MACE the original PCNs had taken

10 months to go through the cycle and the new PCNs, which used the
same basis [NUREG 0612 and PRC €8-11]. took 1 day to be reviewed
and approved (Exhibit 43, pp. 37 and 38).

MACE stated he made his comment about "bullshit”™ after he was informed
that RPV disassembly had stopped. MACE said they were ready to
detension the bolts, but could not establish the required secondary
containment. MACE said the prérequisite to establish secondary
containment “just didn't seem logical® (Exhibi- 43, pp. 42 and 43).

MACE said, after learning secondary containment was inoperable, he
talked to GARDNER, and they decided this ?rocedure was not correct as
written. MACE said he assumed GARDNER talked to the :gzineering manager
about the ?rocedure change. MACE said GARDNER Just took this assignment
upon4g1m:§ I;)and he [MACE] went back to his outage duties (Exhibit 43,
pp. a .

MACE said that TPCN 7.4.4, dated March 8. 1993 (Exhibit 13) was signed
b{ GARDNER, and it allowed the detensioning of the RPV head bolts
(Exhibit 43, pp. 45 and 47).

MACE said that by detensioning the bolts. they were not in a less safe
Situation 1f a problem arose. MACE said 1t would be easier to back up
than go forward. MACE said it would be easier to retighten the

52 studs than pull the head. pull the RPV internals, and "flood up" the
RPV (Exhibit 43, p. 49).

MACE. when told CNS officials had informed the NRC 1nsgection team it
would be safer to go forward, stated his position on the issue was based
on an accident scenario. MACE said without an accident there would be
no reason to go back. and he would proceed forward (Exhibit 43, p. 50).

MACE. when confronted with his August 1993 testimony to the NRC that he
Initiated the three PCNs, stated he did not initiate the changes. MACE
said he only had the discussion with GARDNER on March 8, 1993, where
they decided the procedures were not right. MACE said he did not
ntiate the changes (Exhibit 43, p. 52).

MACE gaain stated he did not initiate the three PCNs in 1993 and assumes
GARDNER, talk1n? to FLAHERTY, orchestrated the changes. MACE said he
could not recall telling the reporting investigator, in August 1993,
that he was the ore to initiate the changes (Exhibit 43, pp. 54 and 55)

MACE stated when he and GARDNER discussed that procedure 7.4.4 was
wrong, his [MACE] basis was that it was not logical that the RPV head
could hit the fuel. MACE said it was the square peg in the round hole
concegt and claimed that it was "cognitive knowledge" on his part
(Exhibit 43, pp. 57 and 58).
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MACE, when asked what changed his og;n1on about the need for secondary
containment between his approving the FOUST memorandum and the March 8,
1993, outage, stated nothing changed in his mind. MACE discussed at
some length about the volume of paper that crosses his desk in a year.
MACE said he did see PRC 88-11 and the FOUST memorandum, but these
éf?ues Just did not cross his mind at the time (Exhibit 43, pp. 60 and

MACE stated TPCN 7.4.4 was done solely to keep the outage moving. MACE
said that the three PCNs, in 1993, were to keep the outage moving. MACE
sald 1t was because there was a concern to move quickly from a cold
shugg?un to a "flooded up" condition, a safer situation (Exhibit 43,

p. .

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE's response in Evidence [tem 212
indicating that it was safer to move forward is the Sggosite of
his responses listed in evidence items 206 and 207, re he said
it would be easier to back up than go forward.

MACE stated in the 1993 PCNs, item 5. reflects the PCNs caused a change
to tech specs (Exhibit 43, p. 67).

MACE said that with a PCN that changes tech specs, the SORC meeting
cannot approve the change without NRC approval. MACE added that this
NRC approval mag have been previously approved in the form of an
amendment (Exhibit 43, pp. 68 and 69).

MACE stated that in the 1993 PCNs, item & reflects Amendments 147 and
150. MACE said these amendments were the PCN changes previously
approved by the NRC (Exhibit 43, p. 69).

MACE stated Amendment 147 increased the reguirement for secondary
containment when moving any load over irradiated fuel that could
potentially cause damage if dropped. MACE admitted Amendment 147, as
shown on the three 1993 PCNs, was in error. MACE said Amendment 147
added the requirement rather than deleting the requirement as the PCNs
state (Exhibit 43, pp. 69 and 70).

MACE said that Amendment 150 had nothing to do with removing secondary
containment during RPY d1sassemblgeas shown on the three PCNs for 1993
MACE said Amendment 150 brought the BASES into agreement with the
surveillance requirements of the tech specs (Exhibit 43, pp. 74 and 75).

MACE admitted that, based on the information shown in item 5 on the
three PCNs for 1993, the SORC meeting was in error for approving these
PCNs (Exhibit 43, p. 76).

MACE admitted that the written justification cn the three 1993 PCNs do
not include his rationale for deleting the secondary containment
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requirements. . MACE said it does not mention or allude anywhere in the
written justification there is not a problem because "you can't put a
Square peg 1n a round hole" (Exhibit 43 p. 79).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE had acknowledged that the 1993 PCNs
were not tech spec changes. MACE said Amendments 147 and 150 did
not support the changes, and his rationale for deleting the
requirement was not in the written Justification. MACE aiso
acknowledged not reading Amendments 147 and 150 before or at the
SORC meeting. MACE was asked why he signed these 1993 PCNs as a
technical reviewer and SORC member and what he had done as a
technical reviewer. MACE did notegrovide a definitive answer
(Exhibit 43, pp. 80, 81, 82, and 83).

MACE acknowledged that the LONG memorandum (Exhibit 2) had already been
received and considered when CNS wrote Proposal No. 68 (Exhibit 9) which
resulted in the NRC apfroved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10). MACE also
acknowledged that the LONG memorandum was cited in the 1993 PCNs
(Exhibit 43, pp. 91 and 92).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The NPPD Proposal No. 68 stated CNS had
considered previous documents and inspections; however. they were
going to be conservative and require secondary containment. This
proposal was dated the same date they approved the 1991 PCNs for
the RPV head and dryer, which required secondary containment. In
the 1993 PCNs, they again cited LONG's memorandum to remove the
secondary containment requirements . MACE did not know why the
memorandum was cited in both reviews: one to add
requirements, the other to remove the same requirements. MACE
said he would have to look at the SORC meeting minutes
(Exhibit 43, p. 92).

MACE admitted that PRC 88-11 and the analysis done by FOUST reported
there was no load weight analysis, and GE told the various power plants
to do the analysis (Exhibit 43, p. 9).

MACE stated that on March 8 and 9. 1993, he did not violate tech specs
to move the outagg. MACE said the 3.7.C. tech sSpec 1ssue addresses
1oads and NUREG 0612 is a separate issue. MACE said NUREG 0612 ensures
his Tifting equipment and crane have a safety factor (Exhibit 43,

pp. 102 and 103).

MACE said he was not aware of any analysis CNS had done to determine
what load weight would damage fuel if dropped (Exhibit 43, p. 105).

MACE said CNS had not done an analysis to determine if damage would be
done if parts of the load or RPY broke off and dropped on the fuel.
MACE said part of the RPV head breaking off would not hagpen. based on
cogm?37§ense. which he said is an acceptable basis (Exhibit 43, pp. 106
an .
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MACE admitted that NUREG 0612 does nct completely eliminate potential to
damage irradiated fuel (Exhibit 43. p. 109).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: There was a lengthy discussion of what
changed in MACE's mind. Specifica&&g. between the time he was the
eggwneering manager and approved FOUST's memorandum and March 8,
1993, when he and GARDNER agreed that secondary containment was
not necessary. MACE finally responded it was “common sense”
(Exhibit 43, pp. 111 - 116)

MACE said he could not recall if the SORC meeting, on March 9, 1993
discussed if the RPV head. dryer. and separator had the potential to
damage fuel. MACE said he understood that it had been the SORC's
responsibilitg to determine whether those evolutions met the regulatory
requirement (Exhibit 43, p. 119).

MACE stated that on March 8 and 9. 1993, he did not suggest the NRC be
contacted, and he did not know if anyone else made the suggestion
(Exhibit 43, p. 120).

MACE admitted that FOUST noted in his memarandum that NUREG 0612 does

not address the concern of PRC 88-11 and that no other calculation had
rformed to determine the weight Joad. MACE agreed that no other

calculation had been performed. adding that FOUST assumed the range to

be 3N pounds. MACE added that stil] left him with the opinion that

PRC 38-11 was dealing with light Toads. MACE did not respond when asked

how he knew 1t was only light loads (Exhibit 43, p. 136).

MACE stated that when he and GARDNER decided on March 8. 1993, that
secondary containment was not necessary, PRC 88-11 and FOUST ‘s
memorandum were 5 gears old and were “not in the back of my mind"
(Exhibit 43, p. 137).

MACE admitted PRC 88-11 and FOUST's memorandum led to the 1991 PCNs and
to Amendment 147, which put in the secondary containment requirements
(Exhibit 43, p. 138).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE was asked i1f he were going to reverse
procedures why didn't he look at the basis for the existing
procedures. E had also just testified that he was not thinking
of PRC 88-11 or FOUST's memorandum on March 8, 1993, when he and
GARDNER decided secondary containment was not necessary. MACE was
confronted that he had an apparent lack of understanding of the
bases that went into the 1991 PCNs and later into tech specs.

E responded as follows:

MACE said, during the March 9. 1993 SORC meeting, they reviewed the
1993 PCNs and the difference between PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612
(Exhibit 43, p. 138).
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GARDNER stated he has been the plant manager at CNS since July 1992 and
was the senior manager of operations from June 1991 unti] he assumed his
resent ition, ER said he was the maintenance manager from
rch 1989 until June 1991 (Exhibit 44 p. 5).

GARDNER stated he apgroved PCNs 7.4.4, Revision 20: 7.4.5, Revision 18;
and 7.4.6, Revision 19, as the SORC Chairman (Exhibit 44, pp. 6 and 7)

GARDNER stated these PCNs were revisions to tech specs and said FLAHERTY
explained to the SORC members that he (FLAHERTY] marked these PCNs as
tech spec changes as these procedures had previously been affected by
Ticense changes (Exhibit 44 p. 7).

GARDNER stated this meant that the NRC. through prior amendments to the
license, approved the changes in these PCNs. ER stated the
am;hengsa?ham on the PCNs were Amendments 147 and 150 (Exhibit 44
pp. 7 an :

GARDNER stated that FLAHERTY told him that Amendments 147 and 150
removed the requirements to demonstrate secondar containment before
primary containment is open for refueling. @A {
c e e ey 1! N _ginengmen ’
p. 8).

GARDNER said the LONG memorandum had previously stated (Exhibit 2) that
it was not necessarg to have secondary containment before performing
fuel movement (Exhibit 44, pp. 9 and 10).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: NPPD Proposal No. 68 (Exhibit 9) and NRC
agproved Amendment 147 were provided to GARDNER and he reviewed
these documents .

GARDNER, after some discussion and review, stated that Amencment 147
1nn§r§3§ed the requirement for secondary containment (Exhibit 44, pp. 11
a .

GARDNER stated that FLAHERTY's written Justification on these PCNs
wherein he [FLAHERTY] stated Amendment 147 removed the requirements for
secondary containment are inaccurate or incomplete (Exhibit 44, p. 13).

GARDNER stated that he and the eight other members of the SORC did not
“catch® this inaccuracy and added it was probably an oversight
(Exhibit 44, pp. 13 and 14).

GARDNER, after further review and discussion of NPPD Proposal No. 68 and
Amendment 147, admitted CNS had taken LONG's memorandum (Exhibit 2) into
consideration when writing this proposal. GARDNER acknowledged that

Case No. 4-93-020R 52



243,

244

245,

246 .

247,

248

249

250.

Amendment 147 added tech spec 3.7.C.1.4, secondary containment
requirements. GARDNER acknowled?ed Amendment 147 occurred after LONG s
memorandum (Exhibit 44, pp. 15, 16. and 17).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: NPPD Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11) and NRC
agproved Amendm:nt 150 were provided to GARDNER and he reviewed
these documents .

GARDNER stated Amendment 150 changed the BASES only and did not change
the surveillance requirements or the LCO of the tech specs. GARDNER
admitted that Amendment 150 did not remove any secondary containment
requirements (Exhibit 44, pp. 17 and 18).

GARDNER admitted that contrary to FLAHERTY's written Justification on
the three PCNs, Amendment 150 did not remove secondary containment.
GARD?%R :81?9?one of the SORC members caught this error (Exhibit 44,
pp. a .

GARDNER also admitted that using NRC inspection report IR 88-07. which
included the LONG memorandum of not needing secondar‘ containment until
touching the fuel. would also be inaccurste. GARDNE acknowledged that
the L memorandum was previously considered when secondary containment
requirements were added with Amendment 147 (Exhibit 44, pp. 19 and 20).

GARDNER stated he recalled the FOUST memorandum (Exhibit 5) as the NPPD
response to PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4). GARDNER said it was used as the
basis for adding the secondary containment requirements to procedures 1in
1991 and eventually to Amendment 147 (Exhibit 44, p. 21).

GARDNER stated that PRC 88-11 did inform the individual plants to
determine 1f a problem exists. and FOUST rformed an evaluation.
GARDNER acknowledged FOUST's actions resulted conservatively in the
requirement for secondary containment (Exhibit 44, pp. 22 and 23).

GARDNER stated. based on PRC 88-11 and before the 1993 PCNs. CNS did do
an analysis. GARDNER said it was not a "deterministic analysis." that

use numbers to determine what weight would be acceptable. GARDNER said
they did a more thorough review o PRC 88-11 and talked to other plants
with similar GE designs (Exhibit 44 pp. 23 and 24).

GARDNER said CNS did not make any of these changes before March 1993
because there was no reason to uestion the prior content before
secondary containment failed. DNER said the seconda;g containment
fai%gge caused CNS to reevaluate their determination (Exhibit 44,

D.

GARDNER admitted there was no analysis done at CNS to determine the
weight or height that would damage fuel (Exhibit 44, p. 25).
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GARDNER said the engineering staff made the decision to change the PCNs .
GARDNER said he and MACE did not independently make the decision to
change the PCNs., GARDNER said he did not know why MACE told the
reporting 1nvestigator that they made the decision to change the PCNs
(Exhibit 44, p. 25).

GARDNER stated BRATRSOVSKY initiated TPCN 7.4.4 (Exhibit 13) on March 8.
1993, and as soon as his [BRATRSOVSKY] supervisor signed it, it became
effective. GARDNER stated he signed 1t as a review process which must
be done within 30 days. GARDNER acknowledged he signed it that same
date. but could not recall if he directed YOUNG to write this TPCN
[YOUNG was BRATRSOVSKY's supervisor] (Exhibit 44, p. 26).

GARDNER stated that his concern on March 8, 1993, was that this was the
first year they had institutee some very strict shutdown risk of
management tools. GARDNER said they were more susceptible to an
accident having severe consequences in the condition of waiting for
secondary containment than being able to flood up the RPV inventory
(Exhibit 44, p. 27).

GARDNER said he was first advised of the inoperability of secondary
containment by MACE, and they probably had a discussion at the time.
GARDNER said he could not remember 1f he told MACE that they did not
need secondary containment. He said he probably told him t should
review this situation and see if they could do something. GA%DNER said
he next asked En?ineer1ng to perform an evaluation of CNS procedures
against PRC 88-11 .Exhibit 44 pp. 29 and 30).

GARDNER said he had conversation with MEACHAM and HORN on March 8, 1993
about this issue. GARDNER said they told him they thought there was a
letter from GE in the file that stipulated it was acceptable to remove
the head without secondary containment. GARDNER said the files were
searched for 6 hours, but the letter could not be found. GARDNER said
HORN and MEACHAM did provide the fact that LONG had written a memorandum
about refueling operations (Exhibit 44, pp. 30 and 31).

GARDNER acknowledged that the LONG memorandum was considered in
Amendment 147, and they could not chan?e tech specs without NRC
approval. GARDNER said they could eva uate PRC 88-11 as that is what
went through the Safetﬁ Review and Audit Board (SRAB) r arding
Amendment 147. GARDNER said he recalled HORN at the S wantingdto add
thatsitaggmggg to reflect the PRC 88-11 considerations (Exhibit 44,

pp. a .

GARDNER said BLACK provided a GE telecon record (Exhibit 17) that stated
NUREG 0612 stipulated which loads were accegtable for movement. GARDNER
said the GE telecon record also told them PRC 88-11 was a fuel bundle or
less in weight (Exhibit 44, p. 32).
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INVESTIGATCR'S NOTE: The ar ument that the weight of a fuel
bundle. about 750 pounds or ess 15 the only load that could

ge fuel, seems questionable. The argument suggests anything
weighing more than a fuel bundle would not damage fuel.
Therefore, it was acceptable to move the three internals whose
movement 1s covered by NUREG 0612

The other part of the argument by CNS is that configuration would
not allow these internals to hit the fuel 1f dropped and does not
allow for yielding. Specifically, it does not consider the
consequences of a ?art of the load or RPYV breaking off, such as a
stud. which is smaller and thus able to hit the fuel. One of
these parts could weigh riore than 750 pounds [the RPV head weighs
46 tons] and could possibly damage the fuel. NUREG 0612 does not
address secondary containment nor remove the possibility of a
drop. t 1t reduces the chances of such an occurrence. The
tech spec ver talks about "potential.” and NUREG 0612 did not
remove the "potential.”

GARDNER, after reviewing GE's April 13, 1993 memorandum (Exhibit 20).
stated he recalled BLACK telling either him or the SORC meeting that the
changes suggested by CNS would not be made to the memorandum. GARDNER
said BLACK told him 1t would make the GE response plant specific. and GE
had not done an analysis for CNS. GARDNER said the writing on the
bogtgg)of the draft GE memorandum was MEACHAM's (Exhibit 44 pp. 34, 35,
an .

removals (Exhibit 44, p. 36).

GARDNER was asked what CNS had done between the 199] PCNs and the 1993
PCNs, both of which cited NUREG 0612 and PRC 88-11 to add then delete
the secondary containment requirements. GARDNER stated they had not
done a numerical anal{ses. but had reviewed NUREG 0612, PRC 88-11. and
LONG's memorandum (Exhibit 44, p. 38).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: GARDNER stated that the 1991 PCNs were
overly conservative. It was pointed out to GARDNER that the 199]
PCNs took 10 months. and they had a separate technical and SORC
neeting review so more people reyviewed them. The 1993 PCNs took
about 3 1/2 hours to initiate, review, and approve. They were
technically reviewed and approved by the SORC members . DNER
had already admitted there were several errors and inaccuracies on
the 1993 $. and was asked why 1991 was so conservative versus
the 1993 PCNs. GARDNER did not directly respond to the comparison
question, but reiterated their review of PRC 88-11, NUREG 0612,
and the results of a conversation BALLINGER had with GE

(Exhibit 44, p. 39).
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GARDNER said that right after the SORC gggroved these 1993 PCNs. FOUST
told him, he 7bjected to the changes. ONER said he told FOUST they
had reviewed PRC 88-11 and determined FOUST's interpretation had been
overly conservative. GARDNER added that CNS was stil) complying with
the intent of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 44, pp. 40 and 4]).

GARDNER said, unfortunately it did not cross his mind to contact the NRC
at the time (Exhibit 44, p. 44).

GARDNER stated the 1993 PCNs were not tech spec chan?es. GARDNER was
asked 1f Amendments 147 and 150 did not support the 1993 PCNs, would the
NRC have to be contacted. GARDNER said the PCNs were an interpretation
of tech specs. GARDNER added that item 5, on the PCNs, was marked
"yes." GARDNER said it was very ambiguous and there was very little
procedural guidance as to what ges' and "no" stipulated, what it
actually meant (Exhibit 44 p. 45).

éngSTIGATOR‘S NOTE: The PCN forms used were prepared by and for

GARDNER, when asked if these changes were made only to move the RPV
disassembly, stated it was evaluated, and it was determined they could
move forward. GARDNER said the determination was made sometime before
this event. GARDNER said however unti] this event, there was no
"driving force" to make the cha es and that there had not been a hot
core sitting with minimal fuel (Exhibit 44 p. 46).

GARDNER admitted that the tech sgecs In the LCO did not make a
distinction between heavy or light load weights. GARDNER stated that
the part of the tech specs which read "with the potential to damage
irradiated fuel” were taken verbatim from PRC 88-11. GARDNER said it
:g§ easy to make the connection to PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 44. pp. 47 and

GARDNER acknowledged, after reviewing the NRC safety evaluation attached
to Amendment 147, the NRC did not make a differentiation between Tight
and heavy loads. GARDNER further admitted that NUREG 0612 does not
eliminate the potential for damage to the fuel, but said that in his
view. 1t minimizes the potential (Exhibit 44, pp. 49 and 50).

GARDNER stated that SORC meeting discussed and determined the lifting of
the RPV head. dryer. and separator did not have the potential to damage
irradiated fuel. GARDNER said this SORC meet1ng discussion and
conclusion was not documented (Exhibit 44, p. 52).

GARDNER said the SORC's basis for determining there was no potential to
damage fuel was the LCO for secondary containment which addresses
actions prior to refueling or for loads which have the potential to
damage irradiated fuel. 8ARDNER said NUREG 0612, which discusses the
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three internals [RPV head. dryer and separator], which were not within
the confines and PRC 88-11. and was the genesis for the addition of
those words to the tech spec (Exhibit 44, p. 53).

GARDNER stated he believes the tech specs loads that have the potential
to damage irradiated fuel is limited to loads of less than 750 pounds
(Exhibit 44, pp. 53 and 54)

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: GARDNER argues that the RPV head. dryer, and
separator are covered by NUREG 0612 and PRC 88-11 addresses loads
of a ueight less than the internals. PRC 88-11 applies to
Amendment 147, and these three loads are not verned by tech
Specs. GARDNER's argument conflicts with G 0612, which
:dd;es?es 11fting equipment, and PRC 88-11 which addresses damage
0 fuel.

GARDNER said he could not recall if he talked to the peoEle responsible
for instituting the original PCNs [1991] when CNS was making the changes
In 1993. GARDNER said it would not have been necessary, because in 1988
as the maintenance manager. he was involved in the review of PRC 88-11
(Exhibit 44 p. 60).

GARDNER said the 1991 PCNs were 1n deliberations for 10 months . and he
had objected, request1n8 further review. GARDNER stated CNS believed
they had to res to '

way to use the PCNs. GARDNER said. at the 1991 SORC meeting, he argued
aga1nst the PCNs, but he did sign them as a technical reviewer

(Exhibit 44, pp. 60 and 61).

GARDNER said he did go throu?h an outage where the RPV was disassembled
with no problems. DNER also said during the years since 1991 as he
moved up to positions of increasing responsibility, he did not change
these requirements as there were other priorities (Exhibit 44, p. 61).

GARDNER said he probably talked to MEACHAM and HORN after getting a
clarification from GE on PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 17). GARDNER stated that
HORN and MEACHAM were both at one of the SORC meetings on March 9, 1993,
that discussed these PCNs. GARDNER said they did not attend the SORC

meeting, but passed through while the issues were being discussed.
GARDNER said ESRN ‘

they told HORN the letter could not be found. GARDNER said HORN told
them "if it was SORC's opinion that what has been here is adequately
addressed, the concerns associated with this, he had no questions*®
(Exhibit 44, pp. 62 and 63).

GARDNER said there was a break in the SORC meeting, and the SORC did not
feel they had sufficient Justification for the changes, and they wanted
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to see if there were additiona) 1tems not considered. GARDNER could not
recall if 7.4 4 was passed during the first session and 7.4.5 and 7.4.6
were passed during the second session (Exhibit 4, p. 62).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The minutes of the SORC meeting
(Exhibit 18) reflect that 7.4 .4 was approved in the first session
and 7.4.5 and 7.4.6 were approved during the second session.

GARDNER stated he gave approval on March 10, 1993, as indicated by the
shift coordinators meeting minutes (Exhibit 19), to move the moisture
separator prior to secondary containment testing. GARDNER added that
evidently CNS had approved the procedg;is on March 10, 1993, and they

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: GARONER asg:ared to become confused and
could not recall independently whether all three PCNs were
approved the same date or two of them were approved a day or two
later. GARDNER said he would have to look at the SORC meeting
minutes and the PCNs to be sure. GARDNER said he would not have
approved the separator removal if the SORC meet i approval was
not already there (Exhibit 44, pp. 64, 65, and 66) .

GARDNER said he did not recall talking to SWANSON about these 1993 PCNs
or telling him to initiate these PCNs (Exhibit 44, pp. 66 and 67),

GARDNER stated he could not recall if he told FLAHERTY to initiate the
PCNs . told him to see if there was sufficient justification to
Initiate them (Exhibit 44, p. 67).

GARDNER stated that he could not remember if he and MACE made the
decision to initiate PCN changes, but GARDNER said he wanted an
evaluation done. GARDNER said thgz were not going to proceed without
some additional information from GE that said it was acceptable
(Exhibit 44, p. 70).

GARDNER was asked why he needed the GE determination after he earlier
stated he had already come to the conclusion by March 8. 1993, that
secondary containment was not necessary. GARDNER stated that CNS wanted
some additional information and again acknowledged that no deterministic
analysis had been performed (Exhibit 44, p. 70).

MEACHAM stated he has been the senior nuclear division manager of Safety
Assessment at CNS since September 15, 1993. MEACHAM said before that,
he was the site manager from May 1992 and was the division manager of
Nuclear Operations from early 1992 MEACHAM said he had been the senior
maga sr of Operations from 1989/1990 unti] early 1992 (Exhibit 45, pp. 4
an .
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281. MEACHAM said he was the SORC Chairman that approved PCNs 744, 745
and 7.4.6 in 1991 (Exhibits 6, 7. and 8). MEACHAM stated these three
PCNs were based on PRC 88-11, and they added the requirement for
secondary containment (Exhibit 45 pp. 6 and 7).

282. MEACHAM stated that FOUST s memorandum (Exhibit 5). in December 1988
wasstne NPPD evaluation of GE PRC 88-1] (Exhibit 4). MEACHAM said

8} $ recommendations are what led to the three 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 45,
p. 8).

283. MEACHAM said the SORC meeting review of the three 1991 PCNs discussed
what load could potentially daq;g:cfuel and determined that E ineering
could not ascertain the | d. HAM said to respond to PRC 88-11,

the{ took a verg conservative approach and made the changes in the three
1991 PCNs (Exhibit 45, pp. 10 and 11).

284,  MEACHAM acknowledged that Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10) added tech spec
3.7.C.d. which stated, "No irradiated fue) s being handled in secondary
containment and no loads which can potentially damage irradiated fuel
are being moved in the secondary containment " (Exhibit 45, pPp. 12 and

285. MEACHAM said PRC 88-11 was not the basis for part of this tech spec.
MEACHAM stated the words to require Sécondary containment were added to
Amendment 147. MEACHAM said the SRAB's chairman was interested in
making sure unana1{zed loads would be precluded from being moved over
thelésradiated fuel unless there was secondary containment (Exhibit 45
p. .

[WVESTIGATOR 'S NOTE: This is a different recollection from
GARDNER of Amendment 147 where he said PRC 88-11 was the basis for
part of this amendment .

286. MEACHAM stated there are 1oads that are analyzed to be lifted over
irradiated fuels, and there are unanalyzed loads to be lifted over

irradiated fuel. MEACHAM added that the separator. dryer, and RPY head
are analyzed loads (Exhibit 45, p. 16).

287. MEACHAM was asked why did CNS do the 1991 PCNs if they were analyzed
loads. MEACHAM stated that CNS was being ultra conservative because of

d disagreement between their Maintenance Engineering and Engineering
departments (Exhibit 45, p. 16).

288. MEACHAM said the FOUST memorandum stated the NPPD response to NUREG 0612
did not address the concern identified b{ PRC 88-11. MEACHAM said that

he told him PRC 88-11 talked about unanalyzed loads and NUREG 0612
talked abayt analyzed loads (Exhibit 45, pp. 17 and 18).
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MEACHAM admitted that he had no 1dea what FOUST meant by the statement
NUREG 0612 did not address the concern identified by PRC 88-11
(Exhibit 45, p. 19).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The testimony from FLAHERTY, MACE. GARDNER,
and MEACHAM reflects that FOUST and MOELLER were not contacted
when the 1993 PCNs were revised to delete the secondary
containment requirements. FOUST and MOELLER were98r1mar11y
responsible for the bases and initiation of the 1991 PCNs.

MEACHAM said 3.7.C.d. the re”.irement for secondary containment . was
added to Amendment 147 to clarify that unanalyzed loads could dama
1rrag;at:g ;ggl and would require secondary containment (Exhibit 45
Pp. a .

MEACHAM said 1t was GE's conclusion. with PRC 88-11, that each utility
should evaluate its plant specific configuration to determine the
aﬁglicability of this event. MEACHAM said the only evidence he has that
CNS did an evaluation was the FOUST memorandum which was the engineering
response (Exhibit 45, pp. 26 and 27).

MEACHAM said he did not interpret FOUST s -memorandum to mean that since
CNS had not done an analysis, a conservative agggoach was recommended to
cover all loads with secondary containment. MEACHAM said the reason

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM denied FOUST recommended a
conservative approach because there was no analysis. However,
when asked why do the PCNs . MEACHAM responded t y were being
conservative because they did not have an analysis.

MEACHAM said he could not recall who from Engineering disagreed with the
1991 PCNs. MEACHAM acknowledged that FOUST's memorandum noted that
revisions had been discussed with maintenance and operations
supervisors, and they did not expect any significant inconvenience
(Exhibit 45, p. 29).

MEACHAM stated he did agree with the 1991 PCNs or he would not have
signed them as the SORC Chairman (Exhibit 45, pp. 29 and 30).

MEACHAM was asked what happened between 1991, when he supported those
PCNs, and 1993 when they reversed the earlier PCNs. He stated there was
no problem establishing secondary containment in 1991. MEACHAM said
that when the secondary containment test failed in 1993, CNS was faced
with a reduced inventory condition. MEACHAM added that such a situation
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is one of the’rzsk1est periods for a BWR. MEACHAM said you have just
come off line with a very hot core and you have a reduced inventory
(water] (Exhibit 45 pp. 31 and 32).

MEACHAM said CNS's motivation to do the revised PCNs in 1993 was to t
the plant to a safer condition. MEACHAM said he attended the 1993 C
meeting. in an oversight role. and the PRC 88-11, 1991 PCNs. and NUREG
0612 were all reviewed. MEACHAM said the SORC also reviewed a letter
from the NRC which clarified the situation in the 1988 time frame
(Exhibit 45, p. 33).

MEACHAM said he first learned (NS had not been able to obtain secondary
containment on March 8, 1993, and he probably discussed it with HORN and
GARDNER (Exhibit 45, pp. 36 and 37).

MEACHAM said he recalled he. HORN, and GARDNER discussed the need to get
the inventory [water] up, and they asked if the secondary containment
requirements of the procedures were required (Exhibit 45, p. 37).

MEACHAM said he was not familiar with the 1993 PCNs nor how much they
are 1n error. MEACHAM said the PCNs were not tech spec changes and
FLAHERTY had told him that he [FLAHERTY) had made a mistake in showing
them as tech spec changes on the PCNs (Exhibit 45, p. 39).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM was there for the SORC meet ing
discussion, but he did not see any errors on the PCNs. Like the
other SORC meeting members he did not note they were marked as
tech spec changes and the Justification for removing the secondary
containment requirements were Amendments 147 and 150

MEACHAM said he did not read Amendments 147 and 150 at the SORC meeting.
MEACHAM said he was looking at the wording in the tech specs and
recalling the discussions in the SRAB meeting when those words were
added to the tech specs (Exhibit 45, p. 4]).

MEACHAM said the SORC meet1n$ discussion lasted about 2 1/2 hours on the
1993 PCNs, and he was there for the entire discussion. MEACHAM said he
did not know if there were two SORC meetings that day to approve the
PCNs (Exhibit 45, Pp. 42 and 43).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE : MEACHAM said he was there for the entire
discussion yet he did not know 1f there were two meetmgzR The
ORC meeting minutes reflected two meetings. Further. DNER,
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ESTES. and MACE said the discussion was about 1/2 hour GARDNER |
MACE, and ESTES were also unsure if there were one or two SORC
meetings.

MEACHAM said that on March 8, 1993. there was confusion, and on March 9
1993, after reviewing the documentation. he became confident that the
approach being taken was catisfactory (Exhibit 45. p. 44).

MEACHAM, when asked 1f CNS ha¢ ever done an analysis to determine if the
movement of the RPV head. dryer. and separator would not dama?e fuel if
dropﬁed. He stated that NUREG 0612 was utilized as their ana ysis, and
1t showed that dropping of those components to be an improbable event
(Exhibit 45, pp. 44 and 45).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM did not answer the question if the
components would damage the fuel, only that such a drop is an
improbable event. Further. an improbable event does not remove
the potential for an occurrence.

MEACHAM said they contacted GE and r uested an analysis be performed
about 2 months after this event. ME:gHAM said CNS wanted to confirm
what GE told them in 1988, that it was impossible for those components
to reach the irradiated fuel even if they are dropped. MEACHAM said his
cursory understanding of the GE analysis is tn;EAgnxgp1ng those
components could not damage irradiated fuel. said the analysis
did not address the knocking loose of any part [component or RPY
structure] if such a drop occurred (Exhibit 45, pp. 45 and 46).

MEACHAM said he did not recall GE ever telling CNS they did not need
secondary containment for the movement of those loads [RPV head, dryer,
and separator] (Exhibit 45, p. 46).

MEACHAM identified his handwriting on the internal GE memorandum
(Exhibit 20). MEACHAM said he was not sure why he wrote on it because
he w25 not on the distribution for the memorandum. MEACHAM stated he
was trying to clarify the wording in the memorandum. MEACHAM said he
could not remember G telling him they would not change because it would
be plgntngpig;fic and GE had not performed an analysis (Exhibit 45,

pp. B .

MEACHAM stated he disagreed that PRC 88-11 required CNS to do an
analysis. He also said he disagreed with GE, in April 1993, telling him
an analysis was necessary. MEACHAM said the RPV disassembly component
analysis had been performed rically in 1988. MEACHAM stated that
since this became a concern he wanted a CNS specific analysis so CNS
could prove to themselves that the components dropping and damaging
irradiated fuel was an “incredible event" (Exhibit 45, p. 48).

MEACHAM said he does not recall whose decision 1t was to ask GE to
document the GE telephone conversation of March 1993. MEACHAM said he
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did not recall talking to anyone at GE about this issue. MEACHAM said
ER pievided him the copy of the telecon record, and he [MEACHAM)

the words in the question were a "little bit" inaccurate. MEACHAM said
he thought he asked for the memorandum to verify the accuracy of verbal
statements CNS had been given a couple of years before. said
this issue was discussed back in the 1988 time frame, and GE had given
CNS a generic document that talked about the incredible or 1 ssibility

MEACHAM said CNS had searched but could not find the document he thought
he had seen 3 years before. MEACHAM said that GE could not remember a
generic calculation or find the peogle who had talked to him in 1988
MEACHAM said that GE told him they had p-rformed that analysis for other
plants, and they could do it for CNS (Exhibit 45, p. 52).

MEACHAM stated that FLAHERTY told the SORC meeting, in 1993, that

PRC 88-11 was not intended to cover these components and that NUREG 0612
was the governing document for those analyzed loads. MEACHAM, when 1t
was pointed out to him these two documents were also used to add the
requirements in the 1991 PCNs, said the 1991 SORC meeting had not been
‘smart enough® when they added those changes. MEACHAM said this issue
should have been clarified at the 1991 SORC meeting. but CNS did not do
1t at that time (Exhibit 45 p. 54).

they decided to be conservative, and they did not see any inconvenience
by adding these procedures (Exhibit 45, p. 55).

MEACHAM said he did not have GE do the analysis because GE would not
$1gn his amended memorandum because 1t required a plant specific
analysis. MEACHAM could not recall anyone telling him GE refused to
51925?15 amended memorandum because it was plant specific (Exhibit 45,
p :

MEACHAM said part of his motivation to have GE do the analysis in
April 1993 was to have an analysis that no one could argue about
(Exhibit 45, p. 56).

MEACHAM said he did not have the analysis done in 1988 because he had
given the information verbally that the components would not hit

irradiated fuel if dropped. MEACHAM stated that possessing this

information in 1991 and because he could not foresee any negative
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associated with the changes. he approved the 1991 PCNs as SORC chairman.
MEACHAM saig though he had a document, he did not present it at the 1991
SORC meeting and tell FOUST he was wrong. MEACHAM said they did not get
into that much of a discussion (Exhibit 45, p. 56).

317. MEACHAM said the 1993 SORC meeting had discussed "quite heavily" the
probability of other loads hitting irradiated fuel. MEACHAM said he
told the SORC of verbal statements GE made in the past 1ndicating that
this probability would be an "incredible event." MEACHAM said Gt had
performed that analysis for several plants with CNS's exact
configuration. MEACHAM added Gisgust wanted to get an extra $25,000 to
change the name (Exhibit 45, p. 58).

318. MEACHAM admitted he did not get the GE analysis unti] after the decision
wis made because he did not need it to make the decision. MEACHAM said
NUREG 0612 was the analysis that said the probabitity of these loads
hitting the irradiated fuel would be "incredible” (Exhibit 45, p. 59).

319. MEACHAM said in thinking back, it would have been A grudent course of
action to contact NRC [March 1993]. MEACHAM said CNS did business "a
little bit differently then," and he did not think about calling the NRC
(Exhibit 45, p. 60).

320. MEACHAM admitted that Amendment 147, which added sacondary containment
requirements, came 3 years after the LONG memorandum. MEACHAM said that
the SRAB did not discuss the LONG memorandum when adding the secondary
containment requirements. MEACHAM said the reason for adding the
reauirement was to preclude 1ifting unanaiyzed loads, either over the
RPV or the spent fuel pool, without having secondary containment intact
(Exhibit 45, pp. 67 and 68).

321. MEACHAM said in the minds of the SRAB. the activities to be covered by
secondary containment did not include RPY disassembly loads. MEACHAM
sald they were considered analyzed loads from the standpoint that
dropping them would be an "incredible event® (Exhibit 4 . p. 69),

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: This testimony does not reflect the events
at that time. The Amendment 147 request to the NRC was dated the
same day two of the 1991 PCNs were approved by MEACHAM requiring
secondary containment. The request to the NRC asked the NRC to
expedite their request as an outage was approaching, and they
wanted these changes in place. The request contained a few
changes, including making secondary containment a requirement when
moving loads with the potential to damage irradiated fuel.

322. MEACHAM stated there was a misunderstanding between himself and GARDNER
when he left the SORC meeting on March 9, 1993. MEACHAM said he
believed only the RPV head and dryer would be moved without secondary
containment. MEACHAM said on the following morning he discovered that
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the separator had also been moved without secondary containment
MEACHAM said there was no problem Dy GARDNER taking this action. it was
Just a difference in communication (Exhibit 45, pp. 71 and 72)

HORN stated he has been the vice president of Nuclear for NPPD since
August 1993 which was located at the CNS site. HORN said before that,
he had been the nuclear power group manager since June 1990 which was
located at the general office in Columbus, Nebraska. HORN added that
his prior position was senior manager of Nuclear Operations since
January 1986 which was located at (NS site (Exhibit 46 p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN admitted he had been imterviewed by
telephone on September 1. 1993, by Mr. Dan STENGER. Attorney,
Winston & Strawn, and Mr. Robert GREEN. Attorney, NPPD. HORN
reviewed a copy of the notes of that interview prepared by the
attorneys. HORN stated he had reviewed them earlier this date and
they6ref1e§t what occurred during that interview (Exhibit 46,

pp. 6 and 7).

HORN stated the LONG memorandum (Exhibit 2) occurred before CNS's
receipt of GE PRC 88-11. HORN said LONG's memorandum came as a result
of conversations he [HORN] had with the NRC senior resident nspector
(SRI). HORN said the SRI had a concern with the BASES. and the LONG
memorandum grov1ded an opinion on the need for secondary containment .
HORN said the SRI's concern resulted in a tech spec change to clarify
the BASES (Exhibit 46, pp. 7 and 8).

HORN reviewed Amendment 150 and stated it appeared to be the amendment
that clarified the BASES (Exhibit 46. p. 8).

HORN stated he recognized Amendment 147 which added tech spec 3.7.C.d.
HORN said this amendment added the requirement for secondary containment
for loads that could potentially damage 1rradiated fuel. HORN stated
CNS's proposal that led to Amendment 147 was dated July 18, 1991, and
the date f the proposal leading to Amendment 150 was July 19, 1991
(Exhibit 46, pp. 9 and 10).

HORN said the third paragraph on page 3 of 7 of NPPD Proposal No. 68
(Exhibit 9) led to Amendment 147. HORN said they revised 3.7.C.1.d on
age 66 of the tech specs, and this part of the amendment added the
anguage “and no loads which could potentially damage the irradiated

fuel are being moved in secondary containment™ as a condition for

determining whether secondar{ containment 1s required. HORN admitted it

did not qualify the load as light, medium. or heavy, just as a load
(Exhibit 46, p. 12).

HORN stated that these words were added to tech specs because CNS was
continuing to address PRC 88-11. HORN said he did not remember if
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PRC 88-11 specified what specific load could damage fuel. HORN said at
the time, CNS was concerned about being able to quantify loads of
approximately 750 to a 1000 pounds (Exnibit 46. p. 13).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Previous testimony indicated “hat the PCNs
were approved on July 18, 1991, the same date Propusal No. 68 was
sent to the NRC. The PCNs approved secondary con’ainment on heavy
loads because CNS and GE did not know what load weight would
damage fuel. HORN is the first person to state tiiat CNS knew in
1991 that PRC 88-11 was for Tight loads only.

329. HORN reviewed FOUST's memorandum (Exhibit 5) and did not recall the
document. HORN, after some discussion, said he did not believe the
analysis rec.mmended in FOUST's memorandum was necessary. HORN said.
based on his knowledge of plant design, an analyzed condition would be
required 1f a Toad being dropped on the irradiated fuel was considered a
probable event (Exhibit 46, pp. 13, 14, and 15).

330. HORN said, in 1988. he thought the design basis of CNS with NUREG 0612
and the CNS tech srecs addressed al) the issues, except for Tight loads.
HORN said that PRC 88-11 addressed the Tight loads. BORN said there
were many conversations indicating that the weight was not as important
s the shape of the object (Exhibit 46 p. 17).

331. HORN, when asked if FOUST's memorandum discussed B&ant configuration,
stated that it talked about the NPPD response to NUREG 0612 regarding
Control of Heavy Loads. HORN sald the NUREG and the NPPD response did
not address the concern of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 46, p. 18).

332. HORN said he was not famiiiar with the 1991 PCNs (Exhibits 6, 7. and 8).
HORN said he was not part of the review process, and he did not recall
reviewing these PCNs after they were approved (Exhibit 46, p. 20).

333. HORN said he first discussed the 1991 PCNs when MEACHAM teleg:onea him
durm? the 1993 outage when secondary containment could not
established (Exhibit 46, p. 20).

334. HORN acknowledged that the NPPD groposals (Exhibits 9 and 11). which
resulted in Amendments 147 and 1 0. were initiated within 1 day of the
CNS approval of two of the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 46, p. 23).

335. HORN said as a member of the SRAB he reviewed Amendment 147 and part of
the purpose of the tech spec change was to address small loads
(Exhibit 46, p. 24).

336. HORN stated he had nothi to do with the generation of Amendment 147,
only the review. HORN said only PRC 88-11 regarding Tight loads applied
to Amendment 147. HORN said FOUST was working on the issue when he
[HORN] was at CNS. HORN said he was also involved in the review of this
subject with LONG in 1988 (Exhibit 46. p. 29).
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HORN was confronted by prior testimony that because no analysis of the
loads had been performed. a conservative approach was taken by CNS to
cover all load movement with secondary containment. HORN disagreed and
said since CNS did not know what weight load could damage fuel CNS
ensured movement of all Tight loads were to have secondary containment
(Exhibit 46. p. 26).

HORN was informed CNSagersonnel said all loads, while he was the only
one that thought PRC 88-11 addressed only Tight loads. HORN said this
was discussed with Englneer1ng before he left the site. HORN said they
trying to ascertain the size and shape of a light load because the were
discussing small objects moving over the fuel. HORN said the result of
their discussion was not fina'*zed when he Teft CNS, but they were
discussing the need to analyze light loads (Exhibit 46 p. 28).

HORN said he was surprised to learn the separator had been moved without
secondary containment because of an a reement he had reached with the
resident inspector at CNS in 1988, said he had agreed to leave the
separator in place until they got the matter resolved and they lzter
pursued it through LONG (Exhibit 46, p. 30).

HORN stated that the LONG memorandum basically concurred (Exhibit 2)
with CNS interpretation of CNS tech specs that secondary containment was
not needed unti] the actual movement of fuel (Exhibit 46, p. 31).

HORN acknowledged that the LONG memorandum came before PRC 88-11. the
evialuations, and the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 46, p. 31).

HORN, when asked 1f PRC 88-11 recommended a plant specific analysis,
stated that his memory of that PRC and discucsions he had with GE during
1988. dealt only with 1ight loads. not heavy loads (Exhibit 46, p. 32).

HORN was shown the April 13. 1993 GE internal memorandum (Exhibit 20)
and stated he reviewed the document at that time. HORN also stated he
Saw the suggested changes to that memorandum which were in MEACHAM' s

incorporate all of MEACHAM's suggested revisions in the memorandum
because 1t would make it a plant specific response. and GE had not done
an analysis (Exhibit 46, pp. 33 and 34).

HORN stated an analysis was ordered from GE a few dag: after the
April 13, 1993, memorandum because it was apparent the NRC had some
concerns with the methodol that was followed during the 1993
refueling outage (Exhibit 46 p. 35).

HORN, when asked why spend the money on an analysis for a position that
he felt secure with responded. "I guess primarily to satisfy the NRC"
(Exhibit 46, p. 35).
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memorandum did not mention the separator. This was the same memorandum
that HORN and others had reviewed and made suggested changes to. HORN
admitted he had been surprised the separator had been removed without
secondary containment (Exhibit 46 p. 36).

HORN acknowledged PCN 7.4.6 was approved on March 9, 1993, which no
longer required secondary containment when removing the separator. HORN
reviewed the minutes of the Shift Coordinators Meeting for 1830 hours
[6:30 p.m.J, March 10, 1993 HORN, when asked why R had to give
his approv;; to mvg h:hedssparatgr without secondaf thery h:ggtesimn:a
resgonded ass 1d not have a copy o c procedure
(Exnibit 46, pp. 37 and g&).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN was asked why just the separator and
not ask for permission to move the head and dryer since they were
all approved together the day before. HORN said he could not
answer that question. HORN was told that MEACHAM was also
surprised that the separator had been moved without secondary
containment. as well as the people who asked GARDNER's approval.
HORN was also told that GE had not included it in a memorandum
that had been reviewed and edited by CNS staff.

HORN reviewed the 1993 PCNs and stated he had not seen them before.
HORN said he had not been a part of the SORC meeting which approved the
PCNs 2nd had not attended the SORC meeting (Exhibit 46. pp. 39 and 40).

HORN said he recalled a discussion with MEACHAM wherein he thought they
had verified the requirements for movement of the internals with GE and
had a letter to that effect. HORN stated this conversation took place
when MEACHAM had teleghoned that CNS was restrained from not being able
to flood up the RPV (Exhibit 46 pp. 40 and 4]).

HORN said they received this GE letter in 1988, and it should have been
1n CNS files. HORN could not recall if he provided a copy of that
letgfg to FOUST when he [FOUST] was doing his evaluation (Exhibit 46
p. .

HORN was asked why didn't he or MEACHAM, the SORC chairman on the 1991
PCNs. provide a copy of this letter to FOUST. HORN responded that he
had not seen FOUST's memorandum regarding his [FOUST] evaluation. HORN
corrected himself and stated he did not remember seeing FOUST's
memorandum. HORN added that he reads many memorandums over a year's
time (Exhibit 46, p. 43).

HORN reviewed the 1993 PCNs (Exhibits 14, 15, and 16) and stated item &
indicates these PCNs involved a change to tech specs. HORN stated that
these PCNs were not tech spec chang:s and does not know why they were
marked as changes (Exhibit 46 p. 44),
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HORN said he did not believe secondary containment was necessary during
RPV disassembly because of the plant design, the requirements of NUREG
0612, and the upgrades of the crane. HORN added that the wa{ it was
addressed under the design basis was to make the risk so small it was of
no consequence (Exhibit 46, pp. 44 and 45).

HORN acknowledged that the written Justification for the 1993 PCNs did
not state that these 1oads do not have the potential to damage the fue)
(Exhibit 46, p. 45).

HORN said NUREG 0612 addresses the requirements for crane des1?n for
movement of the upper internals, and it minimizes the potential to drop
a load (Exhibit 46, pp. 45 and 46).

HORN acknoulggged that Amendment 150 did not remove an requirement, but
brought the BASES into agreement with the LCO. HORN also admitted that
Amendment 147 added the requirement for secondary containment. HORN,
when asked if the justification on the 1993 PCNs was in error because it
stated these two amendments removed secondary containment requirements.
stated that FLAHERTY should have been clearer in his description
(Exhibit 46, pp. 46 - 49), ’

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN did not answer the question of whether
FLAHERTY was in error in the written Justification of the PCNs.

HORN acknow!edged a?ain that he did not attend the SORC meeting. HORN
said he did not tell the SORC meeting that if they were hagpg with the
way5}?1ngs were, then he would go along with the changes (Exhibit 46,
p. :

HORN. in commenting on his interview with the attorne{s. said the
attorney memorandum says "head." but they had been talking RPV internals
n the 1988 letter (Exhibit 46, p. 57).

HORN. when asked how NUREG 0612 removes the potential for doi dama?e,
stated primarily by reducing the risk to a point where it is of little
significance. HORN later stated that NUREG 0612 lowers the risk to the
point where it 1s acceptable, not only to CNS. but he assumed to the NRR
staff (Exhibit 46, pp. 57 and 60).

HORN stated the NRC should have been contacted in March 1993 regarding
this issue. HORN said their practice in the past has been to
communicate with the SRI, and he (HORN] assumed the SRI knew from site
activities or from other discussions. HORN said he could only assume
that the CNS staff thought the NRC was apprised of the activities. HORN
added it was 'tgp1ca11y not our practice to try to hide anything that is
going on" (Exhibit 46, pp. 61, 62. and 63) .

HORN stated he nevir gave MEACHAM any directions, they both agreed to
pursue the secondary containment issue  HORN said he told MEACHAM he
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thought this issue had been resolved earlier and wanted to know why it
came up again. HORN said they also discussed why they were in a high
risk situation by not being able to move forward and flood up the RPy.
HORN said this conversation took place on March 8, 1993 (Exhibit 46,
pp. 64, 65, and 66) .

HORN saidthe regallggugozskgsconversat1og withbgns cog;iggzation :
managemen ea requirements or bases a conversation
with MEACHARQ?Exhibit 46, p. 67).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN earlier testified about seeing the
:gr11 12, 1993, internal GE memorandum. including the copy with

'S notes written on it. This would indicate further
knowledge and involvement with CNS on this 1ssue.

HORN stated FLAHERTY has been reassigned to a ne:oggsition because he
was not doing well with his mana?ement skills. said FLAHERTY s
technical skills were fine, and FLAHERTY was not removed from his
position because of the 1993 PCNs (Exhibit 46 p. 71).

HORN stated that he did remember talking about 1ight loads in 1988 when
PRC 88-11 was issued. HORN said it may have been 1989, but these
discussions were with BALLINGER and "maybe even some with FOUST.* HORN
reiterated he did not recall FOUST's memorandum, its recommendations to
change the 7. 4xx procedures that deal with heavy loads, or the 1991 PCNs
(ExhiL.t 46, pp. 72 and 73).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN's testimon that PRC 88-11 was light
loads 1s contrary to testimony from FOUST and BALL INGER. N
also stated he had a letter at the time (1991] from GE giving
approval to move internals without secondary containment. This
would not explain how PRC 88-11 led to adding secondary
containment requirements to the 1991 PCNs dealing with heavy loads
and Amendment 147,

BLACK stated he has been the GE site representative at CNS for the nast
3 years (Exhibit 47, p. 1)

BLACK said he had severa) conversations with FLAHERTY regarding the nRC
investigation concerning RPV disassembly and secondary containment .
BLACK said they had no idea what the problem was because everything was
"above board" (Exhibit 47, p. 1).

BLACK stated that CNS told him about CNS procedure changes in 1992 which
required seconda~y containment during RPV disassembly that were based on
PRC 88-11. BLACK said CNS told him PRC 88-11 was confusing and asked
for a correct interpretation (Exhibit 47 p. 1).
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BLACK said he had various discussions with GARDNER and 1f GARDNER did

not ask for the i~terpretation, it would have been FLAHERTY, BALLINGER,
or FOUST (Exhibit 47, p. 1).

BLACK said he contacted SCHOCK and KLAPPROTH of the GE San Jose,
California, office. BLACK said he was told PRC 88-11 addressed loads
not covered by NUREG 0612 and if CNS met the requirements of NUREG 0612
GE did not have a concern with RPY d1sassembl{ without secondary
containment. BLACk said he was told PRC 88-11 was concerned with loads
that weigh tne same as a fuel bundle (Exhibit 47, pp. 1 and 2).

BLACK wrote a telecon record (Exhibit 17) regarding this conversation
:gg gave a copy to GARDNER. BLACK stated the notation "no concern® in

telecon record inferred secondary containment was not required
(Exhibit 47, p. 2).

BLACK stated the April 13, 1993, internal GE memorandum (Exhibit 20) was
a verification of the conversation he had earlier with SCHOCK and

KLAPPROTH. BLACK said CNS requested this memorandum because of some
questions from the NRC (Exhibit 47, p. 2).

BLACK thought the handwriting on the GE memorandum belonged to either
BALLINGER or GARDNER. BLACK said he discussed the comments with
GARDNER. BLACK said SCHOCK would not sign the memorandum as proposed by

CNS as 1t would make it site specific, and GE had not done a site
specific analysis (Exhibit 47, p. 2)

BLACK said he believed GARDNER was satisfied with the final SCHOCK

memorandum and that it was probably MEACHAM that requested GE to do a
site specific analysis (Exhibit 47" p. 2).

BLACK said he was not involved in the CNS 1991 PCNs that added the
secondary containment requirements. BLACK said "in a sense" GE told CNS
that 1t was okay to do RPY disassembly without secondary containment. as
long as CNS met NUREG 0612. BLACK said PRC 88-11 did not prohibit RPV
disassembly without secondary containment (Exhibit 47, p. 3).

BLACK said he was not familiar with NUREG 0612 and did not know if it
addressed secondary containment BLACK said he knew it addressed the
movement of heavy loads (Exhibit 47, p. 3).

ERBES has been the GE nuclear services manager since December 31, 1990
in Omaha, Nebraska (Exhibit 48 p. 1).

ERBES said he was first contacted in mid-April 1993 by BLACK who said
CNS wanted to discuss the interpretation of PRC 88-11. ERBES said they
ot SCHOCK and KLAPPROTH on the telephone to discuss the issue.

ccording to ERBES, BLACK said he told them the movement of loads was
surfacing again and he needed help. ERBES said KLAPPROTH stated CNS had
been conservative in their Interpretation of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 48, p. 1
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ERBES said a short time after this phone conversation. he received a
telephone request from BLACK that CNS wanted GE to do an analysis
(Exhibit 48, p. 1),

ERBES stated he said he prepared a written proposal to CNS to do an
analysis of the movement of the head, seR:rator. and dryer. ERBES said
CNS accepted the proposal. ERBES said the analysis was done. and it
reflected the loads, if dr . would not hit and damage the fuel.
ERBES stated that neither t written proposal. the contract, the
analysis, nor any of the conversations addressed secondary containment
requirements (Exhibit 48, pp. 1 and 2).

SCHOCK stated she has been eggloyed by GE for 23 {ears and as a
licensing specialist since 1980 (Exhibit 49, p. 1).

SCHOCK stated she handled PRC 88-11 for GE. adding this was a 10 CFR
Part 21 issue that was not r;ggrtable by GE as they could not evaluate
the condition. SCHOCK said B88-11 was sent to all of the BWRs and
told them to evaluate this condition (Exhibit 49, p. §).

SCHOCK said each utility was to look at their equipment, load, and

critical path. SCHOCK said GE wanted the utilities to look at loads of
less than 1100 pounds. SCHOCK said that weight (1100 s] 1s usually
considered a heavy load and is covered by NUREG 0612 (Exhibit 49, p. 1).

SCHOCK said the BWRs may not have had any procedure in place or tech
Specs to control movement of light loads over the spent fuel, including
establishing secondary containment (Exhibit 49, p. 1).

SCHOCK said BLACK telephoned her or March 8, 1993. and told her CNS had
put 1n procedures a prohibition against moving any load without first
establishing secondary containment . SCHOCK said BLACK told her that CNS
wondered 1f they would comply with PRC 88-11 if they moved the RPV head.
dryer, and separator without establishing secondary containment

(Exhibit 49, pp. 1 and 2).

SCHOCK stated she told them [CNS] that PRC 88-11 addressed Tight loads.
SCHOCK said she added that as 1on? as they were in compliance with NUREG
0612, they should not have a problem with secondary containment

(Exhibit 49, p. 2).

SCHOCK stated that NUREG 0612 had certain criteria for moving heavy
loads. SCHOCK said you must show you will not damage fuel and there
would not be a release if a load is dropped. SCHOCK said the objective
1S twofold -- first, the probability for a load drop 1s extremely small
based on the 1oad weight, equipment. and the critical ?ath; and
secondly. 1f you drop the 1o0ad, it will not cause a release into the
atmosphere. SCHOCK said the utility must conduct this evaluation to
determine 1f the two objectives are met (Exhibit 49, p. 2).
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SCHOCK said she had another telephone call with BLACK on March 9, 1993,
and KLAPPROTH was also on this call. SCHOCK stated the same information
was shared with BLACK as on the March 8. 1993 telephone call

(Exhibit 49, p. 2).

SCHOCK said there was another telephone conversation on April 13, 1993,
supported by a memorandum she wrote to ERBES (Exhibit 20). SCHOCK said
the memorandum advised that PRC 88-11 addressed Tight Toads and NUREG
0612 addressed heavy loads. SCHOCK added that the RPV head, dryer. and
separator are heavy loads (Exhibit 49, p. 2).

SCHOCK said CNS sent back a “marked up" ¢ of her memorandum with
suggested changes. SCHOCK said she told CNS she could not sign that
memorandum because she had not done an "evolution” of the head. dryer,
and separator over the spent fuel. SCHOCK said this “evolution or
evaluation” is required by NUREG 0612, and GE had not done this
“evaluation.” SCHOCK said she believes this is what led to CNS
requesting GE do such an analysis which was completed in May 1993
(Exhibit 49, p. 2).

SCHOCK said she did rewrite her April 13. 1993, memorandum for two
reasons: the second memorandum read better. and CNS asked her to
include reference to the dryer and separator (Exhibit 50, p. 1).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The revised memorandum does not make
reference to the separator.

SCHOCK said the revised memorandum does not include the suggested CNS
comments. SCHOCK said GE had not done an analysis to determine if such
a load drop would damage the fuel. SCHOCK said she told BLACK she would
not sign the memorandum as proposed by CNS because there was not an
analysis (Exhibit 50, p. 1).

SCHOCK said BLACK never commented on whether CNS had an analysis.
SCHOCK said she assumed CNS had not done the analysis or they would not
have askec her to add the comments to her memorandum (Exhibit 50, p. 1)

SCHOCK said the second reason she would not add the CNS comments was
that the April 13, 1993, memorandum was to document her ccnversation of
March 9, 1993. SCHOCK said the CNS comments were not discussed during
the March 9. 1993, conversation (Exhibit 50, p. 1).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM (Evidence Item 309) said the GE.
April 13, 1993, memorandum was to verify the accuracy of
statements GE made to CNS a couple of years earlier.

Specifically, that GE had told CNS it was okay to perform RPV
dwsassembl{ without establishing secondary containment. SCHOCK
(Evidence Item 391) said the purpose was to verify the March 13,
1993, conversation. Further, SCHOCK would not sign the memorandum
as proposed by MEACHAM because GE had not done an analysis at CNS
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KLAPPROTH said.he has been employed by GE since 1974 and as the fuel
licensing manager since April 1992 (Exhibit 51, p. 1).

KLAPPROTH reviewed a copy of a GE memorandum dated October 17, 1988
(Exhibit 4) and stated this was a notification to BWRs of PRC 88-11.
KLAPPROTH said this notification informed the utilities that it was
necessary for them to assess their facility to determine if there was a
problem with moving loads over irradiated fuel (Exhibit 51, p. 1.

KLAPPROTH stated GE Engineer. Will MYERS, found a deficiency in a tech
sggc about secondar¥Hcontainment and this ultimately resulted in

PRC 88-11. KLAPPRO provided copies of GE memoranda leading up to PRC
88-11. KLAPPROTH stated the ori inal concern only discussed the
deficiency during cold shutdown Mode 4] and the movement of loads less
than 1100 pounds over the spent fuel pool. KLAPPROTH stated that BWR
tech specs prohibit the movement of loads more than 1100 pounds over the
fuel (Exhibit 51, p. 1).

KLAPPROTH said there were further changes until the final memorandum
that went to the utilities included RPV disassembly [Mode 5]. KLAPPROTH
stated he reviewed the fina) memorandum before it was issued. and 1t was
correct to include Mode 5 (Exhibit 51, p. 2).

KLAPPROTH said NUREG 0612 1s concerned with the movement of heavy 1oads
over irradiated fuel. KLAPPROTH said it was his interpretation that
NUREG 0612 1s applicable only during RPY disassembly because tech specs
cover all other modes (Exhibit 51, p. 2).

KLAPPROTH said a few of the utilities requested GE to do the drop
analysis for their plant. KLAPPROTH said CNS had not made the request
for the analysis until April 1993 (Exhibit 51, p. 2.

KLAPPROTH stated that in a telephone call with SCHOCK and BLACK on
March 9, 1993, BLACK told him CNS was looking for help. KLAPPROTH said
BLACK told him CNS was in refueling and their tech specs. while in the
secondary containment area, were restrictive. KLAPPROTH said he told
BLA%§ that NUREG 0612 addressed the movement of heavy loads (Exhibit 51
p. :

KLAPPROTH said he directed BLACK to ask CNS 1f they had done a drop
analysis of the RPV head. dr er, and seE:;ator. or made any effort to
meet the requirements of NUREG 0612 K PROTH said BLACK telephoned
him about 2 weeks later and told him CNS had not done an analysis, but
CNS belfeved they had adequate controls in their tech specs. ~KLAPPROTH
said he told K that 1f CNS wanted some “relief" from their tech
specs, they would have to do an analysis (Exhibit 51, pp. 2 and 3).

KLAPPROTH reviewed the April 13, 1993, memorandum and stated he had
become familiar with it after the fact. KLAPPRCTH said he agreed with
the memorandum that NUREG 0612 has nothing to 20 with the spent fuel
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pool. KLAPPROTH said 1f NUREG 0612 requirements are met. there is ro
need to have secondary containment during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 51,

p. 3)

HERRERA has been employed by GE since 1977 and as a principal engineer
for the last 12 years (Exhibit 52, p. 1).

HERRERA stated GE did an analysis for CNS to determine if the drop of
the RPV head, dryer. or separator would damage the fue) at CNS. HERRERA
stated CNS made this request on approximately Apri} 13, 1993, and the
results of this anaéggis was sent to CNS via a letter (Exhibit 23) datad
April 30, 1993. HERRERA said the actual report followed about a week
later (Exhibit 52, p. 1).

HERRERA stated the analysis reflected that the configuration of the RPY
structure would not allow the 1oad to hit the fuel and the structure
would not give, thereby protecting the fuel. HERRERA stated that
secondary contai ment was not addressed or mentioned in this report
(Exhibit 52, p. 1).

HERRERA stated this analysis did not address parts of the load or parts
of the structure breaking off and hitting the fuel and thereby damaging
the fuel (Exhibit 52, p. 1).

HERRERA said that this analysis would satisfy part of NUREG 0612.
HERRERA said a further analysis would be necessary to determine whether
parts could break off and hit and damage the fuel to satisfy NUREG 0612
(Exhibit 52, pp. 1 and 2).

BALLAS said he has been employed as a program engineer by GE since

April 19, 1993. BALLAS said this is the same date he was given the
assignment to do an evaluation of the CNS RPV head. dryer, and separator
assembly drop (Exhibit 53, p. 1).

BALLAS said his analysis showed a drop of these loads would not damage
fuel. BALLAS said the structure would not give, and the load would not
hit and damage the fuel (Exhibit 53, p. 1),

BALLAS acknowledged that his analysis did not consider parts of the load
or structure breaking off and hitting and damaging the fuel. BALLAS
said another analysis would have to be done to determine 1f parts could
break off and hit and damage the fuel (Exhibit 53, pp. 1 and 2).

{owesticator's Analvst

There was conflicting testimony as to who decided to ini.iate the 1993 PCNs,
which deleted the secondary containment requirement .

This testimony is crucial to two ﬁo1nts. First. it addresses the person(s)

responsible for violating CNS tec

spec 3.7 C 1.d. which prohibits the
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movement of any load over irradiated fuel that 1f dropped could damage the
fuel. The evidence reflects CNS did not do an analysis to determine if the
dropping of the RPV head. dryer, and s:garator would damage the fuel. CNS had
£ do an analysis over a month after CNS changed procedures allowing movement
of these loads without secondary containment . Additionally, NRC as part of an
1ns?ect10n. questioned the 1993 PCNs and the possibility of a tech spec
violation. The second point is the decision making process, which addresses
the knowledge and intent of the responsible person(s). The following summary
of testimony directly addresses these two points.

FLAHERTY, the initiator and author of the 1993 PCNs. stated the decision to
remove the secondary containment r irement came as a result of a meet ing
between MEACHAM, | . and GARDNER (Evidence Item 61).

SWANSON, who provided technical assistance to FLAHERTY, inc)ludi typing part
of the PCNs, supported FLAHERTY's assertion. SWANSON said GARDNER approached
him [SWANSON] a noon on March 8, 1993, and told him CNS wanted to make
changes. G*7DNER further told SWANSON that FLAHERTY would tell him what
changes to make (Evidence Item 87). SWANSON said GARDNER and FLAHERTY both
told him that NUREG 0612 was the basis for this decision and that PRC 88-11
was no longer applicable (Evidence item 90). SWANSON said he did not come to
an 1ndependent conclusion that secondary containment was not necessary.
SWANSON said he did the PCNs because FLAHERTY instructed him to remove the
secondary containment requirement (Evidence Item 91). SWANSON said he knew
FLAHERTY was wr in the written justification. and he (SWANSON) should have
been more forceful in his objections to FLAHERTY (Evidence Item 94) .

BALLINGER further supports the statements of FLAHERTY and SWANSON.  BALLINGER,

who worked direct) rstedwith the 1993 PCNs. BALL INGER
gsearch in arriving at asis for

mi

' 3 Bwing S during his

er nottm 2 numerous errors in the PCNs.

BALLINGER admitted he had not researched NUREG 0612 and PRC 88-11. BALLINGER
sald he was so rushed by FLAMERTY that for this reason only, he did a quick
réview and returned the documents to FLAHERTY (Evidence Item 112). BALLINGER
added that if it was his decision, he would throw out the 1993 PCNs until an
analysis of the load was completed (Evidence Item 115).

MACE was interviewed on two occasions and when told the outage had been
stop?ed because secondary containment was not operable, responded that it

d nol have been a problem (Evidence [tem 184). MACE. after determining
what procedures required secondary containment. said the 1991 PCNs were put in
by "oversight or overzealousness" (Evidence Item 185). MACE. in both
interviews. stated this belief was based on cognitive knowledge/common sense

MACE said he talked to GARDNER about this problem, and GARDNER did not
disagree with him. MACE said he initiated the PCN request (Evidence Item 186)
and on March 9, 1993, he told them to change the procedures and delete the
secondary cuntainment requirement (Evidence Item 189). MACE. at the second
Interview and under oath, stated that he and GARDNER decided the procedure
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requ1r1ng secondary containment was not correct, and GARDNER took it u
himself to change the procedures (Evidence Item 209). MACE. on two other
occasions, stated that he and GARDNER decided to change the procedures
(Evidence Items 210 and 230).

GARDNER denied that he and MACE decided to change the PCNs and said that the
decision was made by Engineering (Evidence Item 251). GARDNER could not
recall if he directed the TPCN to allow detensioning of the RPV head without
secondary containment. GARDNER said he did sign the TPCN as a reviewer on
March 8, 1993. though he had 30 days to sign as the reviewer (Evidence Item
252). On two occasions, GARDNER said he could not recall if he told MACE that
secondary containment was not necessary. GARDNER added that he 'g:obably‘
told MACE they needed to review the situation and see what could be done
(Evidence Items 254 and 278). GARDNER said he discussed this situation with
HORN and MEACHAM on March 8, 1993. GARDNER said they told him there was a
letter from GE which stipulated it was acceptable to move the RPV head without
secondary containment . ER said they also provided a memorandum that LONG
had written about refueling (Evidence Item 255) GARDNER said GE told either
him or the SORC meeting that they would not sign the amended Aggil 13, 1993,
memorandum as proposed by CNS as it was plant specific (Item 258).

GARDNER said he talked to MEACHAM and HORN after receiving GE clarification on
PRC 88-1!1 (the clarification was provided on March 9. 1993). GARDNER said
that MEACHAM and HORN were both present at one of the SCRC meatings. as
observers, when the secondary containment issue was discussed. ER stated
that HORN told the SORC meeting “if it was SORC's opinion that what has been
here 1s adequately addressed. the concerns associated with this, he had no
questions” (Evidence Item 273). GARDNER said he did not recall talking to
SWANSON. or telling him to initiate the 1993 PCNs (Evidence Item 276).

GARDNER said he could not recall if he told FLAHERTY to initiate the PCNs. or
1f he told FLAHERTY to see if there was sufficient ?ust1f1cat1on to initiate
the PCNs (Evidence Item 277). GARDNER did not recall the events in the
decision making process as described Dy SWANSON, FLAHERTY, and MACE.

MEACHAM admitted he attended the March 9. 1993, SORC meet1n? in an oversight
role and discussed documents provided at the SORC meeting (Evidence Item 296)
MEACHAM said he first learned CNS had been unable to obtain secondary
containment on March 8, 1993, and he discussed it with GARDNER and HORN
(Evidence Item 297). MEACHAM said he recalled this discussion was about the
need to get the inventory [water) up and if the requirements of the procedures
were really necessary (Evidence Item 298). This statement gz;tiallyHgarees
with FLAHERTY's statement that “:ure was a meeting between DNER, N. and
MEACHAM on this issue. and the results were to change the procedures.

MEACHAM acknow! that he wrote the proposed amendment to the GE, April 13.
1993, memorandum (Evidence Item 307). MEACHAM said he did not recall whose
decision it was to ask GE to document the GE telephone conversation of

March 1993 MEACHAM said GARDNER provided him with a copy of the GE telecon
record. MEACHAM said he attempted to clarify what he thought CNS asked GE to
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provide at that time ¢Evidence Item 309). This clarification was the amended
ril1 13, 1993, GE memorandum. which GE refused to sign as suggested by
because no analvsis had been performed at CNS.

MEACHAM later stated that at the March 9, 1993, SORC meeting, there was
intense discussion on whether the three loads could hit irradiated fuel.
MEACHAM said GE had performed the analysis for several plants with CNS's exact
configuration, and GE just wanted an extra $25.000 (Evidence Item 317).
HEACHZM stated he did not think such an analg:is was necessary; however, after
NRC began questioning these actions during their inspection, CNS ordered the
analysis from GE.

MEACHAM said there was a misunderstanding between him and GARDNER when he
[MEACHAM] Teft the March 9, 1993, SORC meeting. MEACHAM said it was his
understanding that only the head and dryer would be moved without secondary
containment. MEACHAM saic he found the following day that the separator had
also been moved without secondary containment (Evidence Item 322). MEACHAM
stated he thought he had an agreement with GARDNER on what procedure to
change: however, GARDNER did something different. The fact that the two of
them had an understanding does not indicate an open discussion and agreement
by all of the SORC meeting members. It does indicate they decided to take the
action. The minutes of the SORC meeting reflect there were two meetings. The
first approved the RPV head removal without secondary containment. and the
second meeting approved the dryer and separator removal without secondary
containment. Further, most of the SORC meeting members did not recall two
meetings to approve the three PCNs.

HORN said MEACHAM te) him dur1n2 the 1993 outggg when secondar
containment could not established (Evidence Item ). HORN said was
surprised to learn the separator had been moved without secondary containment
because of an agreement he had reached with the NRC resident inspector in
1988. HORN said this agreement was made until the LONG memorandum resolved
the 1ssue (Evidence Item 339). The LONG memorandum was in early 1988, before
PRC 88-11, the 1991 PCNs, Amendments 147 and 150, and almost 6 years before
the 1993 PCNs. It is more believable that HORN's surprise was the same as
MEACHAM's.  HORN and MEACHAM had an understanding with GARDNER of which

HORN acknowledged that he reviewed the agail 13. 1993, GE memorandum and the
suggested changes written by MEACHAM. N added that no one told him that GE
refused to sign the s ted revision as GE had not done an analysis
(Evidence Item 343). said the analysis ordered from GE, a few days after
the April 13, 1993, memorandum. was done "primarily to satisfy the NRC"
(Evidence Item 345). NRC. during their 1ns?ect1on in April 1993, asked many
questions about the PCNs and a possible violation of tech specs. GE refused
Lo sign the suggested revision of the April 13. 1993, memorandum because they
had not done an analysis. CNS then decided it was necessary to get an
analysis to support their position. However, this analysis is over a month
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after CNS made their decision and moved their upper internals without
secondary containment .

HORN, in disagreement with GARDNER s testimggg. stated he had not attended the
March 9. 1993, SORC meeting (Evidence Item 348). HORN said he did recall a
conversation where he told MEACHAM there was a letter from GE that verified
the movement of the internals without secondary containment (Evidence Item
349). HORN said he did not provide MEACHAM directions, but they both agreed
to pursue the reasons CNS was back in this area, and the secondary containment
issue had come up (Evidence Item 361).

Lonclusions

Based on the testimony and documentary . rce, it is concluded that CNS
senior management. and specifically MACL - .(ONER. . and HORN, through
careless disregard, caused CNS to violate .ech spec requirements regarding the

establishment of secondary containment prior to the removal of the RPV head
and internals.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20585-0001 M ,
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Sonalysts, Inc.
Att: Mr. Leon Peterson, Manager of Contracts

215 Parkwav North
waterford, CT 06385

Dear Mr. Peterson:

Subject NRC-26-92-267. Tesk Order No. 4. entitled "Technical Assistance to
Support a Special Diagnostic Evaluation at Cooper Nuclear Station.
Management and Organization”

In accordance with Section G.5 entitled. "Task Order Proceaures” of the
subject contract, this letter defimitizes Task Order No. 4. The effort shall
be performed 1n accordance with the enclosed Statement of Work.

Task Order No. 4 shall be in effect from August 29, 1994 through October 28.
1994, with a total cost ce111n? of $50.789. The amount of $47,689 represents
3

the total estimated reimbursable costs, and the amount of $3,100 represents
the fixed fee.

The obligated amount of this task order 1s $46 838.

Accounting Data for Task Order No.4 1s as follows:

APPN No. : 31X0200.824
B&R No. : 482-19-301-101
FIN No.: £8215

0BL IGATED AMOUNT . $50,789.00
AEOD DOCUMENT ID: AED92267004

The following individual is considered Lo be essential to the successful
performance of work hereunder: Russ C.oown.

The contractor agrees that such personnel shall not be removed from the effort
under the task order without compliance with Contract Clause H.1. Key

Personnel
Issuance of this task order does not amend any terms or conditions of the

subject contract.




NRC-26-92-267
Task Order No. 4
Page 2

Your contacts during the course of this task order are:

Technical Matters: Alan Madison
Prcject Officer
(301) 415-6412

Contractual Matters: Judith B. Corwin
Contract Administrator
(301) 415-6581

Please indicate your acceptance of this Task Order No. 4 by having an
official . authorized to bind your organization, execute three copies of this
document in the space provided and return two copies to the Contract
Administrator. You should retain the third copy for your records.

If you have any questions regarding this matter. please contact Ms. Corwin,
Contract Admimistrator. on (301) 415-6581

Sincerely,

PaSi”a Qg&ﬂ@f

Mary Jo Mattia. Contracting Officer
FIP Acquistion Branch

Division of Contracts

Office of Administration

Enclosure:
As stated

ACCEPTED: |
W‘M
TITLE: “‘% £, 05 EonTiacrs

DATE - /%%X
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ENCLOSURE ]

TASK ORDER NO. 4, Revision 2
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT A SPECIAL DIAGNOSTIC
EVALUATION AT COOPER NUCLEAR STATIION, MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

BACKGROUND/OBJECTIVES

Diagriostic Evaluations at nuclear power plants provide NRC senior
management with an assessment of licensee safety performance which
augments information provided by the Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP) Progrem. tne Performance Indicator (PI) Program and
the various inspections performed by NRC Headquarters and Regional
Offices. The assessment is independent in the sense that the
administration and management of the program is independent of the
licensing, inspection and enforcement process. Diagnostic evaluations
are conducted with intensive team efforts beginning with a study of
background information on plant design. procedures and organization,
continuing with an onsite evaluation and concluding with a detailed
report of the evaluation.

This task order 1s for the performance of a management and organization
evaluation as a part of the Special Diagnostic Evaluation at Cooper
Nuclear Station. The methods and techniques as described in the AEQD's
Diagnostic Guidelines will be used to accompliish the evaluation. Cooper
15 located near Nebraska City, Nebraska and the corporate office 1s
located in Brownville, Nebraska.

STATEMENT OF WORK AND DELIVERABLES

The ovaluation shall be coordinated between an NRC Management and
Organization team leader and the contractor s personnel.

In the evaluation of management and organization, the Contractor shall
furnish one expert. This expert shall be required to accomplish the
following tasks:

1. Prepare for the evaluation by a review of the overall Evaluation
Plan (provided by NRC), and a review of licensee background and
technical information. The tvaluation Plan will outline the areas
to be evaluated. The expert shall establish a specific management
and organization evaluation plan including preliminary findings.
based upon the guidance in the overall Evaluation Plan.

2. The onsite evaluation shall concentrate on information gathering
including an examiration of the licensee's activities and
performance in specific areus. The examination shall include

interviews with key licensee personnel at all levels. programmatic

reviews and assessments., and direct observations of operations.
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Evaluation methodologies include a qualitative evaluation of
licensee mana t controls. oversight and involvement. and
organizational effectiveness which are relevant to plant safety
performance. The evaluation shall also examine preliminary
findings. perform special case study evaluation of specific 1ssue
areas. and establish and validate root-causes.

3. The Contractor shall prepare input to the final evaluation team
report and submit it to the NRC management and organization
evaluation team leader. The evaluation team report shall be 1n
accordance with Attachment 7 of Section J of the basic contract.
Additional information on the format, style, level of detail and
quality expected will be made known to the Contractor during the

reparation phase of the evaluation. All predecisional data shall
returned to the NRC Project Officer upon completion of the
report .

PER PERF = P PERF

The period of performance for this task 1S from August 29. 1994 to
October 28, 1994. Work will be accomplished at the home offices of the
Contractor. NRC offices in Rockville, Maryland, Cooper Nuclear Station,
and corporate offices of Nebraska Public Power District in Brownville,
ebraska.

TECHNICAL CONTACT

Alan Madison, DEIIB/AEOD. (301) 415-6412

REPORT REMENT

1. A Financial Status Report report describing expenditures shall be
submitted for this task in accordance with Section F.2 of the

basic contract. A standard licensee fee recovery costs report
should also be included

ro

Management and Organization Evaluation plans as described 1n
Section 11, shall be submitted at the beginning of the week prior
to the second team meeting.

3 Technical Progress reports, as described in Section 11, shall
be submtted 1n accordance with Section F.3 of the basic contract

4 Contractor input to the Evaluation Team Report shall be submitted
within two (2) weeks of the completion of the onsite evaluation.

CETINGS AND TRAVE

Three (3) t=ips to NRC, Rockville, Maryland for preparation during
August and September 1994, totaling five (15) working days.

One (1) trip to onsite and corporate headquarters during September and
October 1994, totaling twelve (12) working days. Approximately one (1)
day will be at corporate, ten (10) days onsite, and travel time




VIT.

Transportation between airports and site/corporate and transportation
while onsite will be provided by the NRC.

One (1) trip to NRC. Rockville. Har{land during October 1994 to
participate in report writing, totaling ten (10) working days.

NRC_FURNISHED MATERIAL

The NRC will provide necessary background information such as licensee
anization charts. inspection reports, safety program descriptions, or

or
otﬁer material/guidance specified by the Team Manager.



From: Jack W. Roe (JWR) {M’R)

;p: JXL  (James Lieberman, OE)
ate: Monday, September 26, 1994 3:24 pm
Subject: Cooper DFI on Heavy Loads -Forwarded

Forwarded mail received from: JRH
I AGREE.

cc: JRH, WDB

Files: m0 : MESSAGE

9511320050 9351113
:2¥TER895—262 PDR
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From: James Randall Hall gJRﬂ) (NRR)
To: JEB2 (James Beall, OF

Date: Tuesday, October 4, 1994 10:5]1 am

Subject: Cooper DFI on Heavy Loads -Forwarded -Fo

Forwarded mail received from: JWR
Jim,

Here's the message that Jack Roe sent to Jim Lieberman (He forwarded my
recommendation to my boss, Bill Beckner).

I was never assigned the task of preparing a memo from Zimmerman to Lieberman
as we do for typical escalated enforcement actions, as it was my understanding
that this DFI was a unique action and Roe and Lieberman had agreed on
providing our position informally.

Randy Hall
504-1336

Files: m0 :MESSAGE, ml:MESSAGE

Al

9911300055 951113
PDR _ FOIA
PATTERS95-262 PDR



DISK/DOCUMENT NAME:
Yo receive & copy of this document, indicate in the hox: "C”

December 2, 1994

MEMORANDUM TO: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque
FROM: James M. Taylor Origina! ""“:',‘.Eﬁ,,b'
Executive Director for Operatiodames b 1e¥!
SUBJECT: COOPER NUCLEAR STATION SPECIAL EVALUATION

The Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) initiated a Diagnostic Self

Assessment (DSA) evaluation of the Cooper Nuciear Station (CNS) from July 25
through August 19, 1994 to obtain an independent review of the operation of
CNS and determine the root cause(s) for the station’'s declining performance.

The NRC formed a Special Evaluation Team (SET) to assess the effectiveness of
licensed activities performed by NPPD in ensuring safe operation at CNS, and
to determine the causes of performance deficiencies. From August 15 through
19, 1994 the SET observed the onsite activities of the DSA and evaluated CNS
safety activities. The SET returned to CNS from September 26 through October
7, 1994 to evaluate NPPD corporate safety activities and complete their CNS

onsite evaluation.

I am providing you with copies of the DSA and SET reports for your review in
preparation for the Commission briefing on the SET evaluation on December 7,

1994,

Attachments:
1. NRC Special Evaluation Team Report
2. NPPD Diagnostic Self Assessment Report

cc: SECY
0GC
OCA
OPA
CONTACT: E11is W. Merschoff, AEQOD

(301) 415-6954

6:\DEIIB\DEPFILES\DO915\COMMISS.CNS
« Copy wio sttachment, “E" = Copy wiattachment, "N" = No copy

orc |80 ) | | acofT X % =
NAME off bRosk // fi/ 1o
DATE111/23/94 11 7% )94 11/ 3(/94 14 e

9511300064 951113
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PATTERS95-262 PDR
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- 3?0 . %, UNITED STATES
5 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
7‘,’ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20665-0001

December 2, 1994

Fran®

MEMORANDUM TO: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

FROM: James M. Taylor #
Executive Direc for Opefations
SUBJECT: COOPER NUCLEAR™STATION SPECIAL EVALUATION

The Nebraska Public Power Distric. (NPPD) initiated a Diagnostic Self

Assessment (DSA) evaluation of the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) from July 25
through August 19, 1994 to obtain an independent review of the operation of
CNS and determine the root cause(s) for the station’s declining performance.

The NRC formed a Special Evaluation Team (SET) to assess the effectiveness of
licensed activities performed by NPPD in ensuring safe operation at CNS, and
to determin: the causes of performance deficiencies. From August 15 through
19, 1994 the SET observed the onsite activities of the DSA and evaluated CNS
safety activities. The SET returned to CNS from September 26 through October
7, 1994 to evaluate NPPD corporate safety activities and complete their CNS

onsite evaluation.

I am providing you with copies of the DSA and SET reports for your review in
preparation for the Commission briefing on the SET evaluation on December 7,

1994.

Attachments:
1. NRC Special Evaluation Team Report
2. NPPD Diagnostic Self Assessment Report

cc: SECY
0GC
0CA
OPA

CONTACT: E11is W. Merschoff, AEOD
(301) 415-6954



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20565-0001
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MEMORANDUM TO: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

FROM: James M. Taylor
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: COOPER NUCLEAR STATION SPECIAL EVALUATION

The Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) initiated a Diagnostic Self

Assessment (DSA) evaluation of the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) from July 25
through August 19, 1994 to obtain an independent review of the operation of
CNS and determine the root cause(s) for the station’s declining performance.

The NRC formed a Special Evaluation Team (SET) to assess the effectiveness of
licensed activities performed by NPPD in ensuring safe operation at CNS, and
to determine the causes of performance deficiencies. From August 15 through
19, 1994 the SET observed the onsite activities of the DSA and evaluated CNS
safety activities. The SET returned to CNS from September 26 through October
7, 1994 to evaluate NPPD corporate safety activities and complete their CNS
onsite evalua*‘on.

I am providing you with copies of the DSA and SET reports for your review in
preparation for the Commission briefing on the SET evaluation on December 7,
1594,

Attachments:
1. NRC Special Evaluation Team Report
2. NPPD Diagnostic Self Assessment Report

cer  SECY
0GC
OCA
OPA

CONTACT; E11is W. Merschoff, AEOD
(301) 415-6954
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DISK/DOCUMENT NAME:
To receive & copy of this document, indicate in the box: "C" = Copy wio attachment, "£" = Copy wiattachment, "N" = No copy

The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

MEMORANDUM T0:

FROM: James M. Taylor
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT : COOPER NUCLEAR STATION SPECIAL EVALUATION

The Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) initiated a Diagnostic Self

Assessment (DSA) evaluation of the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) from July 25
through August 19, 1994 to obtain an independent review of the operation of
CNS and determine the root cause(s) for the station’s declining performance.

The NRC formed a Special Evaluation Team (SET) to assess the effectiveness of
licensed activities performed by NPPD in ensuring safe operation at CNS, and
to determine the causes of performance deficiencies. From August 15 through
19, 1994 the SET observed the onsite activities of the DSA and evaluated CNS
safety activities. The SET returned to CNS from September 26 through October
7, 1994 to evaluate NPPD corporate safety activities and complete their CNS
onsite evaluation.

I am providing you with copies of the DSA and SET reports for your review in
preparation for the Commission briefing on the SET evaluation on December 7,
1994.

Attachments:
1. NRC Speciai Evaluation Team Report
2. NPPD Diagnostic Self Assessment Report

g - SELY
0GC
0CA
0OPA
CONTACT : E11is W. Merschoff, AEOD

(301) 415-6954
G:\DEIIB\DEPFILES\DO915\COMMISS.CNS
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f” Ve, UNITED STATES Milhoan
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% December 9, 1994

» Peaat® 23
OFFICE OF THE

SECRETARY

MEMORANDUM TC: James M. Taylor

Executiv Direcior for Operations
FROM: John C., Hoéyle, Kcting Secretary

SUBJECT: SECY-94-285 - PROPOSED $300,000 IN CIVIL
PENALTIES TC NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT
CONCERNING VIOLATIONS AT THE COOPER NUCLEAR
STATION (EAs 94-164, 94-165, 94-166)

This is to advise you that the Commission has not objected to the
proposed civil penalty to the Nebraska Public Power District.

.

cc: The Cuairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque
0GC
OCA
OIG

SECY NOTE: ‘THIS SRM AND SECY-94-285 ARE ENFORCEMENT RELATED
AND WILL BE LIMITED TO NRC UNLESS THE COMMISSTON
DETERMINES OTHERWISE.

I0
Eé&l g A7 951113 rJ

TTER
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From: Nancy J. Olson ,(NJO)</A’/<>
To: JEB2 (James Beall, OF)
Date: Thursday, February 9, 1995 8:3% am
Subject: ENFORCEMNT ACTION 95-012

Jim:

Roy Zimmerman asked me to E-Mail you regarding Enforcement Action 95-012 on
Cooper.

Roy concurred on the package on 2/8/95. 1 gave it to Randy Hall who will be
dispatching you a copy today. Randy is the PM for Cooper.

Nancy

951!300273 95111
PDR__FOIA y
PATTERS95-242 PDR
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAFR. REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20880-0001

Fraet February 10, 1995

MEMORANDUM T0O: The Chatrman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

FROM: James M. Taylor oy
Executive Direglof for Opgfations
SUBJECT: RESTART OF THE-COOPER NUCLEAR STATION

This memorandum is to inform the Commission of the status of the restart of
the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) and the related staff actions.

Backgroynd

The Cooper plant was shut down by the licensee on May 25, 1994, as a result of
the discovery of significant problems with the electrical distribution system,
the control room emergency filtration system, and containment integrity.
Additional weaknesses were identififed in the areas of surveillance testing,
review of industry operating experience, and the performance of the station
operations review committee (SORC). These issues were the subjects of two
confirmatory action letters (CALs): CAL 4-94-06, dated May 27, 1994, and
Revisions | and 2, dated June 16 and July 1, 1994; and CAL 4-94-08, dated
August 2, 1994. The SORC performance issues were addressed in a letter from
the Regional Administrator of Region IV to the Nebraska Public Power District
(NPPD), dated August 25, 1994. The CALs and the letter of August 25, 1994,
documented the NRC staff's understanding that the identified issues would be
satisfactorily resolved by the licensee before plant restart.

In a letter to NPPD dated June 21, 1994, following the June 1994 Senior
Management Meeting, the Executive Director for Operations expressed continuing
concern regarding the observed negative trends in performance at the Cooper
plant, as underscored by the problems associated with the shutdown of May 25,
1994. As a result of these concerns, senior NRC management determined that
additional insight into the performance of CNS managemeni and staff was
needed. At the same time, the licensee indicated its intention to sponsor a
third-party diagnostic self-assessment (DSA) based on NRC diagnostic
evaluation principles. This decision by the licensee allowed the NRC to build
upon the DSA process with a Specfal Evaluation Team (SET) inspection, rather
than the more traditional Diagnostic Evaluation Team inspection. The DSA,
conducted from July 25 through August 19, 1994, attributed the significant
performance deficiencies of the Cooper plant to (1) managemeri's failure to
foster high standards for the workforce; (2) weaknesses in long-range
planning; (3) ineffective oversight by management and quality assurance-staff;
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and (4) deficiencies in the testing, configuration control, and corrective
action programs. The NRC SET assessment, conducted from August 15 through
October 7, 1994, found that the DSA was an effective and comprehensive assess-
ment and that the DSA findings closely paralleled the independent findings of
the SET. The SET concluded that (1) the licensee's management did not provide
adequate leadership or direction; (2) major programs and processes were poorly
defined; and (3) independent oversight and self-assessment were not effective
in detecting deficiencies, nor in ensuring adequate corrective action.

Riscussion

Because of the nature and extent of the managerial and programmatic weaknesses
observed at the Cooper plant, as confirmed by the DSA and the SET, the NRC
staff initiated a formal process for the review of plant readiness for restart
in accordance with NRC Manual Chapter 0350, "Staff Guidelines for Restart
Approval." The Cooper Restart Panel was formally established on

November 10, 1994, and developed the "Cooper Nuclear Station Restart Action
Plan.” which specified the issues that the licensee must adequately address
before restart of the facility.

The panel held several internal meetings to develop the Restart Action Plan,
which identified 13 major issues to be addressed by the licensee. In
reviewing the licensee's extensive three-phase performance improvement program
(PIP), the panel determined that the 13 issues of the Restart Action Plan were
included in the licensee's own restart list of 35 issues and that the PIP
provided an acceptable process for addressing the restart issues. To ensure
that the licensee adequately implemented its PIP, the pane)l identified areas
in which NRC inspection and technical review were needed. The panel
subsequently considered the resulis of these inspections and reviews.

The panel determined that the licensee had successfully completed the first
phase (restart) of th» PIP, which addressed the CAL issues, as well as the
fundamental manageria weaknesses identified by both the DSA and the SET. The
restart panel reviewe. extensive inspection data collected over several
months, includ.ng the findings of an NRC restart team inspection conducted
from January 16 to ¢7, 1995. In addition, the panel held five public meetings
with the licensee at the site, from November 8, 1994, through February 2,
1995, to review the progress made in implementing the PIP. On February 2,
1995, the restart panel recommended that NRC management grant approval for the
restart of Cooper Nuclear Station. On February 6, 1995, the Regional
Administrator of Region IV, after consultation with the Office of the EDO and
NRR, granted NRC approval for plant restart.

The licensee began startup and power ascension on February 9, 1995. An
interim restart organization has been formed, including a dedicated Restart
Manager, Z4-hour site managemeni coverage, an augmenied operaiing crew on
shift and a continuously staffed, dedicated work contro)l center. The power
ascension plan calls for hold points at 50-percent and 90-percent power, and
includes a contingency shutdown from 30-percent power for corrective
maintenance, if necessary. The licensee plans to reach 100-percent power in
approximately 3 weeks.
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During plant startup and power ascension, the NRC resident inspection staff
will be augmented to provide close oversight of surveillance testing and
maintenance, two areas of weakness that led to the extended plant shutdown.

In addition, operations will be closely monitored.

Twenty-four-hour NRC staff

coverage was implemented on February 6, 1995, and will continue through

March 5, 1995, as currently planned.

The Cooper Restart Panel will continue

to oversee the licensee's performance throughout startup and power ascension.
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