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SYNOPSIS, ..

On June 17, 1993, an investigation was initiated to determine whether Nebraska
Public Power District's (NPPD) Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) technical
specifications (tech s)ecs) had been deliberately violated on March 9 and 10.1993, when during the.Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) disassembly, the RPV head,
dryer, and separator were moved over irradiated fuel without secondarycontainment.

CNS tech specs arohibit the movement of any load over irradiated fuel that. ifdropped, would lit and damage the fuel, unless secondary containment isoperable. Additionally, CNS procedures specifically prohibited the movement
of the RPV head, dryer, and separator, respectively, without first
establishing secondary containment.

During the March 1993 refueling outage, secondary containment could not beestablished. The testimonial and documentary evidence developed 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.
irradiated fuel, without secondary containment.CNS then moved the head, dryer, and separator over

The evidence reflects that
the tech spec was violated through the careless-disregard by the senior
management of CNS.

,

.
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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 pages3 through 83. -

.

i
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*

2
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;

i-

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
*

, ,

,

Alleaation!
. Alleaed Deliberate Violation of a Technical Snecification
,

Requirement of License:
.

>

10 CFR 50.10: License Required (1993 Edition)
c

-(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 a license issued by the Commission. i.

10 CFR 50.36: Technical Specifications (1993 Edition)
4

(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 until the condition can be met. When a

.

limiting condition for any process step in the system of a fuel
reprocessing plant is not met the licensee shall shut down that part of
the operation or follow any re, medial action permitted by the technical
speci+1 cations 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 fuel
reprocessing plant, the licensee shall notify the Comission, 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 Comission terminates the license for the nuclearreactor 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

.I

i

Comission if required by 50.72 and.shall submit a Licensee Event Report
to the Comission as required by 50.73. In this case, licensees shall
retain records associated with preparation 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. '

|

,

!
.

I
;

i

i

!Case No. 4-93-020R 7

;

;

|
4



.
,.

. - -

. . , .

THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY

Case No. 4-93-020R
8



- - . - _ . . _ . .. -. - . - - . . - - . - ..

i

>

t

LIST OF INTERVIEWEES.,

Exhibit

BALLAS. Gary. General Electric (GE) Program Engineer........ 53
.

.

BALLINGER. Paul. CNS Operations Engineering Supervisor...... 38
,

BENNETT. Michael NPPD Nuclear Licensing Engineer........... 32

BLACK. Thomas. GE Site Representative. CNS.................. 47

BRATRS0VSKY. Jeffery. CNS Mechanical Maintenance Crew
Leader..................................................... 35

COE. Douglas. NRC Inspection-Team. CNS March / April 1993..... 29

ERBES. Bradley, GE Nuclear Services Manager................. 48

ESTES. Charles. CNS Management Trainee...................... 41
t

FLAHERTY. James. CNS Engineering Manager.................... 36
,

'

F00ST. Richard. CNS Assistant Engineering Manager........... 30

GARDNER. Ricky. CNS Plant Manager.......................
... 44

HEPRERA. Marcos. GE Principal Engineer...................... 52

HORN Guy. NPPD Vice President Nuclear...................... 46

KLAPPROTH. James. GE Fuel Licensing Manager................. 51
L

MACE. EUGENE. CNS Senior Manager Site Support............... 43
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! MEACHAM. John. CNS Site Manager............................. 45
L
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;
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. DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION
I.

Puroose of Investiaation

On June 17,1993,

Public Power District's (NPPD) Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) technicalan investigation was initiated to determine whether Nebraska
specifications (tech specs) had been deliberately violated on March 9 and 10.
1993, when during the Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) disassembly, the RPV head.i

dryer, and separator were moved over irradiated fuel without secondary |
containment.

Backaround

On July 18, 1991,
No. 19 and 7.4.5, Revision No. 17.CNS approved Procedure Change Notices (PCN) 7.4.4. Revision

On October 3. 1991. CNS approved PCN7.4.6. Revision No. 18. These three PCNs. th9e naurite to. hawsecondary containment establ'istie@before',' the dryer, andseparator ~.1respectively.-duringRPY 56ssed y. This r:equirement, asinstituted in the PCNs,by CNS. add
the' step to ensure secondary containmentbe established before moving loads

.

er* 1rradiated fqel.

The NPPD Proposed Change'No. 68 to CNS tech specs was sent to the NRC byletter dated July 18, 1991. NPPD
aroposed to revise Section 3.7.C.l.d. on,page 166 of the CNS tech specs.

T11s revision added the Tanguage "and r.
loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel are,being moved in the '

,w !

secondary containment", as a condition for determining whether secondaryl

containment is recuired.
3.7.C.1.e.b. . to c trect susunsion ofNPPD'also included similar language in Section
damage irradiated fuel in te secondar.. load, movements that could potentiallyy containment. NPPD requested NRC
approval of Proposed Chan e No. 68 before the next refueling outage, scheduledi to commence in October 19 1.

The NRC approved this proposed change b
NPPD's proposed changes to tech s>ecs, y issuing Amendment 147 consisting of

via a letter dated OctobepM 199k.
Amendment 147 became part of the Jacility Operating License No. DPR-46 forCNS.

The CNS.tesh speg then require secondary containny 4 be establishedbefore moving " loads W dh could A (ually damage 1rradiated fuel f
Further. If such secondary containment integrity could not be maintained
movement of loads that could potentially damage irradiated fueF would bsP

, the
suspended. - ' d

On Marc
determt CNS outage, and before RPV disassembly, 06r

atnment could not be established. On March 9.7.4.5. Revision.1993. CNS initiated, reviewed, and approved PCNs 7.4.4. Revision No. 20:
the requirement,po. J8 Land 7.4.6. Revision No.19. These three PCNs delgted
separator over irradiated-fuek Ori March 9 and 10.19937CNS performed RPVfor secondary cont 41rugnt when moving the RPV head';. dryer, and
disassembly without. secondary containment and reported that secondary

,

containment was established on March 11, 1993.

Case No. 4-93-020R 11
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t

Outage Management Inspection Team became aware that CNS had seIn March 1993, the Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC) Shutdown Risk and
>

during their first week of refueling outage. veral problems
-

provided a list of six events which included the failure of a secondacontainment test. At the request of the NRC. CNS i

i

a secondary containment test. CNS had changed procedures and moved the RPVThe NRC inspection determined that in addition to failing
ry

head. dryer, and separator over irradiated fuel without establi hcontainment.
The NAC inspection team later determined that CNS violated their

!s ing secondary
!tech specs with the movement of these loads without secondary

The matter was then given to NRC Region IV (RIV) and subsequentlcontainment.
the Office of Investigations. Region IV (OI:RIV)

'

y referred to
! Based on the information

.

was initiated on June 17.provided by this inspection team, an investigation;

1993 (Exh 31t 1). The investi1on was toRPV head, dryer. and sedetermine whether CNS had deliberately violated their
-

secondary containment. parator over irradiated fuel w. t specs by moving the
; .

it establishing
1

Coordination with the NRC Staff
-

'

Elmo COLLINS. Project Engineer. Division of Reactor Projects (DRP)
provided technical assistance throughout this investigation and partici. RIV,
in a significant number of the interviews conducted during this investi

,

pated
i

Documentation Review gation.

provided by CNS. General Electric (GE). and the NRC.During this investigation. OI:RIV obtained and reviewed numerous d'

ocumentsare exhibited with this report. The following documents

Wj,lliam O. LONG Memorandum. dated March
28. 1988 (Exhibit 21

LONG. NRC Project Manager. Project Directorate IV
'

for Docket File No. 50-298 (CNS).t

LONG documented ais interaction witharepared this memorandum
Director. ORP:RIV, and Kim WALDEN. NPPD Manager of Licensing and NRick BENNETT. former NRC Senior Resident Inspector at CNS Jo CALL

.

'

Safety. LONG
e AN. former i

.

spec 3.7.C.1. provided written reference to his interpretation of CNS techuclear
LONG o

CNS tech specs 4.7.C. pined, based on the applicability of the requirements of1.d and 3.7.C.1.a through d. a secondary containment testneed not be sfomed unt1Fimediately before handling of irradiated f
.

This document will be called the LONG memorandum throughout thiuel.

NRC Insoection Reoort 50-298/88-07. dated May 11
s report.

. 1988 (Exhibit 31

and the inspection report for the March 1. 1988. through A>rilThis document includes the NRC transmittal letter to NPPD dated Minspection. ay 11, 1988,.

former Resident Inspector.This inspection was conducted by BENNETT and
. A PLETTNER

15 1988. ,

On page 9. item 9. second paragraph, theinspection report addresses secondary containment during RPV dis
.

.

assembly.

Case No. 4-93-020R
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which reconfirms LONG's memorandum that secondary containment need orily be
maintained before fuel movement.3

: Gi Potent' ally Reoortable Condition (PRC) 88-11. dated October
Ex11 bit L) 17. 1988

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 fuel. :
~

GE had deter 1 mined .that..t~ech sp]ess Maid . net,. restrict, massent of loedt over *
the core or. fuel storage pool duri.ng Opeirational Condition 4f[ cold shutdown].
Additionally, tech specs would not restrict movement of nonirradiated loads
during Operational Condition 5 [ refueling]. Further, such loads, if 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 secondaryI

containment integrity does not ex.ist or the Standby Gas Treatment,5ysg'ectrical:

(SGTS) is not operable. ~the plant should determine if mechanical or e
stops or interlocks.are in place to prevent crane movement over trradiated

! fuel.

} GE stated that if this event applies to the plant, they should revise tech
specs or plcnt'procedureg. These tech specs or procedures should prevent

-

movement of loads heavier than a defined value (document does not specify ,

'

weight] over irradiated fuel when secondary containment does not exist or SGTS
.

is inoperable.
2

'

NPPD Memorandum. CNSS888353. dated December 7. 1988 (Exhibit 5):

This NPPD Internal memorandum was written by CNS Engineer Richard W. F00SI, to
!
'

his supervisor. Paul L. BALLINGER. in response to GE PRC 88-11. FOUST
restates GE's concern.a%their recaunendation and offers his evaluation ofl the issue,

i

F00ST wrote that maximum acceptable load is not known. station
4

j procedures s Id. ite pechtbit movement of~anf % fects ovat " '
i irradiatet *

specific recommendations included the revision of.

;
applicable 10.xx and 7.4xx series procedures. The recommended procedures

u c tg. ary containment' integrity before
'

PCN 7.4.4. Revision No. 19. dated Seotember 7. 1990 (Exhibit 6)

This PCN was initiated on September 7.1990, and recuired the shift suarvisor
to verify secondary containment had been establishec before removing t1e RPVhead. This PCN was in the review stage for approximately 10 months untili

Cas.e No. 4-93-020R 13
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.

,

'

approved by the CNSrStation Operation Review Committee (50RC) meeting onJuly 18. 1991.,

GE PRC 88-11 was shown as the reference document used as the
,

L
basis' for this PCN.

This PCN also added NRC NUREG 0612 in a new step in the[
procedures for CNS Codes and Standards. ;

?

! PCN 7.4.5 Revision No.17. dated SeDtanhar 7 1990 (Exhibit 7)
!

.

This PCN was also initiated on September 7, 1990. :supervisor to v
the RPV dryer. erify that secondary containment is established before movingThis PCN required the shiftIl-

This PCN was approved by the 50RC meeting on July
-

GE PRC 88-11 was shown as the reference document used as the basis for thiNUREG 0612 was added in a new step in the procedures for CNS Codes and
.

ii. 18, 1991
iPCN.4 .

Standards. s

f i

PCN 7.4.6. Revision 18. dated July !
16. 1991 (Exhibit 8)!

; This PCN was initiated on July
_

approval of the two above related PCNs.16.1991. 2 days before the 50RC meetingr

This PCN also regu' ired the shiftsupervisor to verify secondary containment is established before moving theRPV separator.p

The SORC meeting approved this PCN on October 3. 1991
i

reference document is shown on this PCN.i ;

Nothe basis for this PCN. The box CNS Exnerience is checked as
.

!
*'

NPPD Prooosed Chance No. 68 to CNS Tech Soecs; dated July 18 .;
1

!
'

. 1991 (Exhibit 9)
NPPD requested several changes in this proposal to the CNS tech specs|1

requested NRC approval of these changes by October 1991 so they could be
'

!- NPPD ;implemented during the next planned outage.
.

; same date July
18. 1991) the 50RC meeting apThe date of this proposal is thesecondary c[ontainment during RPV disassembly. proved two of the PC1s to require!

;e

|
One of the changes proposed [on

3 age 3 of the attachment to the proposal]
!i

to revise Section 3.7.C.1.d whica is on page 166 of CNS tech specs
t

~

proposed to add "and no loads which could potentially damage.1rradiated f
was

t
NPPD. !

are being moved in the secondary containment" as a condition for determining
.

i uel
iwhether secondary containment is required.

containment is required. moved that could potentially damage irradiated fuel if droppedSpecifically, if a load was being
,

i

;

i , then secondary
l

containment action statementNPPD also proposed similar la uage be included in the loss of seco d1;

\
i tion 3.7.C.1.e.b. n ary

the suspension of load moveme,nt that could potentially damage irradi t dSpecifically, it directedp

if secondary containment integrity could not be maintained4 ae fuel

NRC Issued fr acrat 147 to CNS. dated October 10
j. .

i

. 1991 (Exhibit 10)
By a letter dated October 10. 1991,

.

!

NRC approved changes to CNS tech s the NRC issued Amendment 147 to CNS:
July 18. 1991-[ Proposal No. 68]. s in response to NPPD' The.

ause of their changes.s application dated
i

required to maintain secondary containment when moving loads over irradiatedCNS was now:

!
,

i . Case No. 4-93-020R .
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I

i fuel that could potentially damage irradiated fuel if dropped. and if
,

secondary containment could not be established and maintained, such load '

movement would be suspended until secondary containment was established.,

NPP) Prooosed Chanoe No. 95 to CNS Tech Soecs. dated July 19. 1991
(Ex11 31t 11)

i

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. BASES. 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 amplification of the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO)
and surveillance requirements. ,

;

In this situation. CNS 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 beforf rimaffTontainment Thesurveillance requirement did )not require a second.ts appe6(mafueling.ary containmerr: 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.

i

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

t

NRC Issued Amendment 150 to CNS. dated November 22. 1991 (Exhibit 12) !

By a letter dated November 22, 1991, the NRC issued Amendment 150 to CNS.
This amendment was based on the NPPD application dated July 19. 1991, and
included the change to the BASES of 4.7.C of CNS tech specs. The surveillance
requirement did not recuire a secondary containment test before opening
primary containment anc this amendment changed the BASES to agree with the
surveillance requirement. j

Temocrary PCN 7.4.4. dated March 8. 1993 (Exhibit 13)

Temporary PCN_(TPCN) 93-047 addressed the RPV head. Specifically, it removedstep 7.4 fium 6 ~ c ; sites and inserted it into step 8.1.27. This
tempora the RPV head bolts to be detensioned withoutestablis ainment. Before this temporary change, secondarycontai established before detensioning the RPV head bolts
according- L

PCN 7.4.4. Revision No. 20. dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 14)

This PCN was initiated. reviewed, and approved on March 9, 1993, and it
addressed the RPV head removal. This PCN removed the requirement for

Case No. 4-93-020R 15
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@ / secondary containmerit during RPV disassembly

It references TPCN 93-047) involved.Adinegatotechspecs.(Exhibit 13) and Item 5. on page 1. was checked "yes" to reflect this PCN
.

id
/ , f as prior NRC approval of this change. Item 5 further shows Amendments 147 and 150

Item 8. on page 2. shows thef justification for this change.
loads that were moved over irradiated fuel, be in accordance with NUREG 0612 Item 8.4 reflects this change was to make thej

4 instead of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4).

deleted and tech spec Amendments 147 and 150 (Exhibits 9 and 11) removed theIn this PCN. Item 8.6 notes that secondary containment requirements have been
~

requirements to demonstrate secondary containment capability before the
primary containment is opened for refueling.
inspection report 88-07 (Exhibit 3) response. It further.referis to'the NRC'"

-
.. - . . , .

dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 17).This same item notes a record of a telecon [ telephone conference) from GE
concerns with loads of 750 punds or less, and heavier loads are addressed inThe telecon stated PRC 88-11 only addressed

.

their [CNS) response to NURcG 0612.

PCN 7.4 5. Revision No. 18. dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 15)

steam dryer during RPV cisassembly.This PCN removed the recuirement for secondary containment when moving the RPV

Tais PCN also reflects it involves a tech spec change. and it citesapproved on March 9.1993, and no reference document is shown on this PCN.This PCN was initiated, reviewed, and
Amendments 147 and 150 (Exhibits 9 and 11) as prior NRC approval of this'

,

change.
i

removing the secondary containment requirement during the RPV head removalThe justification for this change is substantially the same as that used for(Exhibit 14).

PCN 7.4.6. Revision No. 19. dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 16)
This PCN removed the requirement for secondary containment when moving the RPV
steam separator and fuel pool gate during RPV disassembly.

initiated, reviewed, and approved on March 9, 1993, and no reference documentThis PCN also reflects it involves a tech spec change, and it cites
This PCN was also

is shown. ,

!'

Amendments 147 and 150 (Exhibits 9 and 11) as prior NRC approval of thischange.

The justification for this change is substantially the same as that used fort
removing secondary containment for the RPV head (Exhibit 14) and the dryer(Exhibit 15).

i

GE Telechone Record. dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 17)
i

San Jose. California, regarding an interpretation of PRC 88-11.The CNS managers requested the GE site representative contact GE officials in
representative made a record of this telephone conversation. The GE site

This record

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 poedbemless moved over irradiated fuel, and " heavier loads are
addressed in our response to NUREG 0612 and they have no concern for those if
adequately addressed by our 0612 response."

CNS SORC Meetina S93-026. dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 18)

This document reflects the CNS SORC meeting of March 9,1993, and that these
minutes were prepared on March 11, 1993. These minutes document the attendees
and that the meeting convened at 1515 hours [3:15 p.m.] for in-committee
review and approval of two items.

Item 1 reflects that CNS Operations Manual Procedure 7.4.4, Revision No. 20.
RPV head removal. was. reviewed and ap) roved. This was the 50RC meeting.
approval of PCN 7.4.4'. Revision No. 2') (Exhibit 14). that. deleted the
requirement for secondary, containment when moving the RPV head"-=Iteer2
granted an extension to March 12, 1993, for an operability evaluation
unrelated to the secondary containment issue.

The minutes note that the 50RC meeting was sus
time] and reconvened at 1700 hours [5:00 p.m.] pended [does not indicate theto review and a) prove CNS
Operations Manual Procedures: 7.4.5. Revision No. 18: 7.4.6. levision 19: and

.

!

two other procedures unrelated to the secondary containment issue. This 50RC
meeting a) proved two PCNs dated March 9, 1993 (Exhibits 15 and 16) that :

deleted t1e recuirement for secondary containment when moving the RPV dryer
and separator curing RPV disassembly. '

The minutes do not note the time the 50RC meeting completed its review and
approval. The last line states, "After an extensive documentation review, the ,

CNS Procedures listed above were reviewed and approved."

CNS 1993 Refuelino Outaae Shift Coordinators Meetina (Exhibit 19)
;

!

| This document contains the minutes of the shift coordinators meetings for the
period March 8,1993. 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,

t

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

|review..
'

i

These references reflect several unsuccessful attempts to establish secondary i
containment and the successful test was noted in the 0630 [6:30 a. m.] meeting 1

of March 12, 1993. This note states the secondary containment test passed
around 2015 [8:15 p.m.] on March 11, 1993. The highlighted references also
note that on a fsw occasions, thedespresent to havenecendary cant 4fnment,

: establisfied before' liftin
| _ meeting of March 9. 1993,g.the RPY head was discussed. The 1830 [6:30 p.m.1reflects that a 50RC meeting that afternoon approved
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'

. '

7.4;4 (Exhibit 14)'. which remove the secondary containment leak rate test
f

;

prerequisite before lifting the RPV head.
;

No reference to the 50RC meeting approval of 7.4.5 and 7.4.6 (Exhibits 15 and'i

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-RPVhead is off and the steam dryer is out.

The minutes noted the unlatching ofthe moisture se>arator was in progress.
The minutes of the 1830 [6:30 p.m.]

!

1

;
meeting on Marc

1 10. 1993. reflect "R. GARONER gave permission / approval to
move the Moisture Separator prior to Secondary Containment Leak Rate testing."i

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: {

after the 50RC meeting approved the PCN to. . ,'This approval to move the separator was the dayi
,t separator without

|establishing secondary containment. GARONOt lhnager, was theSORC chairman. There is a question why appro. val was obtained to move
-

the separator and why the minutes did not reflect the 50RC meeting i

approval of 7.4.5 and 7.4.6 (dryer and separator) deleting the secondaryi

containment requirement. The minutes had noted the approval of 7.4.4
which addressed the RPV head.

'

GE Inter Office Mannranda. dated Aoril 13. 1993 (Exhibit 20) !
* .

This document consists of 4 pages. The first sage is a draft of an inter :

office memorandum regarding clarification of PE 88-11 and is dated April 13.)1993.
Subsequent testimony obtained by 01:RIV. reflect that CNS officials i

asked for this documentation, and this draft memorandum was provided to CNS.
The second page of this exhibit is dated April 14. 1993.
San Jose. California, and 0maha Nebraska.(fax) cover sheet from the GE site representative at CNS to GE officials inIt is the facsimile

The comments on this cover sheet
he's pushing - but can we say something like this?"from the GE site representative at CNS state. " Plant Mgr said he realizes that,

,

i
I

that contains written comments.The third page of this document is a copy of the original draft memorandumL
.

the clause. "when secondary containment leak integrity is not required."The coments ask that the memorandum removeI
i

comments to be added read. "Therefore, assuming compliance with the The
'

requirements of NUREG 0612. the removal of the reactor pressure RPV head and
)

i

not result in the potential for damage to irradiated fuel in the reactorsteam dryar assembly [without secondary containment leak tight integrity) doesi core."
I
,

The fourthL
memorandum.page of this document provides a final copy of the Aprili

the coments requested by CNS officials.This copy is altered from the first draft. but does not include 13. 1993,
i

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE:The significance of the alterations and requestedL

alteration to this memorandum is covered in the evidence section of this!

report. particularly from SCHOCK.
SCHOCK would not incor> orate these

!
CNS requested comments into the memorandum as it would mate the coments

p

F
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,

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 Prooosal for CNS Evaluation. dated Aoril 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 Aoril 21. 1993 (Exhibit 22)

This NPPD authorization to GE was for the evaluation of the RPV head, steam
dryer, and shroud / steam seaarator assemblies at CNS. Specifically it was to

iconduct en evaluation of tie consequences of an accidental drop of RPV head,
steam drn r. and shroud / steam separator assemblies.

,

- GE Letter of Reoort. dated May 3.1993 (ExhibiL231

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

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 is 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.

GE Reoort of Evaluation. dated May 7. 1993 (Exhibit 24)

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

j NPPD Investication Reoort. dated February 7. 1994 (Exhibit 251

This document is the NPPD internal investigation of the revisions to the RPV
; disassembly procedures implemented in 1993. Attached to this report are

several exhibits and notes of interviews with CNS personnel. Thtg.,investigat seportwre com)leted by Robert GREEN. NPPD Office of the
General C Danie1' STENGER Attorney for Winston & Strawn, .

*

.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: STENGER requested this h = ant be given
confidential treatment nursuant to 10 CFR 2.790. since it contains
information on personneY matters or otherwise confidential information,
and refers to the conduct or perfonnance of named individuals.
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'

In sumary, the inve'stigation concluded NPPD did not willfully violate their.tech specs.
SORC meeting reached a judgement that theThe report further stated the responsible CNS managers, and thej

.

;
'Je tech specs and technically justified. procedure change was consistent with !The report noted "wh11A -

.documentatico of these conclusions was weak and in some respectf c6ntained
errors. It does not appear there was an intent to violate Technical.!
' Specifications or carekss dttregard of"the' requirements." The report also

;

provides recommendations to NPPD (Exhibit 25. Executive Sumary).
.

NRC/NRR Resnonse for Technical Assistance. dated Novamhar 1.1993
.

i (ixh1 Sit 26) I

!

tech spec 3.7.C.d during the March 1993 refueling outage.This document was an NRC determination of whether CNS was in compliance with
,

i

'

" potential" meant something that exists in a state of NRR opined '

>

;

for changing or developing into a state of actuality. potency or possioility
.

NRR added that in thisradiological releases bsituation, although features and procedures are provided to preclude
.

;

)! - can continue to exist. y impact of the reactor RPV components, the potential
'

NRR added that if the licensee believes andescribed by " loads that could potentially damage irradiated fuel"y condition !

justification should be made to the staff [NRC}. require the establishment of secondary containment, a request for, change with
should not !

: Alleaation:
Alleged Deliberate Violation of a Technical Specificationi

Summarv
>

!

The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RIV on the dates indicatedi

regarding the allegation that CNS deliberately violated their tech s)ecs.i

pertinent testimony provided by these individuals is documented in t1eThe
evidence section of this report.j

Nur Position
k Date of Interview (s)

John WILC0X
F Robert PRATO NRC Senior Operations Engineer September 2, 1993

Douglas COE NRC Plant Systems Engineer

Richard FOUST
NRC Acting Section Chief May 28. 1993

May 26, 1993,

i Brent M0ELLER CNS Assistant Engineering Manager August 9. 1993
!CNS Senior Maintenance Technical

Michael BENNETT
Engineer August 9. 1993 !

.

. John THOMPSON NPPD Nuclear Licensing Engineer June 3. 1993

.

! David MADSEN
CNS Lead Reactor Engineer August 10. 1993
NPPD Nuclear Licensing EngineerJeffery BRATRSOVSKY
CNS Mechanical Maintenance Crew

June 3, 1993;

t
Leader August 9, 1993^

A James FLAHERTY
Lonnie SWANSON

CNS Engineering Manager
June 2. 1993 i

.

i

. CNS Senior Staff Safety Review June 3, 1993
Paul BALLINGER

Group Specialist :I

.

CNS Operations Engineering June 4. 1993Supervisor'

, 4

: i
i
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I
.

, Michael YOUNG . CNS Maintenance Supervisor June 3. 1993Michael 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 Manager 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 SCH0CK 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 is important to note that CNS. h ttheir PCNs .in 1993, not their tech specs. However.the199TkNs.
item 5, indicatrthese Pots are the1Hult of previously approved
tech spee changes. The testimony that folTows reflects confusion
among CNS personnel on two issues. First, as to whether these
PCNs are tech spec. changes or simply procedure changes. Secondly,
if the previousIy ap) roved tech spec changes,[ Amendments 147 and
150) cited on these )CNs support these PCNs.

1. WILC0X said he was the team leader of the Shutdown Risk and Outage
Management Ins)ection conducted at the CNS. He indicated that the first
phase was Marc 1 1 - S. 1993. and the second phase was April 8 - 16. 1993(Exhibit 27. p. 1).

I 2. WILCOX stated that ESTEp nformed him [WILC0X) on March 18 or 19. 1993,i
that CNS had experiendet numerous oblems during the first week of the
outage. WILC0X said one of the

ens was that CNS had beert unable topass a secondary containmentnt (Exhibit 27. p. 1).
3. WILC0X said he assigned PRATO. of his ins)ection team, to review the !problems cited by ESTES. WILC0X stated PMT0's review began on A)ril 8. '

1993, and on April 10. 1993. PRATO informed him that CNS did not lave
secondary containment when they moved the RPV head, dryer, and separator(Exhibit 27, p. 1).

4. WILC0X stated he questioned CNS personnel on April 10 and 11. 1993.
regarding the lack of secondary containment during RPV disassembly, but
he received little information (Exhibit 27. p. 2).

5. WILCOX said he called another meeting for April 12. 1993, to discuss
this secondary containment issue.

WILCOX stated he and PRATO met with
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MACE. the outage director..and another person [NFI from licensing.
WILC0X~said the CNS people told him there were seve]ral reasons they
decided not to have secondary containment. WILCOX said this, included a
memorandum from LONG (Exhibit 2), that said recondary containment was
not required until handling the fuel. WILC0X said CNS also offered GE
correspondence (Exhibit 17) that indicated secondary containment was not
necessary during RPV disassembly. WILC0X said CNS added that they meti

the requirements of NUREG 0612 since they had a single failure proof
crane, and GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) was for loads of 750 pounds or less(Exhibit 27 p. 2).

6.
WILC0X stated he met with GARDNER. MACE. ESTES and others (NFI] on
April 13. 1993, told them this was a tech s)ec, violation. and they did
rot offer any coment at this meeting (Exhiait 27. p. 2).

7. WILC0X said he advised ESTES at a meeting on April 14, 1993, that the
SORC had not done a thorough overview in approving these procedure
changes.

WILC0X stated he told ESTES that CNS had removed the-
!requirement for secondary containment during RPV disassembly:.however,

CNS never removed the same requirement for RPV assembly (Exhibit:27,p. 2).
;

8. PRATO stated he was part of the NRC inspection team, and his1

responsibility was to review six significant events that occurred duringthe CNS outage.
PRATO said that one of these events concerned the lack

of secondary containment during the removal of the RPV head, dryer, and
4

separator which was an apparent violation of CNS tech specs 3.7.C.d
! (Exhibit 27, p. 1).
,

9. PRATO said ESTES presented.the six events, but only mentioned: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 manager of operations when the 50RC meeting approved the.'

procedure cheMjePon~ March 9,1993 (Exhibit 28. p.1T.

10. PRATO stated that after the ESTES briefirig. he met with the CNS plant'

engineering group supervisor [NFI]. PRATO said this engineer gave an '

indeath
Marc 18. presentation of the failure of the secondary containment test on1993. PRATO said this engineer did not mention any procedure
cha movement of the loads over irradiated fuel without secondary'

conta PRATO said the engineer told him the test unofficially.

passed on March 11, 1993, and officially on March 12, 1993 (Exhibit 28,p. 2).

11.
PRATO stated he and WILCOX met with ESTES: GARDNER: R. AWN. 0)erations
Manager: YOUNG: J. V. SAYER Radiological Manager: FLAHERTY:,10ELLER:
BALLINGER: J. A. JANTZEN. I&C Supervisor: G. E. SMITH. Quality
Assurance Supervisor: and a licensing individual whose name he could notrecall. PRATO said that he and WILC0X were forced to ask many questions
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at this meeting because the CNS staff were not offering much
information. PRATO stated they eventually learned of the PCNs. and the
three4Willsimoved over irradiated fuel without; secondary containment
(Exhibit 28. p. 2).

12. PRATO stated that CNS told him and WILC0X that CNS did not notify the
NRC resident inspector about this event.

PRATO said C E tthe resident inspector.isi not in the chain to decide anc f)qld-t(ps that"

reason, they would nonnally go to the NRC project manager ftmsPRATO stated
he could not. recall the reason CNS'gave for not notV iing t,he project
manager (Exhibit 28, p. 2).

,

13. PRATO said CNS provided a history of NUREG 0612 and a Franklin Institute
study 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 damaging loads 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).

14. PRATO said at a later meeting with ESTES. he [ PRAT 0] was told thtt with
the RPV head unbolted. CNS was in a less safe condition. PRAT 0'said
ESTES continued that it 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.tf the bolts had not been detensioned until secondary
containment was operable. the less safe condition would not have
existed. PRATO said ESTES simply shrugged his shoulders and did not
respond (Exhibit 28, p. 3).

15. PRATO said he also discussed the 50RC meeting, and ESTES told him there
had been confusion regarding the tech sSec changes. PRATO said ESTES
told him some people were against the c1anges, but FLAHERTY answered all
their questions and " sold" them on the changes. PRATO said that ESTEStol -

ght, the 50RC meeting probably should notthave
a changes because not all SORC members were
100 percent " sold" on them (Exhibit 28. p. 3).

16. COE stated he was ) art of the NRC inspection team at CNS when he and
WILC0X met with GARDNER on either A)ril 13 or 14, 1993. COE stated that
GARDNER had been chairman of the 50RC 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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GARONER told them the 1991 PCNs. adding the secondary containment
recuirements, were for small cranes and the loads there [ head, dryer.anc

separator) utilized the large crane (Exhibit 29. p.1). ;

17. i

.put in the secondary containment requirement.COE said GARONER added.. based on a GE generic communication in 1991. CNS
also told them the GE-communication addressed lifting small loads ofCOE stated that GARONER

i

100 pounds with small cranes.
1991, there was no requirement for secondarCOE said that GARDNER stated, before
loads over irradiated fuel (Exhibit 29. p. y containment when moving {1).

18.
COE stated he had a separate meeting with MEACHAM. GARDNER*s imediate:
supervisor, on April 15, 1933.

COE stated that MEACHAM did not answerwhen asked why t1ere should be any secondary containment requirements on
'

small loads if the head, dryer, and separator would not damage
irradiated fuel if dropped (Exhibit 29, pp. I and 2).

,

19.

COE !Jid that MEACHAM told him it was better to remove the head.\

sepaiator, and dryer without secondary containment and flood up the icavity.

days to establish secondary containment and hay 1Mr water only to theCOE said MEACHAM added it was better than waiting a couple of!
flange line of the RPV head i

COE said that HEACHAM's explanation was !technically sound: however..

for a waiver of compliance or an emergency tech spec change (Exhibit 29CNS should have contacted the NRC and askedp. 2).
,

20.
F0VST stated he prepared a memorandum (Exhibit 5) in December 1988 toBALLINGER.

FOUST stated BALLINGER was his imediate supervisor, andMACE was BALLINGER's supervisor.

this response over a 1 or 2 month period (Exhibit 30, p. 1). official NPPD response to GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4), and he worked onF0VST said this memorandum was the
21.

at the time to get further clarification and background on PRC 88-11.F0VST said he talked to two GE engineers [NFI] in San Jose, California
,

FOUST said he was told GE could not determine a load weight that could
,

potentially damage fuel (Exhibit 30. p. 1).
,

i

22.

FOUST said he telephoned an east coast plant [could not recall whichFOUST said he also reviewed NUREG 0612 and NPPD responses to that NUREG
-

i

one). but they were of no assistance as they had not done an analysis
.,

(Exhibit 30. p. 1).
'

! 23.

his proposed procedure changes, and they gave their approval.F0VST said he talked to the maintenance and operations supervisors about:

outage when moving loads (Exhibit 30 p. 1).said the proposed changes would require secondary containment during the
F00ST

;

24.

moving any load over irradiated fuel, and he believes that sucM'aF00ST said this memorandum states secondary containment is required when,

! requirement is still needed.
f '

FOUST said GE estimated about 300 pounds
e
-
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could do damage. F0VST said neither GE nor CNS had done an analysis to-
determine the exact weight: therefore, he recomended secondary ;

containment when moving loads over irradiated fuel (Exhibit 30, p. 2). |

.25. F00ST stated that BALLINGER had asked many questions to verify the I
proposed changes and told him, he had "no problems" and gave his

-|approval. .F0VST stated that MACE also went over everything in the i

memorandum, including the recomendations, ~and gave his approval to the :changes (Exhibit 30, p. 2).
i

26. . 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 joccasions (Exhibit 30, p. 2),

i27. F0VST stated his December 1988 memorandum and the 7.4xx procedures :
requiring secondary containment were included in CNS Proposal No. 68 '

(Exhibit 9). F00ST said they were approved by the NRC as Amendment 147
(Exhibit 10) to CNS tech specs (Exhibit 30, p. 2). ;

28. F00ST stated that Amendnent 147 required secondary containment for any
ioad being moved over irradiated fuel that could potentially damage the ifuel. F00ST said Amendment 147 resulted because neither CNS or GE had
done an analysis (Exhibit 30, p. 2). *

29. F00ST said, as of March 8,1993, no analysis ofweight had been done to
dete tine what weight could damage fuel (Exhibit 39. p. 2). >

30. F0UST 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 |containmente F0VST said FLAHERTY told his CNS had reviewed the NRC Long :
memorandum (Exhibit 2) and NUREG 0612 and knew other plants did not
require secondary containment during RPV disassembly. FOUST said :
FLAHERTY added that CNS had a GE telecon (Exhibit 17) in support of

; these revisions (Exhibit 30, p. 3).

I 31. F0VST stated he was not consulted when these changes were made in 1993.
FOUST said that when hie oty acted to FLAHERTPon Merch 9,1993, after the.

'
SORC meeting. approved the s, GARDNER was also there andlistened '

i to th 4. objection.~ F0USTi that GARDNER~did not make a~ comment toi him at the time (Exhibit 30, p. 3).
*

4

| 32. F0VST said he did not hear anyone mention that the NRC should be
contacted regarding the changes in 1993 (Exhibit 30, p. 3).

33. F0VST stated both NUREG 0612 and the LONG memorandum were familiar to
1 CNS before PRC 88-11. F0VST said that PRC 88-11 requjred an analysis.

and no analysis was done before changing pmcedures-in 1999"' FOUST,

added that NUREG 0612 was cited in the 1991 procedures to require.

i secondary containment. F0VST said that NUREG 0612 addressed dropping
i loads of more than 1000 pounds on safety related equipment and had

|-
.
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-certain crane requirements.
F0VST 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
NUREG 0612 did not address secondary containment (Exhibit 30 pp. 3 and4).

34. M0ELLER 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). M0ELLER said Jesse NICHOLS.Maintenance Mechanic, originated PCN 7.4.6. Revision 18 (Exhibit 9 andExhibit 31; p. 1).

35. M0ELLEP said these three PCNs required secondary containment for the
first ime at CNS when moving the head, dryer, and separator during RPVdisassembly.

M0ELLER said these PCNs were based on a memorandum dated
December 7. 1988 (Exhibit 5), written by F00ST. and sent to BALLINGER.
M0ELLER said this memorandum was an analysis of GE PRC 88-11
(Exhibit 31. p. 1).

36.
M0ELLER stated he would have submitted these PCNs to UNRUH but he could
not recall if he discussed them with him, but he [M0ELLER] did discuss
these PCNs with SWANSON at the time (Exhibit 31, p. 2).

37. M0ELLER said he was not involved with the 1993 outage, and he first
learned the 1991 PCNs had been revised duri a conversation withSWANSON. M0ELLER stated he agreed with S that the requirement to
have secondary containment should not have been deleted (Exhibit 31,p. 2).

38. M0ELLER said that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612 are two completely different Iissues. M0ELLER said NUREG 0612 came out about 1982, and he and
FLAHERTY became involved with it in 1983. M0ELLER said NUREG 0612 does|not address secondary containment and is only concerned with moving
heavy loads over irradiated fuel and safety related equipment. M0ELLER

;

said that PRC 88-11 specifically addresses secondary containment as a ;

requirement (Exhibit 31. p. 2).

39. M0ELLER said that during the NRC inspection in March 1993. ESTES asked
him about NUREG 0612 as it related to secondary containment. M0ELLER
stated he told ESTES that he was "out of luck." M0ELLER said he told
ESTESJeg 3RC caught them making a mistake, and NUREG 0612" does'not give
any bisis for not having secondary containment as a requirement duringRPV disassembly. MOELLER said that ESTES did not believe him, and he
thought ESTES was looking for justification for the 1993 PCN revisions(Exhibit 31, p. 2).

40. M0ELLER stated that based on F0VST's memorandum. 7.4xx procedures had to
be changed. MOELLER said it was his [M0ELLER*s] decision which
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procedures to 'hange and since there was no weight analysis conductedc

per F00ST's memorandum, all three loads required secondary containment(Exhibit 31, p. 2)'.

41. . BENNETT stated he has been employed as a nuclear licensing engineer withNPPD for 5 years. BENNETT said he prepared the tech spec change'that
eventually was approved by the NRC as ?.x&nt 147 (Exhibit 1(').
BENNETT said he carried this change through the review and approval

. process (Exhibit 32. p. 1).

42. BENNETT said there were two reasons Amendnent 147 was requested: there
was a change in logic regarding the reactor building on secondary
containmert isolation, and CNS had also made a comitment in response to
an earlier NRC inspection re) ort to clarif
monitor should be operable (Exhibit 32, p.y when the reactor building1).

43. BENNETT said the monitors would be operable when moving irradiated fuel
or moving loads or objects over irradiated fuel with the potential todamage 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 procedures were changed before the tech
spec was approved by the NRC (Exhibit 32. p. 1).

44.
BENNETT said he had not seen PCN 7 4.4. Revision 19. at the time heprepared the >roposed change for Amendment 147. BENNETT stated he had
talked to TH01PSON 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).

45. 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 loads over irradiated fuel that could potentially damagethe fuel (Exhibit 32, p. 1).

46. THOMPSON said he has been 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 procedures because
of that memorandum. THOMPSON said he did not get involved with the 7.xx
changes as a result of the FOUST memorandum (Exhibit 33, p.1).

47.
THOMPSON stated he had a conversation with SWANSON when he [SWANSON] was
adding the secondary containment requirement in the 7.4xx procedures(Exhibit 33, p. 1).

48. THOMPSON said he also talked often to BENNETT. who was drafting Proposal
No. 68 [ Amendment 147), and he [ THOMPSON] had been involved in the earlydrafts of that proposal. THOMPSON said the 10.xx procedures, the 7.4xx
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secondary containment requirements in CNS procedures and tech sprocedures. ~and Proposal No. 68 were all the same effort by CNS to put
.

THOMPSON stated that all of these efforts were based on PRC 88 pecs.
,

'

-(Exhibit 33, pp. 1 and 2). 11 !
'

1

49.
THOMPSON said he first' heard the 7.4xx series had been revised'to removethe secondar
March 1993. y containment requirements soon after those revisions in

THOMPSON said he wondered what loads over fuel could-
potentially damage fuel if those three loads would not damage fuel if !
dropped.-

THOMPSON stated that BALLINGER told him CNS had some olderanalysis from GE that said these loads would not drop on the fuel(Exhibit 33. p. 2). ;
'

50.
THOMPSON stated that changing the 7.4xx series would be a change to tech
TiOMPSON said deleting the secondary containment requirement in thesesacs if they deleted the prerequisites from moving loads over the fuel.

;

PCNs was a tech spec change. THOMPSON said these PCNs required a
License Change Request (LCR) be submitted to the NRC for their approval1

(Exhibit.33. p. 2). !

51.
MADSEN stated he has been a nuclear licensing and safety engineer for l

t

NPPD for approximately 2 1/2 years.
MADSEN stated an NRC letter in 1988(Exhibit 2) pointed out the difference between surveillance requirements

and the BASES in the CNS tech specs. i
MADSEN stated the BASES were more'restrP,tive than the surveillance requirements as it applied to the :

secondary containment requirements in the CNS tech specs (Exhibit 34 !
p. 1). |

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

!
52.

MADSEN stated NPPD, and specifically himself had used this NRC letter
(Exhibit 2) as the basis for Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11).
he wrote this proposed change to reword the BASES to agree with theMADSEN saidi

| surveillance requirement. '

MADSEN said the BASES required a secondaryi

MADSEN said this proposal was to delete that requirement and therebycontainment test before opening primary containment during refueling.
! ,

!

i

before opening primary containment. agree with the surveillance requirements, which did not require the testj
MADSEN stated this proposal wasi

approved by the NRC .through Amendment 150 (Exhibit 12 and Exhibit 34| p. 1). '

i

53.
MADSEN stated ?;;c4 ;at 150 was for administrative or editorial 1

i purposes. MADSEN said it did not reall
'

j was just a " clean-up" of the language (y change anything technically. it' Exhibit 34, p. 1).
l,

! j

! ;

1*

i
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54.
BRATRSOVSKY said he had been the mechanical maintenance crew leader atCNS 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 ai
secondary containment test, and they wanted to continue with RPV
disassembly.:

BRATRS0VSKY said YOUNG and UNRUH discussed the need for ai TPCN. BRATRS0VSKY said YOUNG eventually directed him to prepare a TPCN(Exhibit 35 p. 1).,

!!
'

56. BRATRS0VSKY stated he prepared TPCN 7.4.4. Revision 19, which deleted !

the prerequisite to have secondary containment and shift supervisor
approval before detensioning the.RPV head bolts (Exhibit 35. p. 1).

57. BRATRS0VSKY said he had written TPCNs in the past. although it was
.

unusual for him to initiate them. BRATRSOVSKY said he could not recallthe last TPCN he had completed (Exhibit 35. p. 2).
"

58. FLAHERTY stated he is the engineering manager at CNS and his immediate
supervisor is GARDNER (Exhibit 36, p. 1). i

.

59. FLAHERTY stated he was the originator of CNS PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20
dated March 9. 1993 (Exhibit 14). FLAHERTY said this document probablystarted in the Safety Review Grou
pages 2 and 3-(Exhibit 36. p. 1).p (SRG). and he wrote the co mcats on

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: FLAHERTY*s signatures as originator also
iappears on CNS PCNs 7.4.5. Revision 18: and 7.4.6. Revision 19

(Exhibits 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 thePCNs (Exhibit 36. p. 1). *

t

61.
FLAHERTY stated these PCNs removed the requirement to have secondary
containment during RPV disassembly. FLAHERTY said the discussions *

regarding secondary containmenL were 1 day to I week before the date of
the PCNs. FLAHERTY said the decision to remove secondary containment
came from a meeting with MEACHAM. HORN. and GARDNER. FLAHERTY said he

.

could not recall who actually directed him to prepare triese PCNs. but
based on this discussion. he initiated the PCN action (Exhibit 36,p. 1).

62.
FLAHERTY stated there were nine CNS deaartments that did technical
reviews, and they all concurred with tie technical aspects of this PCN.
FLAHERTY said the 50RC meeting is different from the technical review.
FLAHERTY stated the signature of the 50RC Chairman, who was GARDNER. is
the approval and authorization for the PCN (Exhibit 36. p.1).
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63. FLMERTY
.

;

3 years. said*he had been involved with several PCNs over the pastFLAHERTY said it was unusual to initiate, review and approve\
;

a PCN in.1 day, but it had been done (Exhibit 36, p. 2). i
L

,

64.

FLAHERTY stated he marked item 5 on page 1 of the PCN as a tech s
'

change based on t adiis ts 147 and 150 which he also cited in item 5:

FLAHERTY said he also cited these amendments in his written
pec

( I
justification on_pages 2 and 3 (Exhibit 36. p. 2).

.

I

65.

FLAHERTY stated that since this PCN showed a tech spec change [ item 5]
4

it would need approval by the NRC before the 50RC meeting could!
it.

FLMERTY said an LCR had
'

.

FLAHERTY safd that Ameruhents previously been done by CNS for this PCN.
approve

FLAHERTY stated that by showing these amendments in item 5147 and 150 allowed this change to tech
: specs.;

told the SORC meeting that this tech s;

approved by the NRC (Exhibit 36 p. 2)pec change had already been . it i
,

i .

66.

PCN in support of this change to tech specs.FLAHERTY said that Amendments 147 and 150 are cited in item 5 of this
2

4

written comments on pages 2 an FLMERTY stated his
of this change to tech specs. d 3 of this PCN provide the justification

FLAHERTY said it was possible he had-discussions- regardino secondary containmet with licensing, but he didi

notrecall(Exhibit 16.p.2).
67.

secondary containment (Exhibit 36. p. 2).FLAHERTY said Amendnents 147 and 150 had removed the requirement f
,

!
or

68.

response to NRC inspection report #88-07 (Exhibit 3).FLAHERTY said his written justification on this PCN referenced NPP0'
!

i

could not recall the details of that response without reviewing it
s

FLAHERTY caid he(Exhibit 36 p. 2).
'

69.
FLAHERTY stated he also referenced the record of a GE phone con

.

:

(telecon) between BLACK. KLAPPROTH. and SCHOCK (Exhibit 17)i versation
said the telecon reflected GE's opinion re FLAHERTY
during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 36 p. 2).garding secondary containment

, .

4- ,

i ;
70.

FLAHERTY stated he also reviewed GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) i
!. i

said-NUREG 0612 written in 1981 or 1982, addressed the moveme.AHERTYof this PCN. and it addressed loads of 750 pounds or less. nareparationi
'

F
heavier loads.

FLMERTY said he had been involved with corporate
i nt ofengineering in the imi

May 1982 (Exhibit 36,plementation of NUREG 0612 and its effect on CNS inpp. 2 and 3).!
71.

FLAHERTY stated he had looked at b'oth the NPPD PrRevision 20.resulting NRC a> proved Amendment 150 when prepari
,

sal No. 95 and the

F.AHERTY said he then reviewed Amendment 150 and stated it
PCN 7.4.4-

removed secondary containment during refueling by removing a conflicting
i

statement in the BASES.'

FLAHERTY added that this amendment removed a' requirement to conduct a secondary containment integrity test beforet

! -

.
s
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o mning primary containment. FLAHERTY said this test had not been in
.

tie surveillance requirements or LC0 of the tech specs. FLAHERTY said
this amendment brought the BASES into agreement with the surveillance
requirements and the LC0 (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

72. FLAHERTY stated he reviewed NPPD Pro msal No. 68 and Amendment 147 when
preparing PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20 (Ex11 bit 36. p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: FLAHERTY was provided a copy of NPPD
Proposal No. 68 and NRC approved Amendment 147 to review. The
following responses by FLAiERTY were made after this review.

73. FLAHERTY said Amendment 147 effectively increased the requirement for
secondary containment. FLAHERTY said this amendment added another
restriction to the LC0 of the tech specs regarding when secondary
containment is required. FLAHERTY stated this amendment required
secondary containment when moving potentially damaging loads over
irradiated fuel (Exhibit 36, p. 3).

74. FLAHERTY acknowledged the first sentence in the justification that he.
wrote on page 2 of the PCN read that Amendments 147 and 150 removed the
requirements to demonstrate secondary containment before opaning primary
containment. FLAHERTY. whentotally :ccurate (Exhibit 36. questioned. said that sentensemes.gp. 3).

75. FLAHERTY. after it was pointed out that Amendment 150 removed a
conflicting statement and Amendment 147 added the secondary containment

L requirement, responded that the first sentence in his write-up was not
| true at all (Exhibit 36, p. 4).
i

76. FLAHERTY later stated th r further thoughtu Amendment 147 had
nothing to dar with.aruc ~

PCNs. FLAiERTY said that.

Amendment 150 applied to 1 three PCNs because it did away with
secondary containment testing before opening primary containment duringrefueling. FLAHERTY added that Amendment 150 introduced a change to
tech specs (Exhibit 36. p. 4).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MADSEN. the NPPD official who wrote NPPDProposal N .. stated Amendment 150.weeufer administrative oreditort .me m did not change anything technically(s M it ve)..

77. 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.
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PRC 88-11. NUREG 0612. and talked to GE about the basis and intent'of-

-PRC 88-11. FLMERTY said; based on these documents and conversationi

with GE. CNS proceeded with the PCNs (Exhibit 36, p. 4).
78.

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),
,

i
s

79.- i
;

- FLAHERTY was asked again why he believed these PCNs were a tech s)ec
ichange and how ." ; 2 ;ats 147 and 150 supported the change. FLAHERTY!

stated that Amendment 147 was not applica)le. but Amendment 150 removed
a requirement for a secondary containment test before opening primarycontainment for refueling.
and separator are > art of the primary containment.FLAHERTY stated that the RPV head, dryer.: :

FLAHERTY said the
removal of these t1ree loads are before the evolution of refueling-j (Exhibit 36 pp. 4 and 5).

.

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: Amendment 150 simply brought the BASES into j
.

;

i agreement with the surveillance requirement that a secondary
; containment test was not necessary before opening prinpry ;

containment which is the drywell head. Amendment 147 required
;

i

secondary containment before moving any load over irradiated fuel )that could damage the fuel if dropped. The 1991 PCNs specifically
!

I

addressed the requirement for secondary containment before moving Ithe RPV head, dryer, and separator.
i

i
j FLAHERTY's contention that Amendment 150 allowed load movement

(head, dryer, and separator) over irradiated fuel does not appear ,

i
to take into consideration that the head, dryer, and separator :*

'

were not analyzed before March 9.1993, to determine if they wouldL

damage irradiated fuel if. dropped. Therefore. it would appear
that Amendment 147. tech spec 3.7.C.1.d. precluded such a movementfi without secondary containment. Accord' na to the NRR staff. to! $
chance these PCNs and allow movement of these t1ree loads withoutL secondary containiient was a violation of tec/ 1 soecs.

3 80.
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

i situation and rewrote the procedure as the current procedure was tooe

restrictive (Exhibit 36, p. 5).
:

81.
FLAHERTY stated he signed PCN 7.4.4. Revision 19. dated July 1991, for

'

i' the engineering department.
FLAHERTY admitted that PCN was-based on

NUREG 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

4

i 11 months for him to approve the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 36, p. 5).:

1

1

!
+

t
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82. FLMERTY 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.
FLMERTY said that the failed test encoura

: solution to the problem (Exhibit 36 p. 5)ged CNS to find another
.

. INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: FLMERTY earlier stated this PCN was a tech
s ac change and Amen hents 147 and 150 su
t11s change (see items 64 and 65 above). pported and justifled

83. FLMERTY stated he marked this PCN as a 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).

84. FLAHERTY said he still believes Amen hent 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 until actually moving the
, fuel (Exhibit 36, p. 6).

85. 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 understandin
containment test is required" (Exhibit 36, p.g as to when a secondary :

6). !

86. 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. I

i 1993, and told him that CNS wanted to make some changes to RPV '

disassembly procedures. SWANSON stated GARDNER told him that FLAHERTY
would meet with him and tell him what changes to make to the procedures

i (Exhibit 37, p. 1). !

:: ,

[ 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 secondary containment during RPV disassembly.'

SWANSON said FLAHERTY added that NUREG 0612 dealt with heavy loads and
an evaluation of CNS " rigs and loads" exempted the secondary containmenti

j requirement (Exhibit 37, p. 1). j
.

!..
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 exarience in RPV
disassembly and that is why they came to him for t11s PCN (Exhibit 37..

p. 1). 1

'

|.

:
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90. 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 thedecision. SWANSON said they
GE PRC 88-11 was no longer app [GARDNER and FLAHERTY] also told him thatlicable (Exhibit 37. p. 2). (

i

91. SWANSON said he did not independently come to the conclusion that
secondary containment was not required during RPV disassembly. SWANSON
said FLAHERTY instructed him to remove the requirement steps in the tech !

specs (Exhibit 37 p. 2). t

92. SWANSON said he questioned FLAHERTY at length to determine whether it
was permissible or wise to remove the secondary containment requirement
and if 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

1

said FLAHERTY reassured him that it was oka'1

containment requirement (Exhibit 37. p. 2).y to remove secondary
'

93.
! 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 day, versus the 11 months for the original PCN

SWANSON said the new PCN had a review only by SORC meeting
process. ,

where the original PCN had both a technical and SORC meeting review )
(Exhibit 37, pp. 2 and 3). |,

!

94.
SWANSON stated that Amendments 147 and 150 are not related to the newPCN (1993 .
he was re)ferencing them in item 5 because he had used them for hisSWANSON said that FLAHERlY told him on March 9,1993, that
justification on page 2 of the PCN. I

SWANSON stated he knew thisjustification was not accurate or proper. 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). 4,

;

INVECTIGATOR'S NOTE: FLAHERTY first stated that Amendments 147;
and 160
above). justified the PCN and tech spec change (Items 64 and 65

FLAHERTY later said these amendments were only references i

and the PCNs were not tech spec changes (Item 82 above). In
!

evidence item 93. SWANSON stated that FLAHERTY told him on i
.

March 9.1993, that these amendments justifled the tech spec
i
'

changes (PCNs).

95.
BALLINGER reviewed a memorandum from F00ST to himself, dated December 7,
1988. (Exhibit 5) and stated he recalled the document. 8ALLINGER said
F00ST worked for him then. BALLINGER said F00ST was remrting on GE
PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4) on how it affected CNS. BALLINGE1 said F0VST made:

recomendations including prohibiting the movement of objects over
irradiated fuel during planned outages when secondary containment is not

,

'

operable.
BALLINGER said F00ST also recomended not moving any object

.
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of 300 pounds.gr more over irradiated fuel without secondary '

containment. BALLINGER said F0VST reported that load weight could cause
damage to irradiated fuel if dropped (Exhibit 38 pp. I and 2).

96. BALLI E ER stated he initialed the technical review for the Engineering
De>artment on PCN 7.4.4. Revision 19, which was approved in July 1991.
BA. LINGER said this PCN was based on F00ST's memorandum and PRC 88-11
and added the secondary containment requirement to CNS procedures when
moving the RPV head. BALLINGER said that PCN revisions were also done
for the seaarator and dryer to re
removing tiose loads (Exhibit 38 quire secondary containment whenp. 2).

97. 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.

98.
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
the surveillance requirement 4.7.C.1.c of CNS tech specs (Exhibit 38,p. 2).

99. BALLINGER said the date of NPPD Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11) that
resulted in NRC approved Amendment 150 was July 19. 1991. BALLINGER
said that was 1 day after a> proval of PCN 7.4.4. Revision 19. and there
was an apparent connection Jetween the two documents. BALLINGER said
CNS was attempting to ensure secondary containment was appropriate(Exhibit 38. p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: BALLINGER reviewed a copy of NPPD Proposal
No. 68 (Exhibit 9) and NRC ap3 roved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10) and
stated he was familiar with t1ese documents.

100. BALLINGER stated Amendment 147 added the requirement for secondary
containment for loads moved over irradiated fuel that have the potential
to damage the fuel if dropped ilahibit 38, p. 3).

101. 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 ensuring CNS appropriately utilized
secondary containment (Exhibit 38 p. 3).

102. 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
secondary containment requirement during RPV disassembly (Exhibit 38.p. 3).

103. BALLINGER stated he believed CNS was able to give 3ro>er nyiew and
aaproval for these three revisions within 1 day. 3AL.INGER acknowledged

;

tlat the original PCNs
was an 11 month process. adding the secondary containment requirement.

<

(Exhibit 38, p. 3).
104.

BALLINGER stated he assisted FLAHERTY with the 1993 PCNs and NUREG 0612and 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 a
general discussion of the secondary containment issue (Exhibit 38, ;

lp. 3).
|

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

106.
BALLINGER said NUREG 0612, which addresses plant equipment [ cranes) that

,

carry loads over safety related equipment and fuel, does not mention
4

i secondary containment.
BALLINGER said. in his view. If you complied

with NHREG 0612. there is only a small chance of potential damage to thefuel (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

107. BALLINGER initially said he agreed with item 5 of the 1993 PCNs that
these were tech spec changes and are supported by Amendments 147 and150. BALLINGER stated that the 50RC meeting could not have approved
these changes without an NRC approved amendment (Exhibit 38, p. 4).

108. BALLINGER after some discussion, admitted Amendment 147 added the
secondar
changes.y containment requirements and did not support these tech spec

BALLINGER also admitted that Amendment 150 did not support
,

these tech spec changes (Exhibit 38, p. 4).:

109.
BALLINGER stated, based on the lack of supporting amendments. I day did

3

not provide enough time to initiate. review, and approve these PCNs.
;

BALLINGER said CNS had acted too quickly (Exhibit 38, p. 4).
110.

BALLINGER stated that PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20, changed 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).

111. 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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112. BALLINGER said.he was " rushed" by FLAHERTY so he'only reviewed, not

researched NUREG 0612 and returned it quickly to FLAHERTY. BALLINGER-
said FLAHERTY wanted to see how NUREG 0612 fit with PRC 88-11 and the
-information' discussed in the GE telephone conversation (Exhibit 38.
-p. 4).

.

113. BALLINGER stated that the RPV head, dryer, and separator were not loads
that have the )otential for damaging irradiated fuel. BALLINGER
acknowledged t1e 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).

114. 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).

115. 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).

116. BALLIEER stated there was considerable discussion as to whether a ichange in inter)retation of procedures causes a change in tech specs.
BALLINGER said :LAHERTY seemed to think with Revision 20 there was a
change. BALLIEER added that if FLAHERTY thought this was a tech s
change, he should have.gone to the NRC for approval (Exhibit 38, p.pec5).

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

118. 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
secondarycontainmentreguirements. Young said revision 19 was based on
GE PRC 88-11 and NUREG Gol2 (Exhibit 39, p. 1).

1
'

119. -YOUNG said he was familiar with the secondary containment test that,

: failed on March 8,1993, but not familiar with Amendment 147 andi- somewhat familiar with ." ;aC;.it 150. YOUNG reviewed Amendment 150 andi stated it removed a requirement in the BASES to do a secondary
containment test before opening primary containment. YOUE said the
tech specs surveillance requirement did not require this test, and
Amendment 150 brought the BASES 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).

120. YOUNG stated he signed PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20. as the responsible,

supervisor. YOUNG said he also initialed the technical review for the
j-

Maintenance Department and signed this revision as a member of 50RC
.

| (Exhibit 39, pp. 2 and 3).

I
L
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121. YOUNG said FLAHERTY undertook the' investigation to determine why
secondary containment was required to move the RPV head. YOU E said

i

they uncovered PRC 88-11 and some NRC documents that addressed' secondary!
containment. and they pursued this issue with GE officials. YOUE said j

'the GE-author of PRC 88-11 told them CNS had misread the document as itiwas not addressing heavy loads (Exhibit 39, p. 2).
122.

YOUNG stated that FLAHERTY told him that PCN 7.4.4. Revision 19. which
i

irequired secondary containment. was " written wrong and could be undone."
YOUNG said FLAHERTY based this on an analysis of liftin

!

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

123. YOUNG stated that everyone in the 50RC meeting was satisfied with
Revision 20. including GARDNER and MEACHAM. who were ) resent for part of !

the review (Exhibit 39 p. 3).
*

124. YOUNG stated that Revision 20 was completed within 1 day. YOUNG said i

;

that CNS had found an error and corrected it quickly. YOUNG said he waspart of the 50RC meeting and the formal discussions on this PCN. YOUNG

'

said he never thought about contactin
contacting the NRC (Exhibit 39. p. 3)g the NRC and did not recall anyone .)

.

.

-125.
YOUNG stated that Revision 20.. item 5. reflected this PCN was a tech I

spec change and that Amendments 147 and 150 supported this change.
YOUNG doded that without these amendments, the 50RC meeting could nothave approved this PCN.

YOUNG said an LCR would have had to be sent tothe NRC for approval of this change (Exhibit 39, p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: YOUNG could not recall Arendment 147 and wasprovided a copy of it to review during the interview. It was
apparent YOUNG was reading Amendment 147 far possibly the first

;

i time. YOUNG appeared to have no prior know' edge of thisj amendment.
.

'

; 126.
YOUNG reviewed Amendment 147 and stated 3.7.C.d was added to the tech!
specs which increased the restrictions when secondary containment wasi required. YOUNG said Amendment 147 required secondary c.ontainment wheni

moving loads over irradiated fuel that could potentially cause damage toj the fuel (Exhibit 39. p. 3).
.

! 127. YOUNG stated uzn review of ." ;cidiient 147, it had no application or!

relation to PC1 7.4.4. Revision 20.
i Aiieitaid 150 did not provide support to this PCN. YOUNG stated, after further review. ';

YOUM stated that a:

a 50RC member. It now causes him some concern that Amendments 147 and
150 provide no support for this tech spec change (Exhibit 39, p. 3).

;- 128. YOUNG admitted he had not spent anytime reviewing Amendments 147 andi 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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129. YOUNG stated t' hat before his interview with'the NRC. FLAHERTY told<
him that he [FLAHERTY) thought 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).

130. YOUNG said he did not think it was his responsibility to determine if
the amendments anlied. YOUNG added he was not a licensin

>

he had taken FLA ERTY's word on the matter (Exhibit 39. p.g expert, and -i|4).
131. YOUNG stated that 7.4.4. Revision 20. was not a tech spec change. YOUNG

r
'

said he came to that conclusion during this interview and review of
i

Amendments 147 and 150 with the NRC.. YOUNG said tech s:Mics do not
require secondary containment until actually handling tle fuel(Exhibit 39, p. 4). '

'

132. YOUNG said he had disagreed with PCN 7.4.6. Revision 19, which removed'
the secondary containment requirement. YOUNG said the 50RC meeting
convinced him it was permissible because the lift had been analyzed and i

it will not allow the separator to drop back into the fuel (Exhibit 39.
.,

'

p. 4).
,

133. YOUNG said there is a potential for dropping a load [ head, dryer, and
~ i

;

separator) and shearing a stud. YOUNG said the stud has the poteatial i

to hit and damage the fuel. YOUNG stated he believed GE had analyzed
the entire procedure and they [GE] did not see a problem (Exhibit 39.

i

p. 4). ;

I134. 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

ias a 50RC member. UNRUH stated he also signed the first two PCNs as
technical reviewer (Exhibit 40. p. 1). :

'

135.
UNRUH stated that the concerns of GE PRC 88-11 are what initiated these
three PCNs. UNRUH said that NUREG 0612 was also cited as a reference in :

:

these PCNs (Exhibit 40. p. 1).
1 136.

.

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

-

p. 1). 1

1- i

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: UNRUH was provided a copy of NPPD Proposal'

No. 68 and Amendnent 147 for his review. i
'
'

137. UNRUH said Amendment 147 added 3.7.C.d to the CNS tech specs. UNRUH
l

said this tech spec recuired secondary containment be operable when
moving loads over irraciated fuel that could potentially damage the fuel
if dropped. UNRUH added that this tech spec did not qualify or quantifythe load (Exhibit 40, pp. 1 and 2).

>

I
1
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:

i- i

! !
:,

!
'

,

.

;

138. UNRUH said there is a subtle difference between Amendment 147 and thethree 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

i
i

secondary containment is required when moving these loads (Exhibit 40
p. 2). :.

|
!

139. UNRUH stated that PRC 88-11 does not quantify weight. load. UNRUH said
! NUREG 0612 is about safety related equipment and the movement of loads .

.

more than 1000 pounds near the safety related eq ipment. UNRUH added
:

that NUREG 0612 discusses critical paths and equ t used, but does
: .

;

! not address secondary containment requirements ( ibit 40, p. 2). j

i
140. UNRUH said he was familiar with the secondary containment test that :

'

.

failed on Harch 8.1993. UNRUH said he was not aware that a TPCN was
.

i
done that same date to allow the detensioning of the RPV head bolts; |(Exhibit.40. p. 2).

t

!
INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: UNRUH was provided copies of the three 1993

; PCNs (Exhibit 14, 15. and 16) for t;s review.
'

: 141. UNRUH stated he had not previously seen the PCNs that were revised on I
'

Harch 9. 1993.
UNRUH said he became aware of these PCNs on Harch 9.i

1993, which deleted the requirement for secondary containment. UNRUH'

said he could not recall who told him these revisions had been made.j
UNRUH said he thought the revisions were only temporary to continue RPV;

disassembly without having secondary containment operable (Exhibit 40.! p. 2).
i 142.

UNRUH stated he is responsible for RPV disassembly and that he approved!
the original PCNs in 1991 as the responsible manager, technicali reviewer, and SORC member.
have any discussion when told the secondary containment reUNRUH said he did not raise any questions or!

j
during RPV disassembly was deleted in 1993 (Exhibit 40, p.quirement2).1

i 143. UNRUH said, in his ooinion, you did not need secondary containment;

during RPV disassembly until you began to lift the dryer and separator! (Exhibit 40. p. 3).
i
.

'

i 144.
: UNRUH stated that YOUNG did the technical review on the 1993 PCNs thatremoved the secondary requirement for the head, dryer, and se

UNRUH said he did not know about the PCNs (Exhibit 40. p. 3).parator.
-

; 145. UNRUH said the new PCNs cited NUREG 0612 as had the original PCNs.
and he did not know what had changed during that time. UNRUH said,

i

NUREG 0612 does not address secondary containment, and PRC 88-11 does
not quantify load weight (Exhibit 40. p. 3).'

4

I
'
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|
:

!
;

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: 'UNRUH provided a cop
,

;

. Coordinator's Meeting Hinutes for March 8,y of the CNS Shift - |1993, through March 12.1993. There were also several questions regarding the decision to j

proceed without secondary containment, and UNRUH appeared confused
I
i

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
imove the separator without secondary containment (Exhibit 19).
|146. UNRUH said he did not object when all three loads were moved without

secondary containment because he assumed management made the correctdecision. :
UNRUH acknowledged GARDNER was the 50RC chairman, and UNRUH

was sure GARDNER consulted someone else on the issue.
i

UNRUH said he did inot talk to GARDNER about the secondary containment issue at the time'
i'(Exhibit.40. p.-3)._
i

!-147.
UNRUH stated that PRC 88-11 " clouded" this whole issue particularly in

ithewaytheywerethinkingaboutsecondarycontainmentreguirements. !UNRUH admitted that nothing has been done to remove that cloud." UNRUH !said he was sure management will do something about the situation !(Exhibit 40, p. 4).
i

148. 'ESTES said he is a CNS 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 secondary containment test failed on :

!March 8. 1993. ESTES said it eventually passed on March 11, 1993
|(Exhibit 41. p. 1).
'

t149. ESTES stated that FLAHERTY made the presentation of three PCNs at the
50RC meeting on March 9, 1993, and said there was a lot of discussion tfor about a half hour; ESTES said, by the end of the discussion, he was :

comfortable with the changes and everyone agreed to the changes
:

(Exhibit 41. p. 1).

i 150. ESTES stated, as a 50RC member, he approved PCNs 7.4.4. Revision 20:i
7.4.5. Revision 18: and 7.4.6. Revision 19.
7.4.4 as a technical reviewer. but not the other two PCNs (Exhibit 41,ESTES stated he also signed

:

L
ip. 2).
1i 151. ESTES stated he did not recall the SORC meeting adjourning after

two PCNs (Exhibit 41, p. 2).g to a second meeting to approve the last
japproving 7.4.4 and returnin
t
,

!t 152.
ESTES stated that FOUST had some doubts about deleting the secondary'

I
containment requirements, but this was not a " big problem" since GE
conducted an analysis in April 1993. ESTES said the anal i

i
damage to the fuel from dropping of the RPV head, dryer ysis showed no t

or separator. '!; '
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l
i

ESTES said GE 'had performed the test previously at five or six other
~

plants and CNS management [MEACHAM or HORN) ordered the analysis to beI" prudent" (Exhibit 41. p. 2).
i

!153.
meeting. including NUREG 0612.ESTES said there were several items of information presented to the 50RC!

specific analysis for each load moved over irradiated fuel or aESTES said NUREG 0612 requires a
:

!

w1ere lifting equipment is in pristine condition (Exhibit 41, p. program;

2). i154.
addressed light loads.ESTES said the-SORC meeting also looked at PRC 88-11 which only'
from LONG. dated 1985 to 1987, which said secondary containment was notESTES stated 50RC meeting icoked at a memorandum
required,until fuel handling (Exhibit 41, p. 2).

"

155.

analyses for other plants and secondary containment was not required.ESTES said the SORC meeting also had the knowledge that GE had conducted
ESTES said the same would apply to CNS. it was just a matter of paying

,

for an analysis (Exhibit 41 p. 2).

156.
ESTES stated he had never read NUREG 0612 or PRC 88-11 before or during
the 50RC meeting and he depended on FLAHERTY's presentation to the SORCmeeting (Exhibit 41. pp. 2 and 3).

.

157.

that PRC 88-11 did not apply to heavy loads but it did mentionESTES said he did read GE's telecen at the 50RC meeting, and it implied
secondary containment.

containment was needed to move the three loads (Exhibit 41, p. 3).ESTES said GE was not asked whether secondary
!
I

158.
ESTES said he did read the LONG memorandum at the 50RC meeting.
However. ESTES said he had no direct or specific knowledge of GE's
analyses at other 8WR plants. ESTES said he was not sure if these !

analyses had been discussed at the 50RC meeting (Exhibit 41, p. 3).
'

159.

about the failed test or the PCN changes.ESTES said he did not recall anyone suggesting the NRC be contacted
ESTES said the resident

the NRC project manager. inspector cannot interpret tech specs, and they would normally talk to
cor,tacted (Exhibit 41. p. 3).ESTES said he did not know why the NRC was not

160.

tech spec changes on the table at the 50RC meeting.ESTES said the three PCNs were not tech spec changes, and there were no
tech spec change.the three PCNs and said he did not know why item 5 was marked "yes" as aESTES then reviewedi

change though he had aESTES said he did not realize it was a tech spec
member (Exhibit 41. p.pproved them as a technical reviewer and SORC3).

,

'

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE:
. recalled there was some discussion of those amendments.ESTES reviewed f.xat. ,.ats 147 and 150 and

ESTES was
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o

I

$L asked what these two amendments cited as the justification on all
three 1993 PCNs had to do with removing the secondary containment

i

; requirement. !
;

~

.161. ESTES said there was some discussion regarding Amendnents 147 and 150 at ;
-

i the 50RC meeting. ESTES said he recalled reading these amendments at '

. the 50RC meeting as well as at other times. ESTES said he could not i
4

i
recall the basis FLAHERTY used to cite these amendnents and to use them i; 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 technically had "no problem" with what !
CNS was doing (Exhibit 41, p. 3).

163. ESTES said these PCNs were not tech spec chan
were only offered as background information (ges, and these amendmentsExhibit 41 p. 4). j

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 itated CNS believed only the failure of the secondary containment !

test on March 8.1993. was significant and reported only that to the NRC '

inspection team (Exhibit 41. p. 4).
1

165. ESTES stated he never told the inspection team. but in hindsight. the
50RC meeting should not have approved the changes because the 50RC ;
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 disassembly' 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 ,

ianswer for other mople. ESTES said he could not answer why he told the >

inspection team a: cut it being safer to flood up. ESTES said the PCNs ;

had already been approved, and CNS had already stated that secondary i

containment was not necessary (Exhibit 41, p. 4).
:

;

167. ESTES stated he did not know at the March 9. 1993. 50RC meeting that the
bolts had been detensioned (Exhibit 41. p. 4). '

168. ESTES, after being shown the Shift Coordinators Meeting Minutes for
March 8. 1993. stated he knew at the 50RC 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 50RC
!

:

meeting that since the bolts were detensioned. CNS had to implement the
|PCNs to be in a safer condition (Exhibit 41. p. 5).
:
1
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;

-

i 170.
ESTES stated the " extensive documentation review" cited in the 50RC: meeting minutes of March 9.1993 (Exhibit 18) was applicable to
Engineering, not the 50RC meeting (Exhibit 41 p. 5).

.

-i
it

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: MACE reviewed a copy of NPPD Proposal No. 68
.

(Exhibit 9) and NRC approved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10) and said
1

;
he recalled these documents.

,

*

i 171. MACE stated he was at the SORC meeting that approved NPPD Proposal
1

1

No. 68 (Exhibit-42. p. 1).
i

1
172. MACE stated he vaguely recalled the FOUST memorandum to BALLINGER dated ;

;
December 12, 1988. regarding the NPPD analysis of GE PRC 88-11. MACE

,

i

said that both BALLINGER and F00ST worked for him at the time; (Exhibit 42 p. 1).
1 173.

,

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

' PRC 88-11 and the three 1991 PCNs are what " drove"ge. Proposal No. 68
;

(Exhibit 42. p. 1).
'

,

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

:

175.
i MACE stated, on March 9. 1993, he did both a technical review for sitesupport and 50RC meetin
i Revision 18: and 7.4.6.g approval for PCNs 7.4.4. Revision 20: 7.4.5.Revision 19 (Exhibit 42 p. 2).
-

i 176. MACE stated FLAHERTY made the PCN presentation to the March 9, 1993.
.

L
SORC meeting. MACE said FLAHERTY provided supporting documents
including a GE telecon record, an engineering package, a memoran.dum from

,

i
,

LONG, and other documents which he [ MACE] could not recall (Exhibit 42.
t

j p. 2). '

177. MACE said NUREG 0612 was used in both sets of PCNs.MACE stated that in'

the 1991 PCNs. it made secondary containment a requirement and was added ,

as a reference. MACE said in the 1993 PCNs it removed the requirement
.

l-
,

for secondary containment and clarified that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612
'

were "two separate entities." MACE added "PRC 88-11 was talking heavy
.

i

loads but not like NUREG 0612" (Exhibit _42 p. 2). :;
; '

: 178.
MACE said the GE telecon record indicated that PRC 88-11 and NUREG 0612

!
t are separate entities. !

heavy loads being moved over irradiated fuel. MACE stated PRC 88-11 said GE had a concern forI t

MACE said " heavy load" is+

own for interpretation depending on the engineer and the utility(Exhibit 42, p. 2). j,

ii 179. MACE said he did'not know if 3 load analysis had been done to determine
|

:
the weight that would damage fuel. MACE added he did not worry about '

I
'
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such analysis 'being done before revising the PCNs. .

of PRC 88-11 stated it addressed a load of less than 1000 poundsMACE said the author(Exhibit 42, p. 2).

180.
referred to item 5 MACE stated the revised PCNs were not tech spec changes.

MACE. when
tech spec changes. on the 1993 PCNs, admitted the PCNs were checked as
cited in item 5. the 50RC meeting could approve this chanMACE said because Amendments 147 and 150 are also
the amendments reflect prior NRC approval (Exhibit 42, p.ge.MACE said

3).
INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE:

MACE was asked how Amendnent 147 could
added the requirements to tech specs. support the removal of secondary containment requirements when it

MACE stated he wanted t
was also pointed out to MACE that Amendment 150 deleted acheck his tech specs and left the room to get his tech specs. oIt
opening primary containment. requirement in the BASES to do a secondary containment test before
agreement with the surveillance requirement.This brought the BASES into

The surveillancerequirement had never required such a test before opening primarycontainment.

181.
MACE stated that he would not have signed his 50RC meeting approval if
it were today based on Amendments 147 and 150 as the basis.
the requirement (Ex11 bit 42. p. 3).he would give his approval because there was a sound basis for deletingMACE stated

182.

changes, and Amendments 147 and 150 were inappropriateMACE said that the PCNs may be in error as they were not tech specs
,

said he did not have a problem that these PCNs were com. However. MACE
approved in less than 1 day (Exhibit 42. p. 3). pleted and

183.

hour before giving aMACE said the 50RC meeting discussed the three 1993 PCNs for about 1/2
at the same meeting.pproval.MACE said he did not remember going back a secondMACE stated all three PCNs were discussed
time to approve two of the PCNs as reflected in the March 9meeting minutes (Exhibit 42. p. 3). . 1993. SORC

184.

MACE said he was telephoned and told work had stopped on the floorMACE stated they were " rushed" because they were on an outage schedule.

the RPV head could not be pulled because secondary containment was not, andoperable.
MACE stated he was the outage director when this occurred.

MACE stated he told them. " bullshit, there is no goddamn way that can ba problem "
MACE said he then looked at procedures and realizede

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 comon sense. adding there is no way
you could dro) a head and hit the fuel. "it was like a square peg in around hole" (Exhibit 42. pp. 2 and 3).
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i

186.
MACE stated he was the one to initiate the PCN change request as he'was

-

the outage dirsctor at the time. adding he had talked to GARDNER.'

MACEsaid that he could not recall if GARDNER agreed, but would have recalled
'

if GARONER had disagreed (Exhibit 42. p. 4).

187. MACE, when told this sounded like an order rather than a request for an
interpretation, responded that if any of the people below him disagreed.

i

they would have told him he was wrong (Exhibit 42. p. 4).
;

188.
MACE said secondary containment is not necessary during RPV disassembly i

i

until you actually touch the fuel or core internals.
MACE said the 50RC

meeting had a lot of discussion and eventually all SORC members agreed
to the revised PCNs (Exhibit 42. p. 4). s

189. 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
stopped 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). i

190.
MACE acknowledged the secondary containment test passed in the eveningof March 11, 1993.
MACE stated this translates to about $500.000so CNS only saved 2 days by changing procedures.
both costs and lost revenues (Exhibit 42. p. 5).a day when CNS is down. in !

l

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.

;

,

191.
MACE stated he was the CNS engineering manager and F00ST's supervisor in

i

December 1988. MACE stated that he would have reviewed and approved !

F0VST's memorandum (Exhibit 5) and then sent the recomendation forward
:

(Exhibit 43 pp. 8 and 9). ;,

; 192. :

MACE said that with the FOUST memorandum. Engineering decided how I

changes should be done and Maintenance carried out the execution of the
-

Engineering decision. MACE stated Maintenance made the appro)riate
*

:

7.4xx procedure changes and to his recollection, no one came )ack to him
'

4

and said these procedures were too " burdensome" (Exhibit 43. pp. 11, 12. !

and 13).,

193. MACE stated that PCNs
1991, were as a result of F0UST's memorandum.7.4.4. 7.4.5. and 7.4.6. all dated as approved in

MACE said the PCNs put
into effect the requirement for secondary containment during RPV

4

|- disassembly-(Exhibit 43, p. 15). 1
t

i
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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 spec change to section 3.7.C. MACE said- !it added that no loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel

were to be moved without secondary containment (Exhibit 43, pp. 16 and18). .

195.

MACEstatedthisboposalwasaphxhibit43proved by the NRC as Amendment 147(Exhibit 10) to C tech specs ( . 23).,

196.
MACE stated that NPPO Proposal No. 05 (Exhibit 11) was a) proved by the !

NRC as Amendment 150 (Exhibit'12) on November 22.1991 (Exhibit 43,
'

pp. 23 and 24).
,'

197. MACE agreed that Amendment 150 deleted a requirement in the BASES to do
a secondary containment test before opening primar

'

said the BASES is an amplification of tech specs. y containment. MACE
MACE said. in this !

case it brought the BASES 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 50RC 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 secondmeeting on March 9, 1993. MACE said he did not get involved in the
second meeting due to his capacity as outage director. MACE said he did
not recall telling the_NRC at his first interview that the three PCNs
33).were 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 i

be established (Exhibit 43. p. 36). ;

4

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).
t

!- 202. MACE stated there was "no way" for the RPV head to dro) and hit thei !
fuel, it was like a " square peg in a round hole" (Exh1)it 43. pp. 36 and37). i

!

203.
MACE acknowledged it was an " oversight" and "over zealousness" on his
part in 1991 when the original PCNs were approved.. MACE said he did not:

recognize the intent of PRC 88-11 or F0VST s memorandum, and he had not
'

:
reviewed them in detail (Exhibit 43. p.-37).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE did not respond when questioned why he
claimed "over zealousness" on the 1991 PCNs and not on the 1993

,
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t

i

PCNS. ItwaspointedouttoMACEtheoriginalPCNshadtaken.
*

,
.

;
10 months to go through the cycle and the new PCNs. which used the2

same basis [NUREG 0612 and PRC C8-11). took 1 day to be reviewed'

and approved (Exhibit.43. pp. 37 and 38). ,

$ |204.
MACE stated he made his comment about " bullshit" after he was informed:

that RPV disassembly had stopped. MACE said they were ready toI

detension the bolts, but could not establish the required secondary .

'

containment.:

MACE said the prerequisite to establish secondary'

containment ^"just didn't seem logical" (Exhibid. 43, pp; 42 and 43).
-:

.205.
1

i
MACE said, after learning secondary containment was inoperable, he

.

.

. talked to GARDNER, and they decided this procedure was not correct as
.

,

written. MACE said he assumed GARDNER talked to the engineering manager'

about the procedure cha
MACES'aidGARONERjusttookthis-assignment.

upon himself, and he [ E) went back to his outage duties (Exhibit 43.
; pp. 43 and 44).

1' 206.
MACE said that TPCN 7.4.4. dated March 8, 1993 (Exhibit 13) was signed

1

4
by GARONER, and it allowed the detensioning of the RPV head bolts
(Exhibit 43, pp. 45 and 47).

1

207. MACE said that by detensioning the bolts, they were not in a less safe
situation if a problem arose. MACE said it would be easier to back up

a than go fomard. MACE said it would be easier to retighten the
52 studs than pull the head, pull the RPV internals, and " flood up" thej RPV (Exhibit 43. p. 49).

I 208.
MACE. when told CNS officials had informed the NRC insaction team it
would be safer to go fomard. stated his position on t1e issue was based

,

4

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).

209. 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
initiate the changes (Exhibit 43. p. 52).

I 210. MACE again stated he did not initiate the three PCNs in 1993 and assumes
GARDNER. talking to FLAMERTY, orchestrated the changes. MACE said hei could not recal telling the reporting investigator. in August 1993,
that he was the one to Initiate the~ changes (Exhibit 43. pp. 54 and 55).

! 211. MACE stated when he and GARDNER discussed that procedure 7.4.4 was 1
4

wrong his [ MACE) basis was that it was not logical that the RPV head
1

could hit the fuel. MACE said it was the square peg in the round hole !

concept and claimed that it was " cognitive knowledge" on his part
;

(Exhibit 43, pp. 57 and 58).
.

I
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; 212. MACE. when asked what changed his oainion about the need for secondary
containment between his approving t1e F0VST 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.
t

i
MACE said he did see PRC 88-11 and the F00ST memorandum..but these

,

{ issues just did not cross his mind at the time (Exhibit 43 pp. 60 and61).4

; ,

213. 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
said it was because there was a co,ncern to move quickly from a cold'

shutdown to a " flooded up" condition, a safer situation (Exhibit 43.
|.p. 65).;

i
INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MACE's response in Evidence Item 212

;
indicating that it was safer to move forward is the o)posite of
his responses listed in evidence items 206 and 207 w1ere he said

i it would be easier to back up than go forward.
i 214. MACE stated in the 1993 PCNs. item 5. reflects the PCNs caused a change

to tech specs (Exhibit 43, p. 67).:

4

215. MACE said that with a PCN that changes tech specs, the 50RC meeting !cannot approve the change without NRC approval. MACE added that this
NRC approval may have been previously a
amendment (Exhibit 43 pp. 68 and 69). pproved in.the form of an

'

216. MACE stated that in the 1993 PCNs. item 5 reflects Amendments 147 and
150. MACE said these amendments were the PCN changes previously
approved by the NRC (Exhibit 43. p. 69). ,

'

217.
.

MACE stated Amendment 147 increased the recuirement for secondary
containment when moving any load over irraciated fuel that could
potentially cause damage if dropped. MACE atitted .".;accat 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).

218. MACE said that '.;.4 cat 150 had nothing to do with removing secondary
containment during RPV disassembly as shown on the three PCNs for 1993.
MACE said Amenhent 150 brought the BASES into agreement with the
surveillance requirements of the tech specs (Exhibit 43. pp. 74 and 75).

219. MACE admitted that, based on the information shown in item 5 on the
three PCNs for 1993, the 50RC meeting was in error for approving these
PCNs (Exhibit 43, p. 76).

220. MACE admitted that the written justification on the three 1993 PCNs do
not include his rationale for deleting the secondary containment

.
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requirements. .fiACE 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 in a round hole" (Exhibit 43. p. 79). "

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: MACE had acknowledged that the 1993 PCNs
1

were not tech spec changes.
MACE said Amendnents 147 and 150 did

not support the changes, and his rationale for deleting the
requirement was not in the written justification. MACE also
acknowledged not reading Amendnents 147 and 150 before or at the !
50RC meeting. MACE was asked why he signed these 1993 PCNs as a i

technical reviewer and SORC member and what he had done as a
'

technical reviewer. MACE did not provide a definitive answer
(Exhibit 43. pp. 80. 81. 82, and 83). ,

221. 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 ap) roved Amendment 147 (Exhibit 10). MACE also iacknowledged that the

.0NG 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 recuirements.
LONG memorandum was citec in both reviews: MACE did not know why theone to add
requirements, the other to remove the same requirements. MACE
said he would have to look at the 50RC meeting minutes(Exhibit 43, p. 92).

222.
MACE admitted that PRC 88-11 and the analysis done by F00ST reported
there was no load weight analysis, and GE told the various power plantsto do the analysis (Exhibit 43. p. 9).

i 223.
MACE stated that on March 8 and 9. 1993. he did not violate tech specsto move the outage.

; loads and NUREG 0612 is a separate issue. MACE said the 3.7.C. tech spec issue addresses
his lifting equi MACE said NUREG 0612 ensures
pp.102 and 103)pment and crane have a safety factor (Exhibit 43.

.
i

: 224.
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).

,

; 225.
. MACE said CNS had not done any analysis to determine if damage would be
done if parts of the load or RPV broke off and dropped on the fuel.
MACE said part of the RPV head breaking off would not ha) pen. based on

-

.and 107).connon sense, which he said is an acceptable basis (Exhi.)1t 43. pp.1061-

!
.
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226.
MACE admitted that NUREG 0612 does not 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. Specifically between the time he was the
engineering manager and approved FOUST's memorandum and March 8.
1993, when he and GARDNER agreed that secondary containment w

(Exhibit 43 pp.111 - 116)y responded it was "comon sense" as
not necessary. MACE finall

.

227. MACE said he could not recall if the SORC meeting, on March 9,1993,
discussed if the RPV head, dryer, and separator had the mtential todamage fuel.

MACE said he undarstood that it had been tie SORC's
responsibility to determine whether those evolutions met the regulatoryrequirement (Exhibit 43, p. 119).

228. 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).

229.
MACE admitted that F00ST noted in his memorandum that NUREG 0612 does
not address the concern of PRC 88-11 and that no other calculation hadbeen performed to determine the weight load. MACE agreed that no other
calculation had been performed. adding that F00ST assumed the range tobe 3nn pounds. MACE added that still left him with the opinion that
PRC 88-11 was dealing with light loads. MACE did not res
how he knew it was only light loads (Exhibit 43, p.136). pond when asked

230.
MACE stated that when he and GARDNER decided on March 8. 1993 thatsecondary containment was not necessar
memorandum were 5 years old and were "y. PRC 88-11 and FOUST's

(Exhibit 43 p. 137). not in the back of my mind"

231.
MACE admitted PRC 88-11 and F0VST'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 if he were going to reverse
procedures why didn't he look at the basis for the existingprocedures.

MACE had also just testified that he was not thinking
of PRC 88-11 or F00ST'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.MACE responded as follows:

232. 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).

Case No. 4-93-020R 51

l-



- -_ __ _ _.. . __ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ ___

*

^.

>

.
-

4

233. GARDNER stated.he has been the plant manager at CNS since July 1992 and-'

was the senior manager of operations from June 1991 until he assumed his ,

) resent position. GARDNER said he was the maintenance manager from
1 arch 1989 until June 1991 (Exhibit 44. p. 5).

.

,

j 234. GARDNER stated he approved PCNs 7.4.4. Revision 20: 7.4.5, Revision 18:~>
l

and 7.4.6. Revision 19. as the 50RC Chairman (Exhibit 44, pp. 6 and 7).
235. GARDNER stated these PCNs were revisions to tech specs and said FLAHERTY

explained to the SORC members that he [FLAHERTY] marked these PCNs as3

j
tech spec changes as these procedures had previously been affected by

i; license changes-(Exhibit 44, p. 7).
'

236. GARDNER stated this meant that the NRC through )rior amendments to the'
license, approved the charges in these PCNs. GAtDNER stated the
amendments shown on the PCNs were f.74. cans 147 and 150 (Exhibit-44L pp. 7 and 8).

< .

-

237. GARDNER stated that FLAHERTY told him that Amendments 147~and 150I
removed the requirements to demonstrate secondary containment before

:
'

primary containment is open for refueling. 1ARDNER said the SORC
,

;

j meetina reviewMi these two n.V :ts. and tiev "ound no 3rablem v tht1ese rcis-tr:s as writ <:en 1 n ;_AFERTY's .iustif' cation ( Ex111 bit 44.p. 8)..

238. GARDNERsaidtheLONGmemorandumhadpreviousiystated(Exhibit 2)that
,

it was not necessary to have secondary containment before performingj fuel movement (Exhibit 44, pp. 9 and 10).

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: NPPD Proposal No. 68 (Exhibit 9) and NRC
a) proved Amendment 147 were provided to GARDNER and he reviewed

[ tiese documents.
i

| 239. GARDNER. after some discussion and review, stated that Amendment 147
i

increased the requirement for secondary containment (Exhibit 44. pp.11! and 12).'
!
'

240. 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).1

i

241. GARDNER stated that he and the eight other meders of the 50RC did not-,

;

" catch" this inaccuracy and added it was probably an oversightj (Exhibit 44. pp. 13 and 14).
.

242. 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

!
!.

!

:
l'
'

|
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'

Amendment 147 added tech spec 3.7.C.1.d. secondary containment
requirements. GARDNER acknowled
memorandum (Exhibit 44. pp. 15. ged Amendment 147 occurred after LONG's16. and 17).

,

i

L
~ INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: NPPD Proposal No. 95 (Exhibit 11) and NRC 1'

|a) proved ?;;adiiient 150 were provided to GARDNER and he reviewed| !t1ese documents.

-243.
GARDNER stated Amen eent 150 changed the 8ASES only and did not change

|

the surveillance requirements or the LCO of the tech specs. GARDNER
<

i
admitted that Amendment 150 did not remove any secondary containment; requirements (Exhibit 44. pp. 17 and 18).

!
244. GARDNER admitted that contrary to FLAHERTY's written justification on:

the three PCNs. Amendment 150 did not remove secondary containment.
GARDNER said none of the 50RC members caught this error (Exhibit 44.pp. 18 and 19).,

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

246.
GARDNER stated he recalled the F00ST 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 in
1991 and eventually to ?;;adiient 147 (Exhibit 44. p. 21).

247. GARDNER stated that PRC 88-11 did inform the individual plants to
determine if a problem exists, and F00ST performed an evaluation.
GARDNER acknowledged F0UST's actions resulted conservatively in the
requirement for secondary containment (Exhibit 44. pp. 22 and 23).

248.
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 of PRC 88-11 and talked to other plants
with similar GE designs (Exhibit 44. pp. 23 and 24).

249. GARDNER said CNS did not make any of these changes before March 1993
because there was no reason to question the prior content before
secondary containment failed. GARDNER said the secondary containment
failure caused CNS to reevaluate their determination (Exhibit 44p. 24).

250. 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 ttle engineering staff made the decision to change the PCNs.
GARDNER said he and MACE did not independently make the decision to ;

1
GARDNER said he did not know why MACE told the |change the PCNs.'

reporting investigator that they made the decision to change the PCNs| (Exhibit 44 p. 25).
4

i 252.
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

GARDNER stated he signed it as a review process which must !effective.
i be done within 30 days. i

GARDNER acknowledged he signed it that same
date. but could not recall if he directed YOUNG to write this TPCN

-

i

[ YOUNG was BRATRSOVSKY's supervisor] (Exhibit 44 p. 26).
'

253;
GARDNER stated that his concern on March 8. 1993, was that this was the

;

!
first year they had instituteo 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 :

i
'

secondary containment than being able to flood up the RPV inventory
;

(Exhibit 44, p. 27). .
2
,

| 254.
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 if he told MACE that thdid notneed secondary containment. He said he probably. told him t should
review this situation and see if they could do something. ER said.

1

i
he next asked Engineering to perform an evaluation of CNS proceduresj against PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 44, pp. 29 and 30).

255.
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

,

i
HORN and MEACHAM did provide the fact that LONG had written a memorandumi

about refueling operations (Exhibit 44, pp. 30 and 31).
| 256. GARDNER acknowledged that the LONG memorandum was considered in!

Amendment 147. and they could not change tech specs without NRCi approval. GARDNER said they could evaluate PRC 88-11 as that is what'

went through the Safety Review and Audit Board (SRA8) regarding
Amendment 147. GARDNER said he recalled HORN at the SRA8 wanting to add:
that statement to reflect the PRC 88-11 considerations (Exhibit 44| pp. 31 and 32).

,

,

257.
*

GARDNER said BLACK provided a GE telecon record (Exhibit 17) that stated
NUREG 0612 stipulated which loads were acce) table 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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. INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The argument that the weight of a fuel !
bundle about 750 pounds or less is the only. load that could:
damage fuel, seems questionable.
weighing more than a fuel bundle would not damage fuel.The argument sug9ests anything!

Therefore. it was acceptable to move the three internals whose .

movement is covered by NUREG 0612.- j

!
The other part of the argument by CNS is that configuration would
not allow these internals to hit the fuel if dropped and does notallow for yielding. Specifically it does not consider the
consequences of a part of the load or RPV breaking off, such as a
stud. which is smaller and thus able to hit the fuel. One of- ;

these parts could weigh more 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 adros. t

h it reduces the chances of such an occurrence. ~ Thetec1 spec ver talks about " potential." and NUREG 0612 did notremove the " potential."
'

258. GARDNER, after reviewing GE's April 13. 1993, memorandum (Exhibit 20).
stated he recalled BLACK telling either him or the 50RC meetin
changes suggested by CNS would not be made to the memorandum. g that the !

GARDNER
said BLACK told him it would make the GE response plant ' specific, and GE :
had not done an analysis for CNS. GARDNER said the writing on the 1

bottc.7. of the draft GE memorandum was MEACHAM's (Exhibit 44, pp. 34, 35.
-

and 36).
'

259. GARDNER stated that CNS did employ GE after April 13. 1993, to do an
analysis at CNS. GARDNER stated this was ordered to justify the
position that CNS had taken and to utilize the information for future iremovals (Exhibit 44 p. 36).

260.i

GARDNER was asked what CNS had done between the 1991 PCNs and the 1993|
PCNs. both of which cited NUREG 0612 and PRC 88-11 to add then delete
the secondary containment requirements. GARONER stated they had noti

,

done a numerical analyses, 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
4

overly conservative. It was pointed out to GARDNER that the 1991
;

,

!

PCNs took 10 months, and they had a separate technical and 50RC
>

meeting review so more people reviewed them. The 1993 PCNs took ,

about 31/2 hours to initiate, review, and approve. They were
!;

technically reviewed and approved by the SORC members. GARDNER
1

.

!

had already ahitted there were several errors and inaccuracies on
-

{the 1993 PCNs. and was asked why 1991 was so conservative versus
.

I

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). :

i
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|

,261. = GARDNER said that right after the 50RC approved these 1993 PCNs. F0VST
:

~

toldhim,heobjectedtothechanges.
had reviewed PRL 88-11.and-determined F0VST's interpretation had beenGARDNER said he told F0VST they!

i overly conservative.
the intent of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 44. pp. 40 and 41).GARDNER added that CNS was still complying with

:
,

!

i 262. GARDNER said, unfortunately it did not cross his mind to contact the NRCat the time (Exhibit 44. p. 44).
.

; 263. GARDNER stated the 1993 PCNs were not tech spec changes. GARDNER was: ;

asked if Amendments 147 and 150 did not support the 1993 PCNs. would theL NRC have to be
'

~

of. tech specs. contacted. GARDNER said the PCNs were an interpretation-
GARDNER added that item 5. on the PCNs. was marked ."yes."

GARDNER said it was verg ambiguous and there was very little
.

procedural guidance as to what
-

yes" and "no" stipulated, what it
actually meant (Exhibit 44. p. 45). '

,i

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The PCN forms used were prepared by and for
,

!
CNS. ;

t,

! 264. 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 until this event there was no!

" driving force" to make the changes and that there had not been a hoti core sitting with minimal fuel (Exhibit 44. p. 46).:

L 265.
,

GARDNER admitted that the tech s)ecs in the LCO did not make a
distinction between heavy or lig1t load weights. GARONER stated that t

the part of the tech specs which read "with the potential to damage;

irradiated fuel" were taken verbatim from PRC 88-11. GARDNER said itt
was easy to make the connection to PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 44. pp. 47 and}' 48).

; 266. GARDNER acknowledged, after reviewing the NRC safety evaluation attached
to Amendment 147, the NRC did not make a differentiation between light

,

i 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. it minimizes the potential (Exhibit 44. pp. 49 and 50).

! 267.
GARDNER stated that SORC meeting discussed and determined the lifting ofi
the RPV head, dryer, and separator did not have the potential to damage
irradiated fuel. GARDNER said this 50RC meeting discussion and

.

conclusion was not documented (Exhibit 44 p. 52).,

i
268. GARDNER said the 50RC's basis for determining there was no potential to4

damage fuel was the LC0 for secondary containment which addresses'

actions prior to refueling or for loads which have the potential tof' damage irradiated fuel, GARDNER 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). i

; 269.
GARDNER! stated he believes the tech specs loads that have the potential

:

i

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!

l

separator are covered by NUREG 0612. and PRC 88-11 addresses loads;
of a weight less than the internals. >

PRC 88-11 applies to
'

|c,.c4 ,..it 147. and these three loads are not governed by tech
specs. GARDNER's argument conflicts with NUREG 0612, which1

. addresses lifting equipment, and PRC 88-11 which addresses damageto fuel..

270.
GARDNER said he could not recall if he talked to the people responsible !;
for instituting the original PCNs [1991) when CNS was ma
as the maintenance manager,ould not have been necessary, king the changes
in 1993.

.

GARDNER said it w i

because in 1988
(Exhibit 44, p. 60). he was involved in the review of PRC 88-11

271.
GARDNER said the 1991 PCNs were in deliberations for 10 months, and he

ihad objected, requesting further review. GARDNER stated CNS believed
they had to resxmd to PRC 88-11 and F00ST's memorandum said the onlyway to use the TNs.
against the PCNs, but he did sign them as a technical reviewerGARDNER said, at the 1991 SORC meeting. he argued!
(Exhibit 44. pp. 60 and 61).

272.
GARDNER said he did go through an outage where the RPV was disassembledwith no problems.

GARONER also said during the years since 1991, as he

moved up to positions of increasing responsibility, he did not changethese requirements as there were other priorities (Exhibit 44 p. 61).
273.

clarification from GE on PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 17).GARDNER said he probably talked to MEACHAM and HORN after getting a
GARDNER stated thatHORN and MEACHAM were both at one of the 50RC meetings on March 9.1993,

that discussed these PCNs. GARDNER said they did not attend the 50RCmeeting. but
assed through while the issues were being discussed.

GE that allowed disassembly without secondary containment.GARDNER saidiORN told the 50RC meeting he thought a letter existed from
GARDNER saidthey 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 adequatel
addressed, the concerns associated with this, he had no questions" y(Exhibit 44 pp. 62 and 63).

274
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 additional items not considered. GARDNER could not!

.

( recall if 7.4.4 was )assed during the first session and 7.4.5 and 7.4.6 ''

were passed during tie second session (Exhibit 44. p. 62). '

4 ,

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The minutes of the 50RC 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.
;

-

275.' 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 thati
evidently CNS had approved the procedures on March 10. 1993, and they-j wanted clarification (Exhibit 44. p. 64). '

-

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: GARDNER ap) eared to become confused and i
could not recall independently w1 ether all three PCNs were
approved the same date or two of them were approved a day or two7
later.j

GARDNER said he would have to look at the 50RC meeting;
minutes and the PCNs to be sure. GARDNER said he would not have

_

2

approved the separator removal if the SORC meeting a
not already there (Exhibit 44, pp. 64, 65, and 66). pproval was ;

i 276. 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).
-

277.
-

GARDNER stated he could not recall if he told FLAHERTY to initiate thePCNs or told him to see if there was sufficient justification toj initiate them (Exhibit 44, p. 67).
t

j 278.
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 the were not going to proceed without; I

i g[1 n rmation from G that said it was acceptable
;

279. GARDNER was asked why he needed the GE determination after he earlieri
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).
t

i 280.
MEACHAM stated he has been the senior nuclear division manager of Safety i

;
iAssessment at CNS since September

15. 1993. MEACHAM said before that. !i
he was the site manager from May 1992 and was the division manager of4

Nuclear Operations from early 1992.
MEACHAM said he had been the senior i

,

:
manager of Operations from 1989/1990 until early 1992 (Exhibit 45. pp. 4

|: and 5).
:
;

i

1

'
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281.

and 7.'4.6 in 1991-(Exhibits 6. 7. and 8).HEACHAM said he was the SORC Chairman that a> proved PCNs'7.4.4. 7.4.5
PCNs were based on PRC 88-11 and they added the requirement forH!ACHAM stated these three

.

secondary containment (Exhibit 45, pp. 6 and 7).
282.

was the NPPD evaluation of GE PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 4).HEACHAM stated that F0UST's memorandum (Exhibit 5). in December 1988
F00ST's recommendations are what led to the three 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 45.

,

MEACHAM said
p. 8).

283.
MEACHAM said the 50RC meeting review of the three 1991 PCNs discussed
what load could potentially damage fuel and determined that Engineeringcould not ascertain the load. MEACHAM said to respond to PRC 88-11.
they took a very conservative approach and made the changes in the three

_

1991 PCNs (Exhibit 45, pp. 10 and 11).
284.

HEACHAM acknowledged that .'.;ac;.it 147 (Exhibit 10) added tech spec
3.7.C.d. which stated. "No irradiated fuel is being handled in secondary

' containment and no loads which can potentially damage irradiated fuel
are being moved in the secondary containment" (Exhibit 45. pp. 12 and13).

.

285.
.

MEACHAM said PRC 88-11 was not the basis for part of this tech spec
MEACHAM stated the words to require secondary containment were added toAmendment 147.

.

MEACHAM said the SRA8's chairman was interested inmaking sure unanalyzed loads would be precluded from being moved over
the irradiated fuel unless there was secondary containment -(Exhibit 45p. 13).

.

It4VESTIGATOR'S NOTE:
This is a different recollection fromGARONER of .'.T;adrent 147 where he said PRC 88-11 was the basis forpart of this amendnent.

286.
HEACHAM stated there are loads that are analyzed to be lifted over
irradiated fuel. irradiated fuels, and there are unanalyzed loads to be lifted over
are analyzed loads (Exhibit 45. p. 16)..MEACHAM added that the separator, dryer, and RPV head

287.

MEACHAM was asked why did CNS do the 1991 PCNS if they were analyzedMEACHAM stated that CNS was being ultra conservative because ofloads.

a disagreement between their Maintenance Engineering and Engineeringdepartments (Exhibit 45. p. 16).
288.

MEACHAM said the FOUST memora'ndum stated the NPPD resdid not address the concern identified by PRC 88-11. ponse to NUREG 0612
he told him PRC 88-11 talked about unanal MEACHAM said that
talked about analyzed loads (Exhibit 45. yzed loads and NUREG 0612pp. 17 and 18).

z
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4 289. MEACHAM admitt'ed that he had no idea what F00ST meant by the statementL

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. I
and MEACHAM reflects that F0VST and MOELLER were not contacted

' when the 1993 PCNs were revised to delete the secondary
;

containment requirements. FOUST and M0ELLER were primaril
responsible for the bases and initiation of the 1991 PCNs.y

290. MEACHAM said 3.7.C.d. the rn irement for secondary containment, was !

added to .'~;iiCarit 147 to clarify that unanalyzed loads could ' damage !
L

1rradiated fuel and would require secondary containment (Exhibit 45j pp. 22 and 23).
3
.

;
291.

MEACHAM said it was GE's conclusion. with PRC 88-11. that each utility{
should evaluate its plant specific configuration to determine the

i[ applicability of this event. ;
MEACHAM said the only evidence he has that

iCNS did an evaluation was the F0VST memorandum which was the engineering!

response (Exhibit 45. pp. 26 and 27). i
I '

292. MEACHAM said he did not inter
:~

CNS had not done an analysis,pret F00ST's memorandum to mean that since
,

:

' cover all loads with secondary containment.a conservat1've a>proach was recommended to
i
i

MEACHAM said the reason . I! they did the 1991 PCNs was because at the 50RC meeting. Maintenance and! !Engineering could not agree on what constituted a load of significance.i. so they were conservative. 1

| (Exhibit 45. pp. 27 and 28).MEACHAM said they decided to cover all loads |
5
<

i INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM denied F00ST recommended a
! conservative approach because there was no analysis. However. I
; when asked why do the PCNs. MEACHAM responded they were being

Iconservative because they did not have an analysis..

.

. 293.
MEACHAM said he could not recall who from Engineering disagreed with the

I!
1991 PCNs. MEACHAM acknowledged that F0UST's memorandum noted that;
revisions had been discussed with maintenance and operations 1;
supervisors, and they did not expect any significant inconvenience ;

j (Exhibit 45 p. 29). '

'
,

294. HEACHAM stated he did agree with the 1991 PCNs or he would not havej signed them as the 50RC Chairman (Exhibit 45. pp. 29 and 30).
'

295. MEACHAM was asked what happened between 1991 when he supported those
PCNs. and 1993 when they reversed the earlier PCNs. He stated there was

:

:
t

:
no problem establishing secondary containment in 1991. MEACHAM said

L that when the secondary containment test failed in 1993. CNS was faced )

!with a reduced inventory condition.i

MEACHAM added that such a situation
|

|
: !
..
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i

i

is one of the riskiest periods for a BWR. i

come off line with a very hot core and you have a reduced inventoryMEACHAM said you have just[ water)-(Exhibit 45. pp. 31-and 32).
.

t

296.
MEACHAM said CNS's motivation to do the revised PCNs in 1993 was to getthe plant to a safer condition.
meeting, in an oversight role, and the PRCMEACHAM said he attended the 1993 SORC

.

,

'

88-11. 1991 PCNs and NUREG0612 were all reviewed. '

from the NRC which clarified the situation in the 1988 time frameMEACHAM said the SORC also reviewed a letter:
.

:(Exhibit 45. p. 33).
.

r

297. l

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

298.
MEACHAM said he recalled he. HORN, and GARONER discussed the need to get

;

the inventory [ water up and they. asked if the secondary containment irequirements of the p)roce,dures were required (Exhibit 45. p. 37).:

{299.
MEACHAM said about 3 hours would have given people enou
evaluate procedures and to make and approve revisions. gh time to
he based this on his attendance at the 50RC meeting where recentMEACHAM stated i

technical changes associated with the PCNs were discussed (Exhibit 45. Ip. 39). i

|300,-
MEACHAM said he was not familiar with the 1993 PCNs nor how much theyIare in error.

MEACHAM said the PCNs were not tech spec changes and

them as tech spec changes on the PCNs (Exhibit 45. p. 39).FLAHERTY had told him that he [FLAHERTY) had made a mistake in showing
i

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE:
(
!

discussion, but he did not see any errors on the PCNs.MEACHAM was there for the 50RC meeting!
Like the iother 50RC 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. i

ji 301.

MEACHAM said he was.looking at the wording in the tech specs andMEACHAM said he did not read Amendments 147 and 150 at the 50RC meeting.
*

! recalling the discussions in the SRAB meetin
added to the tech specs (Exhibit 45, p. 41).g when those words were

! 302.
MEACHAM said the SORC meeting discussion lasted about 2 1/2 hours on theI-

1993 PCNs. and he was there for the entire discussion.
''

PCNs (Exhibit 45, pp. 42 and 43).did not know if there were two SORC meetings that day to approve theMEACHAM said he
;

,

,

1

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: MEACHAM said he was there for the entire
'

discussion yet he did not know if there were two meetings,_.
SORC meeting minutes reflected two meetings.

Further. GARDNER.
The |

'

:

|
!
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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.,

,

303. MEACHAM said that on March 8. 1993, there was confusion, and on March 9. ;

9
.

'

1993, after reviewing the documentation. he became confident that the ~

approach being taken was satisfactory (Exhibit 45. p. 44).:

304. MEACHAM. when asked if CNS had ever done an analysis to determine if the
;

!
movement of the RPV head, dryer, and separator would not damage fuel ifj
drop:ed. He stated that NUREG 0612 was utilized as their analysis, and
.it~ slowed that dropping of those components to be an improbable event :i

j (Exhibit 45. pp. 44 and 45). !
1

,

.

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: MEACHAM did not answer the question if the
! components would damage the fuel, on1 that such a drop is animprobable event. Further..an im

the potential for an occurrence. prob ble event does not remove:
t
,

i 305. MEACHAM said they contacted GE and requested an analysis be performed
about 2 months after this event. MEACHAM said CNS wanted to confirm i

4

:
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 that droping those:
components could not damage irradiated fuel. MEACHA4 said the analysis
did not address the knocking loose of any part (component or RPV
structure) if such a drop occurred (Exhibit 45. pp. 45 and 46).i

1

i 306. MEACHAM said he did not recall GE ever telling CNS they did not need
i

secondary containment for the movement of those loads [RPV head, dryer,and separator] (Exhibit 45. p. 46).j

! 307. HEACHAM identified his handwriting on the internal GE memorandum'

(Exhibit 20). MEACHAM said he was not sure why he wrote on it because
|

he wn 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 GE telling him they would not change because it would;
be plant specific and GE had not performed an analysis (Exhibit 45.

j pp. 47 and 48).

: 308. MEACHAM stated he disagreed that PRC 88-11 required CNS to do an
; analysis. He also said he

an analysis was necessary. disagreed with GE. in April 1993, telling him;

MEACHAM said the RPV disassembly component
analysis had been performed generically 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).,

f
309. MEACHAM said he does not recall whose decision it was to ask GE toi

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:

GARONER provided him the copy of the telecon record, and he [MEACHAM)j
:

attempted to clarify what he [MEACHAM) thought CNS asked GE.to provide.i;

MEACHAM said GARDNER went back to GE to see what GE could do about thememorandum (Exhibit.45. pp. O and 50).
',.

310. -MEACHAM was asked whose decision was it to ask GE for a better-documented version of the March 9 .

the words in the question were a ". 1993. conversation.- He stated that; 1
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. . MEACHAM said1

this issue was discussed back in the 1988 time frame, and GE had given :<

CNS~a generic document that talked about the incredible or impossibility
'

i
of one of the'cosponents dropping and striking irHiated fuel 1

j '(Exhibit 45. p. 52).
t

j 311.
he had seen 3 years before.MEACHAM said CNS had searched but could not find the document he thought

l

-

MEACHAM said that GE could not remember ageneric calculation or find the peo)le who had talked to him in 1988.
;

MEACHAM said that GE told him they lad p+rformed that analysis for other
>

plants, and they could do it for CNS (Exhibit 45. p. 52).t

i 312.
MEACHAM stated that FLAHERTY told the 50RC 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 it

.

was pointed out to him these two documents were also used to add the
4

requirements in the 1991 PCNs. said the
" smart enough" when they added those changes.1991 50RC meeting had not been

,

i

MEACHAM said this issueshould have been clarified at the 1991 SORC meeting. but CNS did not doit at that time (Exhibit 45, p. 54).

313. MEACHAM stated the
these secondary containment requirements were required.1991 50RC meeting discussion said they did not think

MEACHAM saidthey decided to be conservative, and they did not see any inconvenience
'

by adding these procedures (Exhibit 45, p. 55).
314.

MEACHAM said he did not have GE do the analysis because GE would not
sign his amended memorandum because it required a plant specificanalysis.

MEACHAM could not recall anyone telling him GE refused to
p. 55). sign his amended memorandum because it was plant specific (Exhibit 45.

,

315.
MEACHAM said part of his motivation to have GE do the analysis in
A)ril 1993 was to have an analysis that no one could argue about

'

(Exhibit 45, p. 56).
,

316.
MEACHAM said he did not have the analysis done in 1988 because he had
been 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 50RC chairman.
4

.MEACHAM said though he had a document, he did not present it at the 1991
s ,

(
SORC meeting and tell-F0VST he was wrong.;

I into that much of a discussion (Exhibit 45. p. 56).MEACHAM said they did not get
.

v! 317.
MEACHAM said the 1993 SORC meeting had discussed "quite heavily" the 1!

probability of other loads hitting irradiated fuel.
this probability would be an " incredible event." told the SORC of verbal statements GE made in the past indicating that

'!: MEACHAM said he
i

performed that analysis for several plants with CNS's exactMEACHAM said GE had-
;

i configuration.
change the name (Exhibit 45, p. 58).MEACHAM added GE just wanted to get an extra $25.000 toi

,

{
!: 318.

MEACHAM admitted he did not get the GE analysis until after the decision"

was made because he did not need it to make the decision.MEACHAM saidNUREG 0612 was the analysis that said the probability 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 krudent course ofaction to contact NRC [ March 1993). MEACHAM~said CN did business "alittle bit differentl

j (Exhibit 45. p. 60). y then." and he did not think about calling the NRC
.

320.
MEACHAM admitted that fnadiient 147. which added secondary containment

L

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 :

requirement was to preclude lifting unanalyzed loads, either over the
'.

RPV or the spent fuel pool, without having secondary containment intact
c

(Exhibit 45, pp. 67 and 68).
'
,

321.
MEACHAM said in the minds of the SRAB the activities to be covered byi.
secondary containment did not include RPV disassembly loads.

MEACHAMsaid they were considered analyzed loads from the standpoint that
.

dropping them would be an " incredible event" (Exhibit 45 p. 69).f

.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: This testimony does not reflect the eventsat that time. The Amendment 147 request to the NRC was dated the
same day two of the 1991 PCNs were approved by MEACHAM recuiring

1

secondary containment. The request to the NRC asked the hRC to
expedite their request as an outage was approaching, and they

4

4

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 misunderstandin
when he left the 50RC meeting on March 9. g between himself and GARDNER

1993. MEACHAM said he
believed only the RPV head and dryer would be moved without secondary

4

containment. MEACHAM said on the following morning he discovered that
;

4
2

$ l
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the separator had also'been moved without secondary containment.
MEACHA1 said there was no problem by GARDNER taking this action, it was
just a difference in comunication (Exhibit 45. pp. 71 and 72).

323. 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 >osition was senior manager of Nuclear Operations since
January 1936 which was located at CNS site (Exhibit 46, p. 3).

INVESTIGATOR *S NOTE: HORN admitted he had been interviewed 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
they reflect what occurred during that interview (Exhibit 46.
pp. 6 and 7).

324. HORN stated the LONG memorandum (Exhibit 2) occurred before CNS'sreceipt of GE PRC 88-11. HORN said LONG's memorandum came as a result
of conversations he [ HORN] had with the NRC senior resident inspector
(SRI). HORN said the SRI had a concern with the BASES, and the LONG
memorandum provided 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).

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

326. 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 irradiated fuel. HORN stated
CNS's proposal that led to Amendment 147 was dated July 18, 1991. and
the date of the proposal leading to Amendment 150 was July 19. 1991
(Exhibit 46, pp. 9 and 10).

327. 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
page 66 of the tech specs, and this part of the amendment added the
language "and no loads which could potentially damage the irradiated
fuel are being moved in secondary containment" as a condition for
determining whether secondary containment is required. HORN admitted it
did not qualify the load as light, medium, or heavy, just as a load
(Exhibit 46. p. 12).

328. 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 s)e'cified what specific load could damage fuel..

HORN said atthe time. CWS was concerned about being able to quantif
approximately 750 to a 1000 pounds (Exhibit 46, p.13).y loads of

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Previous testimony indicated that the PCNs
were approved on July 18. 1991, the same date Propasal No. 68 was
sent to the NRC.
loads because CNS and GE did not know what load wight wouldThe PCNs approved secondary containment on heavy
damage fuel. HORN is the first person to state that CNS knew in
1991 that PRC 88-11 was for light loads only.

329.
HORN reviewed FOUST's memorandum (Exhibit 5) and did not recall the

,

document. HORN, after some discussion, said he did not b
analysis rec:mmended in F00ST's memorandum was necessary.elieve theHORN said,
based on his knowledge of plant design, an analyzed condition would be
required if a load 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 specs addressed all the issues, except for light loads.
HORN said that PRC 88-11 addressed the light loads. iORN said therewere man conversations indicating that the wei
as the s ape of the object (Exhibit 46. p.17).ght was not as important

331. HORN, when asked if F00ST's memorandum discussed plant configuration,
stated that it talked about the NPPD response to NUREG 0612 regardingControl of Heavy Loads.

HORN said the NJREG and the NPPD response didj
not address the concern of PRC 88-11 (Exhibit 46, p.18).

332.
HORN said he was not part of the review process. a(nd he did not recallHORN said he was not familiar with the 1991 PCNs Exhibits 6, 7, and 8).1

'

reviewing these PCNs after they were approved (Exhibit 46 p. 20).
'

333.
HORN said he first discussed the 1991 PCNs when MEACHAM tele) honed him
during the 1993 outage when secondary containment could not Je
established (Exhibit 46. p. 20).

334. HORN acknowledged that the NPPD proposals (Exhibits 9 and 11), which
resulted in Amendments 147 and 150. 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 nothing to do with the generation of Amendment 147,only the review.
HORN said only PRC 88-11 regarding light loads appliedto 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 thissubject with LONG in 1988 (Exhibit 46 p. 25).
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337
HORN was confronted by prior testimony that because no analysis of the !loads had been. performed,- a conservative approach was taken by CNS to. jcover 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 light loads were to have secondary _ containment(Exhibit 46, p.' 26). !

'

338.
HORN was informed CNS xrsonnel said all loads, while he was the only Ione that thought PRC 83-11 addressed only light loads. HORN said this :was discussed with Engineering before he left the site. HORN said they i~ trying to ascertain the size and shape of a light load because they werediscussing small objects movi

over the fuel. HORN said the result of.
-

their discussion was not fina! zed when he left CNS. but they were j

discussing the need to analyze light loads (Exhibit 46, p. 28).
339. HORN said he was surprised to learn the separator had been moved without

secondary containment because of an agreement he had reached with the ,

HORN said he had agreed to leave the ,'resident inspector at CNS in 1988.
separator in place until they got the matter resolved and they later
pursued it through LONG (Exhibit 46, p. 30).

'

340. HORN stated that the LONG memorandum basically concurred (Exhibit 2)
with CNS interpretation of CNS tech specs that secondary containment was

'

not needed until the actual movement of fuel (Exhibit 46, p. 31). :
'

341. HORN acknowledged that the LONG memorandum came before PRC 88-11 the i

evaluations, and the 1991 PCNs (Exhibit 46. p. 31). i

i

342. HORN when asked if PRC 88-11 recomended a plant sxcific analysis,
stated that his memory of that PRC and discussions w had with GE during

i

:
1988. dealt only with light loads not heavy loads (Exhibit 46, p. 32).

|

343. . HORN was shown the April 13. 1993. GE internal memorandum (Exhibit 20)
i
1

and stated he reviewed the document at that time. HORN also stated he
saw the suggested changes to that memorandum which were in MEACHAM'shandwriting.

HORN stated that no one told him that GE refused to
incorporate all of MEACHAM's suggested revisions in the memorandum

-

because it would make it a plant specific response, and GE had not done
an analysis (Exhibit 46 pp. 33 and 34),

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

345. 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).

Case No. 4-93-020R 67

.

.a~., , ,, a ,..n e , ~ ,m- - s -. . ,, , ,,e.,-- ,,,m-. ~ w - - - + - -



'346. HORN said he w'as not concerned that the April 13. 1993. GE internal
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).

347. 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. . March
.his approva)l to remove the separator without secondary containment. HORN. When asked why GARDNER had to give

10. 1993.

res>onded he assumed they did not have a copy of the changed procedure(Ex11 bit 46, pp. 37 and 38).

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 GARONER's approval.
HORN was also told that GE had not included it in a memorandumthat had been reviewed and edited by CNS staff.

348.
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 end had not attended the SORC meeting (Exhibit 46 pp. 39 and 40).

349.
HORN said he recalled a disc'ussion 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 tele) honed that CNS was restrained from not being able
to flood up the RPV (Exhibit 46, pp. 40 and 41).

350. HORN said they received this GE letter in 1988, and it should have been
in CNS files. HORN could not recall if he provided a copy of that
letter to F00ST when he [F00ST) was doing his evaluation (Exhibit 46.p. 41).

351. HORN was asked why didn't he or MEACHAM. the 50RC chairman on the 1991
PCNs. provide a cop
had not seen FOUST'y of this letter to F00ST. HORN responded that he

s memorandum regarding his [FOUST) evaluation. HORN
corrected himself and stated he did not remember seeing F0VST's
memorandum. HORN added that he reads many memorandums over a' year'stime (Exhibit 46, p. 43).

352.
HORN reviewed the 1993 PCNs (Exhibits 14. 15. and 16) and stated item 5
indicates these PCNs involved a change to tech specs. HORN stated that
these PCNs were not tech spec changes and does not know why they were
marked as changes (Exhibit 46. p. 44).
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L 353. HORN said he did not believe secondary containment was necessary during fi

RPV disassembly because of the plant design, the requirements of NUREG
|! 0612. and the upgrades of the crane. HORN added that the way it was
!i

addressed under the design basis was to make the risk so small it was of
ij .no consequence (Exhibit 4. pp. 44 and 45). '

;

. 354. HORN acknowledged that the written justification for the 1993 PCNs did
|

;

i not state that these loads do not have the potential to damage the fuel
1 (Exhibit 46. p. 45).
. -

1 355. HORN said NUREG 0612 addresses the requirements for crane design for .
L movement of the upper internals, and it minimizes the potential to drop

{a load (Exhibit 46 pp. 45 and 46).4

i -

356. HORN acknowl that Amendnent 150 did not remove any requirement, but
-

'

i brought the ES into agreement with the LCO. HORN also admitted that
| Amendment 147 added the requirement for secondary containment. HORN.

t

i when asked.if the justification on the 1993 PCNs was in error because it t

j- i
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. '

t'!. 357. HORN acknowledged again that he did not attend the 50RC meeting. HORN !;
said he did not tell the SORC meeting that if they were hapy with the

, way things were, then he would go along with the changes (Exhibit 46.
*

p. 51). !;
i :

} 358, HORN..in commenting on his interview with the attorneys, said the:
attorney memorandum sa s " head." but they had been talking RPV internals i

j in the 1988 letter (Ex ibit 46 p. 57). {
I; 359.

HORN. when asked how NUREG 0612 removes the potential for doing damage.! 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 is acceptable, not only to CNS but he assumed to the NRRj staff (Exhibit 46 pp. 57 and 60).
1

HORN stated the NRC should have been contacted in March 1993 regarding
';

360.
i this issue. HORN said their practice in the past has been to '

connunicate with the SRI. and he [ HORN) assumed the SRI knew from site
.

:

. activities or from other discussions. HORN said he could only assume
i that the CNS staff thought the NRC was apprised of the activities. HORNi .added it was " typically not our practice to try to hide anything that isj going on" (Exhibit 46. pp. 61, 62. and 63). ,

'

j
'361. HORN stated he.-

-pursue the seco.never gave MEACHAM any directions, they both agreed to
b

ndary containment issue.
HORN said he told MEACHAM he

;

:

!
' '

'
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thought this is' sue had been resolved earlier and wanted to know why it i
!

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 RPV.
|HORN said this conversation took place on March 8, 1993 (Exhibit 46,
tpp. 64, 65, and 66).
j

362. HORN said he recalled both a conversation with CNS configuration 1

imanagement peo)le about NUREG re
with MEACHA1 (Exhibit 46, p. 67)quirements or bases and the conversation |

.
,,

I

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN earlier testified about seeing the
A>ril 13, 1993, internal GE memorandum, including the co)y with
MEACHAM's notes written on it. This would indicate furtier
knowledge and involvement with CNS on this issue. ;

s

363. HORN stated FLAHERTY has been reassigned to a new )osition because he-
i

was not doing well with his management skills. HORN said FLAHERTY's
technical skills were fine. and FLAHERTY was not removed from his
position because of the 1993 PCNs (Exhibit 46, p. 71).

*

364. HORN stated that he did remember talking about light 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 F0VST." HORN
reiterated he did not recall F00ST's memorandum, its recommendations to
change the 7.4xx procedures that deal with heavy loads, or the 1991 PCNs
(Exhu,;t 46, pp. 72 and 73).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: HORN's testimony that PRC 88-11 was light
loads is contrary to testimony from FOUST and BALLINGER. HORN
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 loadsand .tc.iC;,it 147.

365. BLACK stated he has been the GE site representative at CNS for the past3 years (Exhibit 47, p. 1).

366. BLACK said he had several conversations with FLAHERTY regarding the WRC
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). |

367. 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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368.
BLACK said he had various discussions with GARDNER and if GARDNER did
not ask for the interpretation. it would have been FLAHERTY. BALLINGER.

,

or F00ST (Exhibit 47. p.1).

369.
BLACK said he contacted SCH0CK 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 RPV disassembly without secondary-containment.

BLACK said he was told PRC 88-11 was concerned with loadsthat weigh tise same as a fuel bundle (Exhibit 47. pp. I and 2).
370. BLACK wrote a telecon record (Exhibit 17) regarding this conversation

and gave a copy to GARDNER.
BLACK stated the notation "no concern" in

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

371.
BLACK stated the April 13, 1993, internal GE memorandum (Exhibit 20) was
a verification of the conversation he had earlier with SCH0CK andKLAPPROTH. BLACK said CNS requested this memorandum because of some
questions from the NRC (Exhibit 47. p. 2).

372. BLACK thought the handwriting on the GE memorandum belonged'to either
BALLINGER or GARDNER. BLACK said he discussed the coments withGARDNER.

CNS as it would make it site specific, and GE had not done a siteBLACK said SCH0CK would not sign the memorandum as proposed by
specific analysis (Exhibit 47, p. 2).

373.
BLACK said he believed GARDNER was satisfied with the final SCH0CK
memorandum and that it was probably MEACHAM that requested GE to do a
site specific analysis (Exhibit 47. p. 2).

374.
BLACK said he was not involved in the CNS 1991 PCNs that added thesecondary containment requirements.

BLACK said "in a sense" GE told CNS
that it was okay to do RPV 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).

375.
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).

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

377. ERBES said he was first contacted in mid-April 1993 by BLACK who said
CNS wanted to discuss the interpretation of PRC 88-11.
got SCH0CK and KLAPPROTH on the telephone to discuss the issue.ERBES said they
According 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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1

378. ER8ES 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).

379. ER8ES-stated he said he prepared a written proposal to CNS to do an
analysis of the movement of the head ~ se:kirator, and dryer. ER8ES saidCNS accepted the proposal. ER8ES said tie analysis was done. and it
reflected the loads, if dromed, would not hit and damage the fuel.
ER8ES stated that neither tie written proposal, the contract, the
analysis, nor any of the conversations addressed secondary containment

.requirements (Exhibit 48, pp. I and 2), '

380. SCH0CK' stated she has been employed by GE for 23 years and as a
licensing specialist since 1980 (Exhibit 49, p. 1),

381. SCH0CK stated she handled PRC 88-11 for GE. adding this was a 10 CFR i

Part 21 issue that was not reportable by GE as they could not evaluate !
!the condition.

SCHOCK said PRC 88-11 was sent to all of the 8WRs and itold them to evaluate this condition (Exhibit 49, p. 1).,

|
382. SCHOCK said each utility was to look at their equipment load, andcritical path.

SCH0CK said GE wanted the utilities to look at loads ofless than 1100 pounds. SCH0CK said that weight [1100 :cunds) is usually
considered a heavy load and is covered by NUREG 0612 (Exhibit 49, p.1).

383. SCHOCK said the 8WRs may not have had any procedure in place or tech
specs to control movement of light loads over the s
establishing secondary containment (Exhibit 49, p. pent fuel. including1).

384. SCHOCK said BLACK telephoned her or: Harch 8,1993, and told her CNS had
. put in procedures a prohibition against moving any load without first
establishing secondary containment. SCH0CK said BLACK told her that CNS
wondered if they would comply with PRC 88-11 if they moved the RPV head.
dryer and separator without establishing secondary containment(Exhibit 49, pp. I and 2)..

<

.

'

385. SCHOCK stated she told them [CNS] that PRC 88-11 addressed light loads.
SCHOCK said she added that as long as they were in compliance with NUREG

.

| 0612, they should not have a problem with secondary containmentj (Exhibit 49, p. 2).
!

i 386.
SCH0CK 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
is twofold -- first, the probability for a load drop is extremely small

-

based on the load weight, equipment and the critical path; and3

i
secondly, if you drop the load. it will not cause a release into thei atmosphere. SCHOCK said the utility must conduct this evaluation to
determine if the two objectives are met (Exhibit 49. p. 2),;

i-

!
,

Case No. 4-93-020R 72
|

L
'

'

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



,-_ . .. ._ _ ._ __ _ .__ _ _ _ - . _ _ . . ._. _ - _ _ _ . . _

i

:
)

^

i

#w-
.

'

387. SCHOCK said she had another telephone call with BLACK on March 9. 1993. !4

-and KLAPPROTH was also on this call. SCH0CK stated the same information 1

was shared with BLACK as on the March 8. 1993, telephone call !
.(Exhibit 49. p.~2).

!

388. SCH0CK said there was another telephone conversation on A
supported by a memorandum she wrote to ERBES (Exhibit 20)pril 13. 1993, i

SCHOCK said
the memorandum advised that PRC 88-11 addressed light loads and NUREG

.

.0612 addressed heavy loads. SCHOCK added that the RPV head. dryer, and
,
;

separator are heavy loads-(Exhibit 49. p. 2).
.|

389. SCHOCK said CNS sent back a " marked up" co)y of her memorandum with i
suggested changes. SCHOCK said she told C 6 she could not sign that :

memorandum because she had not done an " evolution" of the head, dryer.
tand separator over the s)ent fuel. SCHOCK said this " evolution or

-

evaluation" is recuired >y NUREG 0612. and GE had not done this
" evaluation." SCFOCK said she believes this is what led to CNS
requesting GE do such an analysis which was c'ompleted in May 1993

,

(Exhibit 49. p. 2).

390. 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.

391 SCH0CK said the revised memorandum does not include the suggested CNS
coments. SCHOCK said GE had not done an analysis to determine if such
a load dro) would damage the fuel. SCHOCK said she told BLACK she would
not sign tie memorandum as proposed by CNS because there was'not an
analysis (Exhibit 50. p. 1),

392. SCHOCK said BLACK never comented on whether CNS had an analysis.
SCH0CK said she assumed CNS had not done the analysis or they would not
have asked her to add the coments to her memorandum (Exhibit 50 p.1).

393. SCH0CK said the second reason she would not add the CNS coments was
that the April 13. 1993, memorandum was to document her ccnversation of
March 9. 1993. SCH0CK said the CNS coments 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
disassembly without establishing secondary containment. SCH0CK
(Evidence Item 391) said the purpose was to verify the March 13.
1993. conversation. Further. SCiOCK would not sign the memorandum
as proposed by MEACHAM because GE had not done an analysis at CNS
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: 394,
KLAPPROTH said.he has been employed by GE since 1974 and as the fuel
licensing manager since April 1992 (Exhibit 51, p. 1).

; :

'.;- 395. KLAPPROTH reviewed a copy of a GE memorandum dated October17, 1988>

(Exhibit 4) and stated this was a notification to BWRs of PRC 88-11.i- .

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).

396 KLAPPROTH stated GE Engineer, Will MYERS, found a defici in a techs)ec about secondary containment and this ultimately resu ed in ,

PtC 88-11. !
KLAPPROTH provided copies of GE memoranda leading up to PRC

4
*

88-11. KLAPPROTH stated the original concern only discussed the i

deficiency during cold shutdown [ Mode 4

! than 1100 pounds over the spent fuel poo)l,and the movement of loads less
KLAPPROTH stated that BWR

tech s)ecs prohibit the movement of loads more than 1100 pounds over the
.

j fuel ( Exhibit 51. p.1).
!
1 397. KLAPPROTH said there were further changes until the final memorandum

,

!
;

that went to the utilities included RPV disassembly (Mode 5). KLAPPROTH
i

stated he reviewed the final memorandum before it was issued, and it was :correct to include Mode 5 (Exhibit 51. p. 2).
1 -

1 398.
KLAPPROTH said NUREG 0612 is concerned with the movement of heavy loadsi over irradiated fuel. KLAPPROTH said it was his interpretation that!
NUREG 0612 is applicable only during RPV disassembly because tech specs
cover all other modes (Exhibit 51, p. 2).

i; 399.
KLAPPROTH said a few of the utilities recuested GE to do the dropanalysis for their plant.
for the analysis until April 1993 (Exhibit 51. p. 2),KLAPPROTH saicCNS had not made the request

,

b 400. KLAPPROTH stated that in a tele > hone call with SCHOCK and BLACK on*

Harch 9, 1993. BLACK told him C4S was looking for help. KLAPPROTH said
BLACK told him CNS was in refueling and their tech s>ecs, while in thei secondary containment area, were restrictive.

! KLAPPK)TH said he told
BLACK that NUREG 0612 addressed the movement of heavy loads (Exhibit 51.j p. 2).

,

; 401.
KLAPPROTH said he directed BLACK to ask CNS if they had done a drop:
analysis of the RPV head. dryer, and seaarator, or made any effort to
meet the requirements of NUREG 0612.4

j him about 2 weeks later and told him CNS had not done an analK_APPROTH said BLACK telephoned
CNS believed they had adequate controls in their tech specs. ysis, but

.

KLAPPROTH
said he told BLACK that if CNS wanted some " relief" from their tech

3

i specs, they would have to do an analysis (Exhibit 51, pp. 2 and 3).
402. KLAPPROTH reviewed the April 13, 1993, memorandum and stated he had

become familiar with it after the fact. KLAPPROTH said he agreed with
<

| the. memorandum that NUREG 0612 has nothing to do with the spent fuel
i
i

i

F
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pool. KLAPPROTH said .if NUREG 0612 requirements are met..there is no
.needtohavesecondarycontainmentduringRPVdisassemblyL-(Exhibit 51.
p. 3). )

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

404. HERRERA stated GE did an analysis for CNS to determine if.the dron ofI .
~

'

the RPV head, dryer, or separator would damage the fuel at CNS. fiERRERA
stated CNS made this request on approximately April 13, 1993, and the
results of this analysis was sent to CNS via a letter (Exhibit 23) dated i
April 30, 1993. HERRERA said the actual report followed about a week.
later (Exhibit 52. p. 1).

1

405. HERRERA stated the analysis reflected that the configuration of the RPV |
structure would not allow the load to hit the fuel and the structure
would not give. thereby protecting the fuel. HERRERA stated that i

,

secondary conta1 ament was not addressed or mentioned in this report. e(Exhibit 52. p. 1).

406. 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).

407. HERRERA said that this analysis would satisfy part of NUREG 0612. !HERRERA said a further analysis would be necessary to determine whether r

parts could break off and hit and damage the fuel to satisfy NUREG 0612 ;(Exhibit 52, pp. 1 and 2).

408. BALLAS said he has been employed as a arogram engineer by GE since
April 19.1993. BALLAS said this is tie same date he was :

assignment to do an evaluation of the CNS RPV head, dryer,given theand separator
assembly drop (Exhibit 53, p. 1). ,

'

409. 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).
1

410. BALLAS acknowledged that his analysis did not consider parts of the load '

or structure breaking off and hitting and damaging the fuel. BALLAS i
said another analysis would have to be done to determine if parts could
break off and hit and damage the fuel (Exhibit 53. pp.1 and 2). ;

>Investicator's Analysis

There was: conflicting testimony as to who decided to initiate the 1993 PCNs.
which deleted the secondary containment requirement. :

This testimony is crucial to two :cints. First, it addresses the person (s)
responsible for violating CNS tec1 spec 3.7.C.1.d. which prohibits the

,

!
\
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.. movement of any load over irradiated fuel that if dropped could damage the
_

i- fuel. The evidence reflects CNS did not do an analysis to determine if thei
dropping of the RPV head dryer. and separator would damage the fuel.i CNS hadGE do an analysis over a, month after CNS changed procedures allowing movement'
of these loads without secondary containment. Additionally. NRC as part of anj
inspection, questioned the 1993 PCNs and the possibility of a tech specj
violation. The second point is the decision making pr
the knowledge and intent of the' responsible person (s)ocess, which addresses,

The following summaryj - of testimony directly addresses these two points.
.

i I
i

FLAHERTY. the initiator and author of the 1993 PCNs., stated the decision to'

between MEACHAM, HORN. and GARDNER (Evidence Item 61). remove the secondary containment requirement came as a result of a meetingi

SWANSON. who provided technical assistance to FLAHERTY. including typing part
; :

:
of the PCNs. supported FLAHERTY's assertion. i

him [SWANSON) about noon on March 8. 1993, and told his CNS wanted to makeSWANSON said GARDNER approachedL t

changes. 1

Gf?d)NER further told SWANSON that FLAHERTY would tell him whatchanges 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 88-11i'

was no longer applicable (Evidence Item 90). !

SWANSON said he did not come to
an independent conclusion that secondary containment was not necessary. ,

i

SWANSON said he did the PCNs because FLAHERTY instructed him to remove the!j
secondary containment requirement (Evidence Item 91). SWANSON said he knew i

FLAHERTY was wrong in the written justification and he (SWANSON) should have'

!
'

been more forceful in his objections to FLAHERTY (Evidence Item 94).
;
4

j
1!

BALLINGER further supports the statemen s of FLAHERTY and SWANSON. !

BALLINGER.who worked directly for FLAHER A ;;5 5 " ith the 1993 PCNs. BALLINGERt

initially stated that % did tfinnificant r earch in arriving at ine casis for| th,e W = l&Wa Item 'iO4). A yfreT1w 1ng the Irn PCNs during h_is /
j

L
interview by 01:RIV and after nlo ing tne numerous errors in the PCNs.i

BALLINGER admitted he had not researched NUREG 0612 and PRC-88-11.BALLINGER
said he was so rushed by FLAHERTY that for this reason only, he did a quick
review and returned the documents to FLAHERTY (Evidence Item 112).

-

BALLINGERi
added that if it was his decision he would throw out the 1993 PCNs until ani analysis of the load was completed (Evidence Item 115).

i

;

MACE was interviewed on two occasions and when told the outage had beeni

stopped because secondary containment was not operable, responded that it
j

! should not have been a problem (Evidence Item 184). I

MACE. after determining
what procedures required secondary containment, said the 1991 PCNs were put in

.

:
! by " oversight or overzealousness" (Evidence Item 185). MACE, in bothj

interviews stated this belief was based on cognitive knowledge / common sense. 1i

MACE said he talked to GARONER about this problem and GARONER 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 ccotainment requirement (Evidence Item 189).
,

MACE, at the second ;!
interview and under oath, stated that he and GARDNER decided the procedure

,

i. |
t
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requiring secondary containment was not correct and GARDNER took it u)on
himself to change the procedures (Evidence Item 209). MACE. on two otler
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 ")robably"
told MACE they needed to review the situation and see what could ae 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. GARDNER said they also
had written about refueling (Evidence Item 255)provided a memorandum that LONG

,

4

GARDNER said GE told eithert

him or the SORC meeting that they would not sign the amended April 13. 1993.
.

memorandum as proposed by CNS as it was plant specific (Item 258).
1

GARDNER said he talked to MEACHAM and HORN after receiving GE clar'ification on
PRC 88-11 (the clarification was provided on March 9.1993). GARDNER said'

that MEACHAM and HORN were both present at one of the 50RC maetings. as
observers, when the secondary containment issue was discussed. GARDNER stated
that HORN told the SORC meeting "if it was 50RC's opinion that what has been

'

here is ade
questions" quately addressed, the concerns associated with this, he had no

(Evidence Item 273). GARDNER said he did not recall talkin
SWANSON. or telling him to initiate the 1993 PCNs (Evidence Item 276).g to
GARDNER said he could not recall if he told FLAHERTY to initiate the PCNs. or
if he told FLAHERTY to see if there was sufficient justification to initiate
the PCNs (Evidence Item 277). GARDNER did not reca 1 the events in the
decision making process as described by SWANSON, FLAHERTY. and MACE.

MEACHAM admitted he attended the March 9. 1993. SORC meeting in an oversight
role and discussed documents provided at the 50RC 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 partially agrees'

with FLAHERTY's statement that W re was a meeting between GARDNER. HORN and
MEACHAM on this issue, and the results were ,to change the procedures.

MEACHAM acknowledged 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

i
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'provideatthattimelEvidenceItem309). This clarification was the amended!

A>ril 13. 1993. GE memorandum. which GE refused to sign as suggested by
| MEACHAM because no analvs1s had been performed at CNS. .

MEACHAM later stated that at the March
: 1

9. 1993. 50RC meeting, there was.'

intense discussion on whether the three loads could hit irradiated fuel.
;

MEACHAM said GE had )erformed the analysis for several plants with CNS's exact
configuration, and GE just wanted an extra $25,000 (Evidence Item 317).
MEACHAM stated he did not think such an analysis 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) left the March 9, 1993, 50RC meeting. MEACHAM said it was his

:
understanding that only the head and dryer would be moved without secondary ;containment. MEACHAM said he found the following day that the se
also been moved without secondary containment (Evidence Item 322)parator had i

MEACHAM
stated he thought he had an agreement with GARONER on what procedure to

.
,

change: however. GARONER 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 4

isecond meeting approved the dryer and separator removal without secondarycontainment. Further, most of the 50RC meeting members did not recall two
meetings to approve the three PCNs.

HORN said MEACHAM tele > honed him durin
containment could not )e established (g the 1993 outage when secondary '

Evidence Item 333). HORN said he was i

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 issue (Evidence Item 339). The LONG memorandum was in early 1988. before
PRC 88-11. the 1991 PCNs. Amendnents 147 and 150. and almost 6 years before
the 1993 PCNs. It is more believable that HORN's surprise was the same as
HEACHAM's. HORN and MEACHAM had an understanding with GARDNER of which
procedures would be changed, and it did not include the separator. This
provides evidence of HORN's participation in, or at least prior knowledge of,the change in procedures.

HORN acknowledged that he reviewed the April 13. 1993. GE memorandum and the
suggested changes written by MEACHAM. HORN added that no one told him that GE
refused to sign the suggested revision as GE had not done an analysis
(Evidence Item 343). HORN said the analysis ordered from GE. a few days afterthe April 13. 1993, memorandum, was done "primarily to satisfy the NRC"
(Evidence Item 345). NRC, during their inspection in April 1993, asked many
questions about the PCNs and a possible violation of tech specs. GE refused
to 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 testimony 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).

Conclusions

Based on the testimony and documentary er:dece, it is concluded that CNS
senior management, and specifically MACE M(DNER MEACHAM, and HORN. through
careless disregard, caused CNS to violatt cech spec requirements regarding the
establishment of secondary containment prior to the removal of the RPV head
and internals.

.

.
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LIST OF EXHIBITS
;

Exhibit
No. Descriotion

1 Notification of Investigation. dated June 17. 1993.
i 2 William LONG Memorandum, dated March 28. 1988.

3
NRC Inspection Report 50-298/88-07, dated May 11. 1988.

4
Gr Notification PRC 88-11 dated October 17. 1988.

5
NPPD Response to GE PRC 88-11. dated December 7. 1988.

6 CNS PCN 7.4.4. Revision 19. dated July 18. 1991.
7 CNS PCN 7.4.S. Revision 17. dated July 18. 1991.
8

CNS PCN 7.4.6. Revision 18. dated October 3. 1991.
9 NPPD Proposed Change No. 68. dated July 18. 1991.

10
NRC Amendment No. 147.to CNS. dated Octobe- 10. 1991.

11 NPPD Proposed Change No. 95, dated July 19. 1991.

12
NRC Amendment No. 150 to CNS. dated November 22, 1991.

13
CNS TPCN 7.4.4.-dated March 8. 1993.

14 CNS PCN 7.4.4. Revision 20. dated March 9, 1993.
t

15
CNS PCN 7.4.5 Revision 18. dated March 9. 1993. 1

"

16 iCNS PCN 7.4.6. Revision 19. dated March 9, 1993. '

17 GETelephoneCailRecord,datedMarch9.1993.
i18 CNS SORC Meeting Minutes of March 9.1993.

19
CNS Shift Coordinators Meeting Minutes, dated March 8.1993,

through March 12, 1993.

20 GE April 13, 1993. Memorandum.

21 GE Proposal-for RPV Head. Dryer and Separator

Drop, dated April 20. 1993.

.
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22 ,

NPPD Authorization for GE Evaluation dated April 21. 1993.*

. 23-
!- GE Initial Letter of Report, dated May 3,1993.

24
GE Report of Assembly Drop, dated May 7.1993.

,

1 '

25
NPPD Investigation Report, dated February'7, 1993. !

26 NRC RIV Request for Technical Assistance.
; 27
! Report of Interview with WILCOX. dated Septen6er 2.1993.

,

-

4 28
Report of Interview with PRATO. dated May 28, 1993.

!
! 29

Report of Interview with COE, dated May 26, 1993.i
, 30

Report of Interview with F0VST. dated August 9. 1993. '

31
Report of Interview with M0ELLER. dated August 9. 1993.

i
j 32

Report of Interview with BENNETT. dated June 3. 1993.
i 33

ReportofInterviewwithTQPSON.datedAugust 10. 1993. '

} 34
Report of Interview with MADSEN, dated June 3,1993..

i
; 35

Report of Interview with BRATRSOVSKY. dated August 9. 199?
.

[ 36
Report of Interview with FLAHERTY. dated June 2. 1993.

{ 37
Report of Interview with SWANSON. dated June 3.1993.a-

'

38
Report of Interview with BALLINGER dated June 4.1993,

,

39
Report of Interview with YOUNG. dated June 3. 1993.

! 40
Report of Interview with UNRUH. dated August 10. 1993.:

41
! Report of Interview with ESTES. dated August 11. 1993.

42
Report of Interview with MACE. dated August 10. 1993.

; 43 !

i Transcript of Interview with MACE. dated December 13. 1993.
44

Transcript of Interview with GARDNER, dated Decenber 14
.

1993.

:
i

,
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45
Tra'nscript of Interview with MEACHAM, dated December 14,
1993.

46
Testimony of HORN. dated February 7. 1994.

47
Report of Interview with BLACK. dated July 14. 1993.

48
Report of Interview with ERBES. dated July 14, 1993.

49
Report of Interview with SCH0CK. dated June 24, 1993.

50
Report of Interview with SCHOCK. dated September 18. 1993.

51
Report of Interview with KLAPPROTH. dated September 17 '

1993.

52
Report of Interview with HERRERA dated June 24, 1993.

53
Report of Interview with BALLAS dated June 24. ,1993.

4
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Sonalysts. Inc.
Att: Mr. Leon Peterson Manager of Contracts
215 Parkway North
Waterford, CT 06385

Dear Mr. Peterson:

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

In accordance with Section G.5 entitled. " Task Order Procedures" of the
subject contract, this letter definitizes Task Order No. 4. The effort shall
be performed in 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 ceiling of $50,789. The amount of $47.689 represents
the total estimated reimbursable costs, and the amount of $3.100 represents
the fixed fee.

The obligated amount of this task order is $46.838.

Accounting Data for Task Order No.4 is as follows:

APPN No.: 31X0200.824
B&R No. 482-19-301-101
FIN No.: E8215
OBLIGATED AMOUNT: $50.789.00
AEOD DOCUMENT ID: AED92267004

The following individual is considered to be essential to the successful
performance of work hereunder: Russ :'rown.

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

Issuance of this task order does not amend any terms or conditions of the
subject contract.

wccmwe
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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- 4

(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 Administrator, on (301) 415-6581

Sincerely,

hG f' --

Mary Jo Mattia. Contracting Officer
FIP Acquistion Branch
Division of Contra (.ts
Office of Administration

Enclosure:
As stated

-ACCEPTED:

il' ~ R. FEiER,,e

TITLE: di!L0sisS"IN

DATE: f//M7
//
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ENCLOSURE 1

TASK ORDER NO. 4. Revision 2

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT A SPECIAL DIAGNOSTIC

EVALUATION AT COOPER NUCLEAR STATIION. MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

I. BACKGROUND /0BJECTIVES

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) Program, toe 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 is 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 AE0D's
Diagnostic Guidelines will be used to accomplish the evaluation. Cooper
is located near Nebraska City. Nebraska and the corporate office is
located in Brownville Nebraska

II. STATEMENT OF WORK AND DELIVERABLES

The evaluation 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 Evaluation Plan will outline the areas
to be evaluated. The expert shall establish a specific management
and organization evaluation alan including preliminary findings,
based upon the guidance in t1e overall Evaluation Plan.

2. The onsite evaluation shall concentrate on information gathering
including an examir.ation of the licensee's activities and
performance in saecific areas. The examination shall include
interviews with (ey 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 management controls, oversight and involvement, and
organizational effectiveness which are relevant to plant safety

The evaluation shall also examine preliminaryperformance.
findings, perform s)ecial case study evaluation of specific issue
areas, and establisi and validate root-causes.

The Contractor shall prepare input to the final evaluation team3.
report and submit it to the NRC management and organizationThe evaluation team report shall be inevaluation team leader.
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
De returned to the NRC Project Officer upon completion of the
report.

III. PERIOD OF PEpr0RMANCE - PLACE OF PERFORMANCE

The )eriod of performance for this task is from August 29. 1994 to
28. 1994. Work will be accomplished at the home offices of theOcto)er

Contractor. NRC offices in Rockville. Maryland Cooper Nuclear Station,
and corporate offices of Nebraska Public Power District in Brownville.
Nebraska.

IV. TECHNICAL CONTACT

Alan Madison. DEIIB/AE00. (301) 415-6412.
.

V. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

A Financial Status Report report describing expenditures shall be1.
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.

Management and Organization Evaluation plans as described in2. Section II, shall be submitted at the beginning of the week prior
to the second team meeting.

Technical Progress reports, as described in Section 11. shall3.
be submitted in 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.

VI. MEETINGS AND TRAVEL

Three (3) trips to NRC. Rockville. Maryland for preparatica 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.

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Transportation between airports and site / corporate and transportation. i

while onsite will be provided.by the NRC.

One:(1) trip to NRC. Rockville. Maryland during October 1994 to ,

participate in report writing, totaling ten (10) working days.
'

VII. NRC FURNISHED MATERIAL

The NRC will provide necessary background information such as licensee ;

organization charts. inspection resorts safety program descriptions, or ;

other material / guidance specified )y the Team Manager. t
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(JWR)[4M)From: Jack W. Roe
3: JXL (James Lieberman, OE)
pate: 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

|

>

|

i

,

r

I

f
!v i

11
,

9511300050 901113
PDR FOIA
PATTERS 95-262 PDR



- . -

13
-

.

'

From: James Randall H,all (JRH) (NRR) :

'To: JEB2 (James Beall, OE. ;

Date: Tuesday, October 4, 1994 10:51 am j.

Subject: Cooper DFI on Heavy Loads -Forwarded -Fo |
1

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 i
'

Files: m0: MESSAGE, ml: MESSAGE '

, ,

f

I

!
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9511300055 951113
PDR FOIA
PAT,TERS95- 262 PDR
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December 2, 1994

MEMORANDUM T0: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

@gmaWnMJames M. TaylorFROM:
Executive Director for Operatiges fLTapor

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 briefino on the SET evaluation on December 7,
1994.

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

cc: SECY
OGC
OCA
OPA

CONTACT: Ellis W. Merschoff, AE00
(301) 415-6954

DISK / DOCUMENT NAME: G:\DEIIB\DEPFILES\D0915\COMMISS.CNS
Tc receive a copy of this document, indcate in the box: *C' - Copy wlo attacionant, *E' - Copy wlettschment, "N" - No copy

0FC d)) AE0b( ) AE004Mb EDO [

NAM /Mff DRosk [ M ak OThlor

DATbI/8/94 ll/jiir 94 11/3O94 17/ 7 //
0FFICIAL RECORD COPY

'

I

[I/

9511300064 951113
PDR FOIA
PATTERS 95-262 PDR
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'+9 , , , , , ,o December 2, 1994

MEMORANDUM T0: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner de Planque

FROM: James M. Taylor I-
Executive Direc r for Ope tions

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 1

licensed activities performed by NPPD in ensuring safe operation at CNS, and
to determina 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

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

cc: SECY
OGC
OCA
OPA

CONTACT: Ellis W. Merschoff, AE00
(301) 415-6954
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MEMORANDUM T0: 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+ 4on.

1

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
OGC
OCA
OPA

CONTACT: Ellis W. Merschoff, AE00
(301) 415-6954

|

.

I \' 7 -



-. - - - - . . - .. .- .

,

,.g .

,

9

MEMORANDUM T0: . 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 evaluation.

l'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- '

OGC
OCA
OPA

CONTACT: Ellis W. Merschoff, AE0D
(301) 415-6954 j

l

DISK / DOCUMENT NAME: G:\DEIIB\DEPFILES\D0915\COMMISS.CNS j
To receive a copy of this document, indicate in the box: "C" = Copy wlo attachment, "E" - Copy wlattachment, "N" - No copy |

|
OFC AEOD 'AEOD AEOD |

'

NAME' EMerschoff Dross. EJordan

DATE 11/ /94 11/ /94 11/ /94 / / / /
OFFICIAL RECORD COPY I

|

|
;

_ - . . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .- - - _
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.....[ g)December 9,1994 :

0FFICE OF THE
SECRETARY

MEMORANDUM TO: James M. Taylor
Executiv Direc or for Operations

FROM: John C. oyle, eting Secretary
'

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

i

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
OGC-

,

OCA
OIG

:

{

|
1

,

i

|

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

I

'O
s ;

9511300067 951113
PDR FOIA.
PATTERS 95-262 PDR

__ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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From:' Nancy J. 01 son .(NJ0)//' A i
To: JEB2 (James Beall, OE)
Date: . Thursday, February 9,1995 8:35 am

;
Subject: ENFORCEMNT ACTION 95-012 -

t

!

' Jim:
,i

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

' Cooper.
.|

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

Nancy

:

!

l

i

:

|

|
:

|
J

!

4

.

t-

|

!

]

|
.

1
1

1

9511300073 951113
PDR FOIA
PATTERS 95-262 PDR "
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,

MEMORANDUM T0: The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers

'
Commissioner de Planque j

FRON: James M. Taylor N
Executive Dire o for Op ations

SUBJECT: RESTART OF TH 00PER NUCLEAR STATION

i This memorandum is to infom the Comission of the status of the restart of
| the Cooper Nuclear Station (CMS) and the related staff actions.

Backaround

: 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 identified in the areas of surveillance testing,<

i review of industry operating experience, and the performance of the station
operations review comittee (SORC). These issues were the subjects of two
confirmatory action letters (CAls): CAL 4-94-06, dated May 27, 1994, and
Revisions 1 and 2, dated June 16 and July 1, 1994; and CAL 4-94-08, dated

j August 2, 1994. The 50RC performance issues were addressed in a letter from
the Regional Administrator of Region IV to the Nebraska Public Power Districts

.

(NPPD), dated August 25, 1994. The CAls and the letter of August 25, 1994,
j documented the NRC staff's understanding that the identified issues would be
; satisfactorily resolved by the licensee before plant restart.
I 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 management 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.Special 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) management's failure to
foster high standards for the workforce; (2) weaknesses in long-range
planning; (3) ineff ective 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.

Discussion

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 Itcensee'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 panel identified areas
in which NRC inspection and technical review were needed. The panel
subsequently considered the results 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 reviewed extensive inspection data collected over several
months, includ,rq the findings of an NRC restart team inspection conducted |
from January 16 to B , 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 recomended 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 ED0 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, 24-hour site management coverage, an augmented operating crew on
shift and a continuously staffed, dedicated work control 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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