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~ #1-1-Suer ! PROCEEDINGS
2 JUDGE SMITH: Are you ready?
.E . 3 MS. BERNABEI: Yes.
| 4 JUDGE SMITH: Is there any preliminary business?
5 MR. BLAKE: Just a couple of items, Judge
6 Smith. One, I have distributed this morning two documents
| 7 and one of them is a stipulation by Licensee which stems
'i from the number of items we have discussed at the November
9; 13th prehearing conference regarding individual witnesses
10 and if called what they would say.
"; The second is a second expression of Licensee's
12 willingnegs to stipulate, and it is responsive to TMIA's
. 13 letter of November 13th regarding the questionnaires. I
4 committed to do this during the prehearing conference on
3 the 13th, and I've distributed them today. I'm not sure
16 that any of the parties would be prepared to discuss those
V7 today but I've handed them out for people to review.
18 Second, 1've provided to Ms. Bernabei copies
9 of the signed receipts for the Joint Mailgram stipulation,
20 indicating that one of her co-counsel signed for four boxes
21 of documents. 1've also indicated to her that we will pro=
. a2 vide another set of them. And today I've brought to the
23 hearing room two additional sets of that Joint Mailgram
-'d.~'“m""ti: exhibit so that people will have enough during examination
25

to refer to. And 1've indicated to her that one of those
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can be hers.

We will just have to adjust the cost of the
copying charges. That's all I have.

MS. BERNABEI: For the Board's information, we
still still have not received the document. However, we
have agreed to disagree outside the aegis of the Board,
because we don't think you need to deal with this. We
will fight about the money later.

What I also proposed to Mr. Blake is that
because we will be busy with the hearing for the next

couple of days is that we deal with the stipulation over

the week-end. At least, I think that's when we would have

time to consider it.
JUDGE SMITH: All right. Anything further?
(No response.)
All right. Would you proceed.
Whereupon,
HERMAN M. DIECKAMP
resumed the witness stand as a witness called by and on

behalf of the Licensee, Metropclitan Edison Company, and

having previously been duly sworn, was further examined and

testified as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, I would like to go back for a
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moment to the I'ljes interview. We spoke yesterday about
the May 23rd, 1979 interview of Mr. Illjes.

Were you familiar at the time of drafting your
testimony of the September 24, 1980 NRC interview of Mr.
Illjes?

A I think I testified earlier that I did not

study the Illijes --

Q Excuse me.
A Yes.
Q Okay. I asked you were you aware of the

September 24, 1980 interview of Mr. Illjes?

A I knew that such an interview existed.

Q Had you read it prior to drafting this testimony?
A I cannot be certain about that.

Q Do you have any information today as to whether

or not that interview indicates Mr. Illjes' memory of a
discussion of noncondensable gas or hydrogen on March 28th?

A I don't know whether it includes that or not.

Q Okay. I would like to refer you to Page 9 of
the September 24, 1980 interview. It's Item 127 of the
Joint Mailgram Exhibit 2-C.

(Ms. Bernabei is showing the document to the
witness.)
JUDGE SMITH: What page?

MS. BERNABEI: Page 9.
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BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, referring first to Page 9, on

Page 9 does Mr. Illjes not say that he remembers a discus-

sion about hydrogen or noncondensable gas on March 28th?

I would like to refer you specifically to Line

A You mean, nodding in the affirmative?

Q That's correct. Isn't that an answer by Mr.
Illjes that he remembers a discussion of hydrogen or non-
condensable gas on March 28th?

A It seems to be that, yes.

Q Okay. Refer-ing you later on the page, does
not it indicate he reaffirms that answer later on that
page; that is, that the conversation took place on March
28th? Lines 20 through 22.

Pt Yes, he reaffirms that.

Q And does he not reaffirm a second time on
Lines 24 to 25 that the hydrogen discussion occurrcd on
the 28th?

A (The witness is looking at the document.)

I guess so. I would like to add in that regard

that as I read the NSAC report I don't see evidence of a

bubble in the pressurizer. It looks to me like the pres-

surizer is full. I guess I'm confused as to what he means

by a hard bubble.



$1-5-SueT 1
2
3
® .
L]
6

10

11

12

—
(85 ]

14

18
19
20
end #1 21
‘ flws 22
23
24

Ace-Federal Heporters, Inc
25

28,819

Q It's clear that he remembers the conversation
about hydrogen on the 28th, according to the testimony
I have pointed out to you; is that not correct, sir?

A In that portion of that testimony, he does say
that. Yes.

Q Now, does he connect anywhere in this testimony
at all -- and I will give you a chance to review it --
the discussion of hydrogen to the xeroxing of the pressure
spike as you have connected them in your testimony?

A Ask that question again.

Q Yes. Does he anywhere in bhis testimony of
September 24, 1980 connect the timing of the discussion
on hydrogen to the xeroxing of the pressure spike chart?

A I don't know whether he does or not. I'm not
sure that he does.

Q You are sure that he does?

A I say, I'm not sure that he does or does not.
And I don't think my testimony suggests that.

0 We have your testimony to read.

A Oh, okay.



2-1-Wal

10

11

12

14

28,820

Q I understood your -- as I understood your
testimony from yesterday, it was that you did not read
Mr. Chwastyk's prior testimony, including his deposition
testimony in this proceeding, to indicate that as a
result of the pressure spike, he obtained and received
permission from Gary Miller to repressurize. Is that
your testimony?

A Yes, that is.

JUDGE SMITH: Are you completed with the
Iljes portion of the cross examination?

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.

WITNESS: I thought the last question related
to Chwastyk?

JUDGE SMITH: It did. That is what generated
my question. It was suggested yesterday that you
omitted a reference to a citation to your reference to
Iljes' testimony, which is uncharacteristic of your
general testimony, because when you alluded to the other
operators, you did provide a reference and how we have
leaving dangling, so to speak, unresolved a matter that
should be resolved now, I believe, or it would be better
for us if it were resolved at this time.

Looking at -- I beg your pardon?

MS. BERNABEI: I think Mr. Dieckamp did speak

to that at the end of this testimony yesterday.
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JUDGE SMITH: Well, would you remind me?

—

2 I thought he was going to check over night.
3 MS. BERNABEI: I could be wrong. I think he
’ 4 did refer to the portion of Mr. Illjes' May 23rd testimony.
S JUDGE SMITH: Did we find that? I am sorry,
4 I just don't remember it.
7 MS. BERNABEI: I don't know if he found it. I
8 think he did refer to it.
9 WITNESS: I suggest we just pull it out and ;
10 look.
n JUDGE SMITH: Let's nail it down right now, and
12 get it out of the way. What would that be.
. 13 WITNESS: I might add it also occurs in the
14 Framoton-Rogovin memorandum to Chairman Hern, dated
1s§ March 4, 1980 -- excuse me, 1981, I think.
léi JUDGE SMITH: I am wrong. I think it was
|7:i adequately covered.
18! BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
‘9;l Q Mr. Dieckamp, I would like to refer you now =--
20a we are going back to Mr. Chwastyk for a moment -- I am
21; sorry, I didn't mean to interfere.
. 22 ;; Mr. Dieckamp, now moving to Mr. Chwastyk's
|
23“ testimony, again I am talking about your testimony
24% yvesterday that you did not understand Mr. Chwastyk's

25“ testimony to indicate he requested and obtained permission
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to repressuriz2 in response to the pressure spike which
occurred on March 28th, is that correct?

A That is correct. I do not recall that. I do
recall that when he is directed to repressurize, he
ar_ies against that, and that comes up several times in

his testimony over the several years.

Q Isn't it a fact that when he resists what you

call repressurization, that was really resisting increasingi
!
HPI, not repressurization per se? Isn't that a fair |
interpretation of Mr. Chwastyk's testimony?
A Well, I thought we had discussion yesterday =--
Q Mr. Dieckamp, please =--
A -=- you can't pressurize without --
0 Mr. Dieckamp, can you answer the question
yes or no?
A Okay. What was the question?
Q The question had to do with whether or not a
fair interpretation of Mr. Chwastyk's prior testimonv
is he resisted going to full HPI in the late afternoon,
but did not resist repressurization?
A I cannot draw that distinction between those
two.
0 I would like to refer you to the October 11,
1979 testimony of Mr. Chwastyk, specifically page 16.

JUDGE SMIT": Each of these times, give us a
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citation, weuld you plecase, to the index? Eighty-eight?

MS. BERNABEI: Eighty-eight. You found it
faster than I.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Now --
JUDGE. SMITH: Would you object if Mr. Dieckamp had
at the table some help in getting these documents?

MS. BERNABEI: I don't mind.

JUDGE SMITH: I don't mean for the purpose
of counseling him, but just a matter of efficiency.

MS. BERNABEI: I am willing to give him our set,
I have no problem with that.

JUDGE SMITH: Yeah, but we do. I mean, there
is a large lag of time by the time you get out a document
and then vou give it to him, and everything else, and --

MS. BERNABEI: I assumed his counsel would be
assisting him, but since he is not, we are trying to do
it as expeditiously as we can.

JUDGE SMITH: My question is, normally tou do
not like to have counsel sitting at the table with a
witness, but I am suggesting in this instance to have
someone sitting at the table with Mr. Dieckamp to help him
get the documents promptly, and not to counsel him, would
be appropriate.

MS. BERNABEI: Well, would --
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JUDGE SMITH: Just move along.
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, are you on page 162

A Yes.

Q Beginning on Line 19, =---

A Yes.

Q Doesn't Mr. Chwastyk indicate in his -- excuse

me -- beginning on Line 19, there is a question about
strategies employed at TMI during the afternoon of the
accident, is that correct?

A I don't think it is a question about strategies
employed. It is a question about a possible range of
strategies, or alternatives,

Q Well, let me ask you. The question is, is it
not, to Mr. Chwastyk from the investigator: Did you think
at that time that you might have a better chance with this
method of cooling if you followed some different strategy
than the one you were following.

Is that correct?

A Yes, that is the question.

Q And the reference is to the afternoon of March
28th?

A I think that is right.

JUDGE SMITH: Give us the page citation.

MS. BERNABEI: Page 16.
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| WITNESS: Coing down to Line 19.
2 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) |
3 Q Now, his answer on page 17 is, is it not, |
. 4 that he believed that he obtained permission from Gary
5 Miller after the hydrogen explosion to let the reactor
6 coalant system fill. !
7 A That is what his answer is. I am intrigued ?
8 that the facts don't show that he did that. ‘
9 Q My question now is about Mr. Chwastyk's
10 testimony. Isn't that what he says?
11 A That is what he says, but he doesn't do it.
121 Q And isn't that a way of repressurizing, Mr.
. ]3;! Dieckamp? 1Isn't that what he is talking about, repressurizing
14é\ the system?
]5:1 A Ms. Bernabei, the answer does not include the
16-% word, 'repressurize.'
]7j Q Isn't that what he is talking about?
18.§ A I don't know what he is talking about.
|9£ If he meant repressurize, I assume he would have said so.
20} Q Your understanding of those words to let the
21t reactor coolant system fill is not to repressurize the
‘ 22 '1 system?
23Y A I could agree with you that in order to refill
24 | the system uncer the conditions that existed, the system

Ace Federal Peaporters, Inc \j
25 || would inherently become repressurized.

I
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2-7-Wal
1‘ The point is, despite his answer, he doesn't
2 take action to do that as is evident from the fact he |
3 doesn't let the makeup pumps run. |

. 4 Court Reporter: Excuse me. I cannot get both
- of you at the same time.
6 JUDGE SMITH: Exactly. You are consistently
7 cutting him off in his answers, and I don't know what |
8 kind of a record you are getting. |
9 MS. BERNABEI: He is not being responsive to the
10: question.
11 | JUDGE SMITH: Well, yes, he is. He is being
\2f responsive. But in the event he is not responsive, you

. 13 || still are not without relief. The cross talk is damaging
14§| your cross examination.
15% MS. BERNABEI: It appears that Mr. Dieckamp goes
16 | way beyond on every answer.
17@ JUDGE SMITH: He will not accept your simplistic
IBIE characteristic, that is all. He doesn't have to.
19'! MS. BERNABEI: That is not -- the response he
20: was giving me is what actually happened. I am talking about
21? Mr. Chwastyk's testimony. I was not talking about what

i . 22 ;l happened. Not a simplistic explanation.
|

End 2. 23|
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JUDGE SMITH: Ask your question.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, let's go on to the next question.
On line 15 the question is, is it not, "What is it that
you wanted to do then?" 1Is that the question?

A That is the question.

Q And Mr. Chwastyk says, does he not, "I wanted to
fill the system going to a higher flow rate than we were
going. Whether it was 80 gallons a minute or not, I don't
remember. But close up the pressurizer, continue with the
letdown and increase makeup flow, which we did do eventually,"
is that correct.

A That is what it says.

MR. BLAKE: I will stipulate that that is what
he says.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q And isn't it a fact that thot is repressurization
of the system?

A My prior answer ---

Q Mr. Dieckamp =---

JUDGE SMITH: Let him answer. You are trying
to force a simplistic answer on him. The Board is sitting
here and we don't agree with your characterization and
we are not going to require the witness to do it

THE WITNESS: I would have to agree that in
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order to fill the system, the system would inherently become
repressurized. I continue to be troubled by the difference
between his words and the objective evidence as to what he
did.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Do not the objective words on this page indicate
repressurization, and let me read them to you. "Close up
the pressurizer, continue with ---

JUDGE SMITH: Now wait a minute. Stop that.

Close up the repressurizer, is that consistent
with repressurization?

THE WITNESS: Yes, it would be.

JUDGE SMITH: Continue with the letdown, is
that?

THE WITNESS: Not, that is not consistent.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Increase the makeup flow?
A That 1is.
Q Is it fair to say that repressurization would

include necessarily closing up the pressurizer and increasing

the makeup flow?

A Yes, and he says ". . . which we did eventually."
Q Those two steps are consistent with repressuriza-

tion; is that correct?

A Those steps, if done, would be consistent with

i
:
x

|
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|
Sim 3-3 1 repressurization. 1
2 Q Referring you to page 19 of that tesimony, f
3 the question on line 11 is, is it not, to Mr. Chwastyk ’
. 4 "Then what did you say?" That is when you went to Gary i
5 Miller after the pressure spike and what did you say?"; is f
5 that correct? |
7| A I fine that question at line 11, yes.
g! Q And answer, "I related that to Gary that I
; thought that what we had seen out there was an explosion

)oi of some kind in the building."

n And skipping down to the last line 17, "And I

12] requested again permission to inject and get a bubble in
. 13l the pressurizer." 1Is that correct?
14‘ A That is what it says.
15 Q Now is it fair to say that injection and getting
16 a bubble in the pressurizer are two necessary steps to
17 repressurization; is that correct?
18 A It is not necessary to get a bubble in the
19 pressurizer.
20 | (] To close the block valve and inject, those
Q‘F are two necessary steps; is that correct?
. 22 | A That is, and again it is interesting that after
23 | talking to Gary he leav~s the block valve open for the next
24 | hour and almost 20 minutes.

Ace Federal Reporters Inc |
25 | Q Let's stick to the words on the page, Mr. Dieckamp.
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On page 19, getting permission to inject and get a bubble
in the pressurizer, those two things are necessary to
repressurization, are they not?

A Injecting is. Getting a bubble is not.

Q Closing the block valve, which is a part of
drawing a bubble in the pressurizer, that is a necessary
part of repressurization?

A I think it is.

JUDGE SMITH: I am confused now. Where did you

close the block valve there?
MS. BERNABEI: Well, let me ask it.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, to draw a bubble in the pressurizer

one closes the block valve and turns on the heaters to

generate steam in the pressurizer; is that correct?

A I think in a normal situation that would be
correct.
Q And it is correct that a necessary part of

drawing a bubble in the pressurizer is to close the block
valve; is that correct?

A I would think it would be, and that is where
it is interesting that Chwastyk leaves the block valve
open for the next hour and 18 minutes 1 guess it is.

Q So it is fair to say that getting permission

to inject and closing the block valve are necessary steps
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to pressurization?
A Would you repeat that again, please?
Q Yes. Getting permission to inject and closing

the block valve are necessary steps to repressurize?

A Well, they are I think included in the necessary
steps.
(Pause.)
Q I would like to refer you now to the September

1980 interview of Mr. Chwastyk, specifically on page 26.

(Pause.)

JUDGE SMITH: We need a citation.

MS. BERNABEI: Excuse me?

JUDGE SMITH: We need an index citation.

MS. BERNABEI: 117.

THE WITNESS: Ms. Bernabei, I assume you meant
September 47?

MS. BERNABEI: Well, there is some disagreement
because the cover sheet of this interview says September 3,
I think we have decided among counsel that it is September
4, but there are two dates on the interview. My particular
copy says September 3.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Referring you to page 26 =---
JUDGE SMITH: You will have to wait until

the Board catches up.
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Sim 3-6
1 (Pause.)
2 BY MS. BERNABEI:
3 Q Referring you to the guestion on page 25,

4 staring on line 17, the question by Mr. Craig: "When

5 you discussed your recommendation not to cycle the block

6 valve in your discussion about core damage and hydrogen,

7| what reaction did people have to it, specifically Gary

8 Miller?2?"

9 And then I think we go on to page 26 after

10 some cross talk, line 8, Mr. Chwastyk's answer, is it not,
1 "The reason that I say I think Gary took it seriously is
12 because very soon after I related to him what happened,

' 13 and he gave me the okay to go and draw the bubble and find
I

‘4: out where the hell we were as far as water. This was of
|
|

course a major change in the way we had been doing it before."

16| Is that correct?
‘7j A That is what he states there, yes.
ISJ Q Now doesn't that indicate that this is a major
'90 change in strateqgy, that is, to a repressurization strategy
20|  at that point? 1Isn't that what Mr. Chwastyk means?
2‘; A Well, if I take Chwastyk at face value, I think
. 22 ’t I would be willing to say it is a change in strategy to
23% attempt to draw a bubble, and again, that is what I find
2‘“ him talking about.
Ace-Federal Reporters, inc.
75; Q Isn't that in fact a change to a repressurization




Sim 3-7

10 |

11

12

28833

strategy in his mind according to this interview?

A No, I don't reach that conclusion.

Q Now I think, you have stated you have read the
deposition of Mr. Chwastyk taken in this course of this

proceeding; is that correct?

A Yes, I have.
Q I would like to refer you now to page 30 of
that deposition.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is that a stipulated exhibit?

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.

JUDGE SMITH: What is the index number to that?

MS. BERNABEI: Not it is not. It is a deposition
that was taken in the course of this proceeding and it is
not stipulated.

(Pause.)

MS. BERNABEI: Since we only have one copy, we
will read the relevant portions of the record for the
Board. I apologize that we don't have more copies at
this time.

MR. GOLDBERG: Would the Board like to borrow
the staff's copy?

JUDGE SMITH: Well, she says she will read it.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, starting out now on page 28,

specifically the question and answer which appears near the
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end of the page. I would like to read the question and
answer and then ask you whether or not this indicates that
Mr. Chwastyk said as a result of the pressure spike he sought
permission to begin repressurization.

"Question: Did you, no: making tco much of a
decision, did you say there was an explosion even though
you may not have said it was a hydrogen explosion?"

"Answer: I can't really answer that because I
don't know. I don't know if I talked in terms of explosions
or hydrogen burns or pressure spikes, or my prime concern
was to impress upon Gary Miller that I felt there was in
fact a pressure spike, and actually I used it as a means of
trying to give Gary the information to flood the core.”

My question is isn't that an indication from
Mr. Chwastyk in response to the pressure spike he sought
and obtained permission from Gary Miller to begin a
repressurization strategy in his mind as expressed in his
deposition?

A I don't irterpret it that way.
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MR. BLAKE: Would counsel be willing to read
as well on the bottom of Page 30 Mr. Chwastyk's testimony
which reads: "Well, when I said flooding the core that
was basically what I meant, getting the bubble back into
the pressurizer so we could get the plant back into a
situation which everyone understood rather than sitting
there in the conditions we were."

We are at a disadvantage here with the Board
not having this deposition in front of them, Ms. Bernabei.

MS. BERNABEI: This is not --

MR. BLAKE: And I think you ought to fairly
represent what the testimony is.

MS. BERNABEI: We will stipulate this whole
deposition into the testimony. I have no problem. I do
have a problem with Mr. Blake testifying.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, that's =--

MS. BTRNABEI: He can do this on redirect.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, no. We don't prefer it to
be done on redirect. We prefer to have a point established
as it goes along. It helps our comprehension of it., And
I think it makes a better record for review.

So, we will allow you, as we bhave, a broad
latitude on cross-examination. But we are mindful of
yesterday's experience, how when the entire portion of the

relevant deposition was read not only did it not support
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your position but it was absolutely contrary to your
position. And those things happen inadvertently.

And so to avoid such inadvertent mistakes, we
would like to have a full opportunity as the points are

made to have the point covered thoroughly.

JUDGE SMITH: Judge Smith, I would not agree
with your characterization. I believe that --

JUDGE SMITH: 1It's not necessary for you to
agree.

MS. BERNABEI: I understand. But I do not think -~
our position is that those interviews do not support Mr.
Dieckamp, and his characterization is incorrect.

The Board can determine what it wishes.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. Now, I would like, if you
are done with that part, either for you to complete the
point or allow us to hear from Mr. Blake why he believes
the point is not complete.

MS. BERNABEI: I have other portions of the
deposition which I would like to have Mr. Dieckamp answer.
If Mr. Blake at that point wants to do redirect, I have
no problem. I do have a problem with Mr. Blake testifying
from this deposition. He is not a witness. He is an
attorney in this proceeding.

JUDGE SMITH: We understand. He was not

testifying. You are mischaracterizing it.
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Ms. Bernabei, I'm going to ask for more
cooperation from you.

MS. BERNABEI: May I proceed with this deposi-
tion?

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. But I want to caution you
that we want the point covered completely, and we want
you to cover it.

MS. BERNABEI: I believe we are doing so.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q I would like to refer you to Page 30. Starting
on Page 30 on the bottom, there is a question, is there
not, and I will read the question and answer?

"Now at any time during this discussion, did
you talk about drawing the bubble in the pressurizer?

"Answer: When I said flooding the core, that
was basically what I meant, getting the bubble back in
the pressurizer so we could get the plant back in the
situation which everyone understood rather than sitting
there in the conditions we were."

Doesn't that indicate a change in strategy to
a repressurization strategy, a deliberate and intentional
one?

A I do not interpret it that way.

Q Turn to Page 40. Starting off on Page 39, 1

will read the questions and the answers.
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In the earlier part of the page, we are talking

with Mr. Chwastyk, is it fair to say, about closing of

the block valve at 3:08 p.m.; is that correct?
A Where are you starting now?
Q Here.
(Ms. Bernabei is pointing on the document.)

JUDGE LINENBERGER: While there is a pause here,

may I inquire of you, Mr. Blake, only because I don't
want to interrupt Ms. Bernabei, what is the date of this
deposition we are currently discussing?

MR. BLAKE: September 25 of this year, taken

during the course of discovery.
JUDGE LINENBERGER: Thank you.
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q There is a question on the bottom of that
page concerning this direction to close the block valve.
And the question is, is it not, "And your memory is that
you probably gave the direction to close it..." meaning
the block valve "... or if it were closed it was probably
you who directed it?

"Answer: That' right."
Is that correct?
A Yes.
Q The question on Page 40: "Do you know what

your thinking was, assuming you did direct it? Do vou
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know what your thinking was as to why you closed it at
that time?"

Mr. Chwastyk's answer is, is it not, "I think
it's the only thing I can think of is, without looking
at the records a second, is that 1 also increased the flow
rate to the high pressure injection pumps and the idea
there was to establish a prior level of inventory in the
core."

That's correct, is that not?

A That's what the words say. I again have trouble
with 1w that squares with the objective evidence.

Q "Question: Were there discussions in the
afternoon at any time after 2 p.m. or so about repressuriz-
ing this reactor? This may overlap some of my prior
questions?

"Answer: Well, I think repressurizing the
reactor coolant system and establishing a bubble filling
it is all basically the same thing. Slightly different
technical variations, but I think the objective was all
the same thing, to get yourself back in a position which
you could understand."”

Now, isn't it fair to say that that testimony
indicates that Mr. Chwastyk believed, and he requested
persmission from Gary Miller after the pressure spike to

repressurize?
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A Separate and apart from the words, the actions
don't support that.

Q That's what the words support, isn't it? 1Is
that fair to say?

A I would assume we are talking about what people

did rather than what people think they did.

Q Is it fair to say that that's what the words
in this deposition say, Mr. Dieckamp?

A He finally says repressurization is the same
as establishing a bubble, after lo these many years he
says that.

(Pause.)

JUDGE LINENBERGER: Mr. Dieckamp, again taking
advantage of a lull here I should like to express my
curiosity about something and see if you can help me.

BOARD EXAMINATION

BY JUDGE LINENBERGER:

Q In the two or three instances in this September
25, 1984 deposition of Mr. Chwastyk, there were words,

I believe his words, that indicated his interest in
trying to bring the system back into a configuration or
set of circumstances with which he would feel comfortable
in his understanding of what was going on.

Do == is that consistent with your =-- is my

statement there consistent with what you understood from
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reading that deposition? '

A Yes. I read him to say that. And -- i

Q Now, the problem I am having is that some of
these actions that were discussed were expressed to you
in questions that involved changing -- a change of the
facility recovery strategy.

Now, I guess what my confusion centers on is
the difference between a strategy that to me implies a
sort of section out of a response manual that says if
thing look this way, the strategy is that; if things look
that way, the strategy is this, versus what sounds to me
like an operator just trying to get the system into some
kind of condition that is familiar to him and with which
he is comfortable in dealing.

Now, I've made a distinction there which may not
at all agree with your view of this. So, I ask this
question to see if you can help me. Am I seeing a dif-
ference there, or is it a meaningless difference?

A No. I think there is a very important distinction
there, Judge Linenberger. I think the question before the
Board is whether or not the operators recognizec the mean-
ing of the pressure spike in a way that caused them to
begin to take specific actions as a result of their under-
standing of that pressure spike and its meaning, as

contrasted where they simply are modifying their ad hoc
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approach in order to establish conditions that were more
familiar to them. I personally sign up for the latter
interpretation.

I do not see explicit actions as direct re-

sponses to their understanding of the hydrogen.

Q All right, sir. Thank you very much.

A Could I just expand on that one minute, please?
Q Yes.

A One very direct indicator to me is that as you

read a number of the depositions there seems to be a lot
of talk about a correlation between the pressure spike and
the operation of a valve or some kind of an electrical
spark that may have triggered off explosion or the spike
or what have you. If people ndeed understood that it
was hydrogen that had burned or had exploded, and that

it was coming from the reactor, it seems to me they would
not have left the block valve open for another hour in
order to permit more hydrogen to issue forth in order to
explode again.

That kind of thing I find hard to square with
in understanding what happened and in turn how to respond
to it.

JUDGE LINENBERGER: Thank you, sir.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Do you have any memory, Mr. Dieckamp -- well,
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$4-9-SueT ! you mentioned before that Mr. Chwastyk did not close the

2 block valve, and 1 think you hi: 7e mentioned now until
3 3:08 p.m., and there is a general understanding that the

. 4 pressurizer heaters were turned on prior to that time;
5 is that correct?
) A I thinl that's correct.
7 Q And it's fair to say that you do not see that
8 as an effective way either to draw a bubble in the pres-
9 surizer or to repressurize; that is, leaving the block
10 | valve open; is that correct?
ll@ A No, I would not expect leaving the block valve
12 open to be an approach.

‘ 13 Q Do you remember from Mr. Chwastyk's testimony
14 any explanation as to why the heaters ip the pressurizer
15 were first turned on prior to closing the block valve?
16 A No, I don't have that specific recollection.
17 Q Okay. Do you remember any specific statement
18 by Mr. Chwastyk that they needed to be initiated early
19 because they had not previously been running; that is,
20 in order to heat them up sufficiently to generate sufficient
21 steam?

. 22 A Well, certainly it takes a time to heat up the
23 volume of water. But I don't know why that would relate
24 to leaving the block valve open. That =--

Ace Federal Reporters Inc
25 Q Do you ==
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#4-10-SueT 1 A -- somehow does not make sense to me as I sit
2 here.
3 Q Do you remember any explanation like that in
. & Mr. Chwastyk's testimony?
5 A It may be there. As I sit here, I don't relate
6 to it.
7 Q Now, for the moment, characterizing if I can
8 | your testimony on Pages 14 through 17, essentially you
9{ state that in none of the interviews does Chwastyk, to your
10i mind, indicate an understanding of the pressure spike in
" | terms of core damage; is that correct?
12 A That's my conclusion, yes.
‘ 13 Q You have no quarrel, do you, with the point
14 that Chwastyk certainly in his interviews indicated he
15 believed the pressure spike indicated a real pre<-=ure
16 || increase to about 28 psi?
17 A I have no quarrel with that.
18 Q And that Chwastyk, in fact, inderstood the
19 logic of the containment sprays; that is, so as to cor=-
20 roborate an understancding that the pressure spike is a
21 real pressure increase or explosior?
’ 22 || A Again, I have no reascn to not accept his
23 testimony on that.
24 Q Okay. And you have 1no reason to disbelieve

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc. |
25 | that he, in fact, did make certain checks, or order certain
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checks to be made to corroborate that the pressure increase
was a real pressure increase or explosion?

A I have no reason to disbelieve. I find the
testimony a little bit more mixed on that subject. But,
again I don't draw any conclusion from that.

Q Is it fair to say that your problem is that
you do not believe from his testimony he indicates an
understanding of the cause for the pressure spike?

A Exactly. I find it very difficulc to under-
stand how a man could have recognized the pressure spike,
take an action in response to it, go through an interview
on May the 21st of 1979, and not once use the word
"hydrogen." I find that incredible.

Q Okay. That would not be incredible if it was
commonly understood; that is, it was general knowledge on
the day and thereafter that that was the cause? That would
not be so astounding, would it, Mr. Dieckamp?

A I don't think that would change my view of it.
I would rather have the view that if this was such a
prominent thing in this man's mind tnat once given the
opportunity to talk about it he would have seized upon
the opportunity to elaborate what it meant and how he
concluded and what he did.

He does not do that on ~--

0 Okay.
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that he has a credible basis for his conclusion. He,
somewhere along the line, simply says: I couldn't think
of anything else, therefore it had to be hydrogen.

That's how I would characterize his testimony
on that subject.

Q Okay. So your understanding is that he does
not state a basis in that interview of October 11, 1979
for his belief at the time that the explosion or pressure
spike was caused by hydrogen?

Is that correct.

A My memory, as I sit here, is he does not state
a basis that makes sense to me.

Q I would like to refer you now to the October 11,
1979 Chwastyk interview, which is Item Number 88.

Do you have that before you, Mr. Dieckamp?

A No, I do not.

Q It's Joint Mailgram Exhibit 88.

(Ms. Bernabei is providing the witness a copy
of the document.)

A The page?

Q On Page 19, doesn't Mr. Chwastyk state as one
basis for his conclusion that the spike was caused by
hydrogen, is that he correlated the explosion with the
simultaneous operation of electromagnetic release valve?

A Yes. There is a lot of discussion by operators

about that correlution but that does not define hydrogen.
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Q That is not my question. My question is
as to this interview. Can you look at page 19, Mr.
Dieckamp, of that interview.

Doesn't he indicate on lines 4 through 8 that
one basis of his conclusion that there was a hydrogen
explosion is that he put together the pressure spike and
the cycling of the EMOV --

A And came up with the conclusion of explosion.
No mention of hydrogen.

Q Let's go back to the prior answer on that page.
He says it was after the detonation, apparently that

he realized there was a hydrogen detonation,

Now I ==
A No. He says I didn't realize that immediately.
Q Mr. Dieckamp, let me ask the question, please.

Now, I didn't realize it was a hydrogen detonation
immediately. 1Isn't he indicating it was some time after
the detonation that he realized it was hydrogen. 1Isn't
that the meaning of that answer?
A I guess, but I don't know how long after.
Q Doesn't he tell you how long after -- the next
line, line 3,
"Question: What did you say to Gary?
Answer: At this time the pressure spike. At

that time I didn't know what it was, but it was some time
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5-2-Wal “ 1
|
1 later when someone mentioned an explosion that I had ;
2 heard -- that I put two and two together on the pressure %
3 spike and the noise, that we had actually had some kind of ;
. 4 explosion in the building." Il
,
5 Doesn't that indicate a basis for his belief I
3 that it was a hydrogen explosion? {
4 A It doesn't to me.
8 Q Isn't the premise to the question: When did
9 you realize that there was a hydrogen detonation?
10 | A I am not able to make that connection.
1 Q And if you look further down the page on line

12! 14, he still says there was an explosion of some kind.
. 13 He himself is not yet explicit.
14‘; Q Isn't it true that the question is very explicit
15 | about a hydrogen detonation?
16 || JUDGE SMITH: What question?
17 i MS. BERNABEI: The answer, excuse me., The
18 || answer appears on lines 1 and 2. Now, I didn't realize
19 it was a hydrogen detonation immediately.
20: "Question: What did you say to Gary?
2!; Answer: At the time of the pressure spike,
. 22 || at that time I didn't know what it was, but it was some time
23 later when someone mentioned an explosion that they had
24 heard that I put two and two together on the pressure
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc
25 | spike.

|
|
I
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1 A And line 8 said: We actually had some kind ;
2 of explosion. |
3 Q And your understanding is that is not in referencg
. 4 to a hydrogen explosion? |
5 A It does not reflect to me some kind of a clear g
6 concise awareness of what it was. ;
7 JUDGE SMITH: You are suggesting the answer
8 beginning on line 4, builds on the answer in lines 1 and
9 2, is that your suggestion?
0 MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.
n JUDGE SMITH: But how do you account for the
ng intervening question, which changes the subject?
. 13 | Intervening question being: What did you say to Gary?
14 || MS. BERNABEI: I think what the answer that
15 he is giving is what he said to Mr. Miller about the
16 || cause for the pressure spike. He says explicitly it
17 was some time later when someone mentioned an explosion
lar that I put two and two together on the pressure spike.
19 He is answering the question, as 1 see it, about when
20 he realized it was a hydrogen =--
21 JUDGE SMITH: We will all have to draw our own
. 22 | conclusions, I guess.
23M MS. BERNABEI: We will have Mr. Chwastyk here.
: 24 I think Mr. Chwastyk can answer these questions.

!
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc |

25 || BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
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1 Q 1 would like to refer you now to the October 30, |
2 1979 special inquiry group of Mr. Chwastyk. %
3 JUDGE SMITH: Index number?
. 4 MS. BERNABEI: Ninety=-nine. |
5 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) :
6 Q I am referring you now to pages 14 and 15 of '
7 that interview? Mr. Dieckamp, doesn't Mr. Chwastyk indicate
8 in this portion of his interview, on page 14, that in his
9: mind he associated the cycling of the EMOV with the
10: explosion, so as to draw the conclusion that it was a
H; hydrogen explosion?
|
123 A Well, Ms. Bernabei, at the top of the page, again
. 13! it says some sort of explosion.
14{‘ Q But doesn't he go on to explain, in answer to
15 a question which appears on lines 10 and 11, in your own
16 mind was there anything that could have caused that
17 explosion other than hydrogen? Answer: No.
18 || Isn't that what he says?
19 A That is what he says.
20 Q So in his mind, it is fair to say that one basis
21 for his conclusion it was a hydrogen explosion was the
| . 22 | simultaneous valve operation, and the explosion, or
% 23 |l pressure spike, is that correct?
‘ 24 || A He says what he says. I am not quite sure I

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc. ‘|

2Sﬁ can understand his logic.

I
, |
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Q Isn't that what he says? In his own mind he
derives it was a hydrogen explosion because of the
simultaneous operation of the valve and the pressure
spike, or explosion?

A I don't find that direct connection that you
make, even though he here says he can't think of anything
other than hydrogen.

Q Let's go to the question on Line 13,

"Question: Did you yourself believe it had
been hydrogen? Was that in your mind at the time?

Answer: After I put the things together, ves,
I think it was."

Now, based on that answer, is it not his
testimony that he put together the pressure spike and the
simultaneous operation of the valve, in his mind he
concluded it was due to a hydrogen explosion.

A I would like to read all of that answer. It
says: Afer I put the things together, yes, I think it
was. Based on what we have been seeing as far as
radiation levels, et cetera, I assumed it was hydrogen.

JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead with the next question
and answer, too.

WITNESS: Did you discuss that possibility or
assumption with anybody, with Gary or with Brian Mehler,

or with anyone else on the 28th?
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1 Answer: I remember discussing the spike, but

2 it wasn't until some time later, and it just flashed through

3| my mind, that the picture of Fred Chaiman changing the ?
. 4 valve position of the spike simultaneously occurring. It !

5 was after these discussions with whomever it may have been,f

6 because I am sure we discussed it quite a bit. It was |

7 after the discussions that I put together the operation

8 of the valve and the spike, and I think it was after

9% someone related to me also the noise that they heard that

10 I assumed then it was some sort of a hydrogen explosion

1 inside the containment.

12| Q Now, Mr. Dieckamp, doesn't Mr. Chwastyk explain
. 13  in this interview his reasoning that the simultaneous
laﬁ operation of the EMOV and the explosion of pressure spike
1§ || led him to the conclusion there was a hydrogen explosion
léf in the containment on March 28th?
17 | JUDGE SMITH: Whether or not it appears to be
18 lagical to you, isn't that what he says?
19 WITNESS: That is what he says, yves., I can't
20 argue with what he said.
21 |l BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
. 2 | Q Now, Mr. Dieckamp --
23| JUDGE SMITH: Does Mr, Chwastyk ever explain how
24 he correlates the two, and infers hydrogen?

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc ;l
25 || MS. BERNABEI: VYes.

ii
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JUDGE SMITH: He does? !

MS. BERNABEI: Well, my understanding from the ;
interviews is that -- and these are in evidence before 1
the Board, and 1 urge the Board to read them through, is

that there was a spark created by the cycling of the EMOV

so as to ignite the hydrogen. i

JUDGE SMITH: Right, but how does he infer
hydrogen from the simultaneous operation of the valve
and the explosion. How does he infer hydrogen as compared
to any other combustable gas?

MS. BERNABEI: I think he states in other
interviews his basis for thinking that a zirconium water
reaction had taken place, including his knowledge of hot
leg temperatures =--

JUDGE SMITH: No, that is not my question.

You just asked and you got Mr. Dieckamp to agree that
Mr. Chwastyk infers hydrogen from two facts; one fact,really,
the correlation of the spike and the actuation of the valve.

Never mind about zirconium or anything else,

From those two facts, or that one fact, if you look at the
correlation as being a single fact, does he ever explain
how he infers hydrogen?

MS. BERNABEI: Yes. And let me explain, because
it takes a minute, He explains that he believes a

zirconium water reaction had taken place, and hydrogen



WASRY RN -
=

5-8-Wal

10

1

1
12 |

20
21|
. 22
23
2 |

Ace Federsl Reporters Inc
25

28,855

e
k-
had been produced. ! ‘

JUDGE SMITH: No. The answer is, apparently
no, he does not.

MS. BERNABEI: Well, I think he does, if you ‘
will allow me to finish my answer. !

JUDGE SMITH: Already you have injected facts
which are not in the premise that you got Mr. Dieckamp
to allude to.

There is nothing in that question and answer
that talks about zirconium and his other deductions.

MS. BERNABEI: The rest of the interview does
talk about that, and other of Mr. Chwastyk's understanding
when he came to the plant, which was the background to
his understanding what occurred at 1:50.

JUDGE SMITH: We just went through a labored
exchange between you and Mr. Dieckamp, in which you
got him to agree, against his apparent concept ¢ logic,
that Mr. Chwastyk put together the operation of the valve
and the spike, and voila, defers hydrogen. You just
got him to agree that that is what Chwastyk said.

Now, I want to know, having done that, does
Mr. Chwastyk ever explain further how that simple
correlation implies hydrogen? Yéu are going to tell me

about zirconium, aren't you?

MS. BERNABEI: No, I am geing to tell you that
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he did not make that without a background of understanding,
one about how the plant operated:; and two, what he knew
about the reactor on that date from the time he came to

work in the late morning.

He understood that only in the background of the

- other conditions which he knew about on that day.

And those other conditions include, according to
his assessment, hot leg temperations and radiation. --

JUDGE SMITH: But that isn't the question and
answer you were extracting from Mr. Dieckamp. You were
extracting from Mr, Dieckamp a very simple answer that
Chwastyk correlates spike and valve, and gets hydrogen.
That is just exactly what you went through with him over
all this time, and the scientific member of this Board
has advised me that under circumstances like this, it
could have been any other combustable gas that would
support such a correlation.

MS. BERNABEI: Perhaps we should address what
I was questioning Mr. Dieckamp about, we are here to talk
about his Mailgram =--

JUDGE SMITH: I am fully aware of the issue,
having participated in the formulation of it,

MS. BERNABEI: I understand., What I am saying
is, we are attempting to show there is evidence. Whether

or not Mr, Dieckamp wants to accept it, there is evidence
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by Mr. Chwastyk that he understood the cause -- okay.

JUDGE SMITH: I am aware of that. I am only
trying to find out what the purpose, or what the thread
of your cross examination is.

MS. BERNABEI: That there is some evidence
in Mr. Chwastyk's interviews to indicate he interpreted
the pressure spike in terms of core damage.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuina)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, on page 15 of your testimony, you
state that a September 4, 1980 interview of Chwastyk does
not indicate, in your mind, an understanding on Mr,
Chwastyk's part of the zirconium water reaction and core
damage, is that correct?

A Well, in that interview he is asked explicitly
to provide his basis of a conclusion.

Q Do you believe any of the interviews of Mr.
Chwastyk indicate a basis for -- basis or understanding
on his part of the zirconium water reaction and the core
damage implication?

A I am unable to derive that from his interviews,

JUDGE LINENBERGER: Mrs. Bernabei, refresh
my memory. Have we established anywhere in the record
of this hearing that indeed hydrogen is the only

compustable gas that might have been present, so that if







10

1

12|

20

21 |

o

23

24 |
A Faderal Reporters ine

i 25 |

. |

28,859

inquiry group interview on October 11, 1979, indicates

a basis for his understanding that a zirconium water tcactiJn

was represented by the pressure spike, specifically that
hot leg temperatures were greater than 700 degrees.

Isn't that in his mind one basis for believing
such a reaction had taken place prior to the pressure
spike?

A It is my belief that he never uses the term,
‘zirconium water reaction' in any testimony, deposition,
or interview prior to September 4th.

Q That is not my question, the exact terms,

Can it not be interpreted from his interview of October
11, 1979, that he understood the generation of hydrogen
as a result of the zirconium steam reaction because, in
part, he knew hot leg temperatures were grcater than
700 degrees?

A I cannot reach that conclusion. In fact, 1
read his testimony to say that he didn't pay a whole lot
of attention to the temperatures; that he didn't pay a
whole lot of attention to whether or not the core was
covered.

I find a sense that he didn't focus on those
possible indicators.

Q On page 9 of the special inquiry group testimony,

does he not indicate that he had an understanding that the
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1 hot leg temperatures, the TH reading was greater than
2 700 degrees, or at 700 degrees, which is the maximum
3 read out?

® ‘

A Which one is this again?
Q Page 9 and 10, October 11, 1979, Exhibit 88,
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THE WITNESS: I am sorry. I do not have that
one in front of me.
BY MS. BERNABEI:
Q Turning now to the question which appears on
lines 9 through 12, Mr. Chwastyk is asked, is he not ---
A Which lines again?
Q The question on lines 9 through 12. He is
asked, is he not, as to whether or not he believed that

he was not able to get the pressure down, that is in the

depressurization mode, because it was hung up due to steam

generation in the core; is that correct?
Is that the guestion, Mr. Dieckamp?
A That is the question, but let's look at his

answer, ". . . not necessarily in the core."

Q And he says, does he not, "The steam generation

was not necessarily in the core," suggesting steam generation

but not necessarily in the core; is that correct?

A That is what his answer says.

Q Then he goes on to continue his answer, does
he not, line 15, "And, remember, I also had the high TH
hot leg indications, and at that time of course, I didn't
know how much water was in the system because I assumed,
because of the high TH indications, that I was flashing
in the hot lines.”

That does indicate that he focused sometime
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in the late morning of March 28th on high hot leg temperatures,
does it not?

A Well, he mentions it, but the more important
part of that exchange is his lack of recognition that the

core is dry.

Q Now on line 22 he indicates again and reaffirms |
prior testimony to the NRC that his understanding was that |
TH or hot leg temperatures were pegged high, 700 degrees,
does he not?

A Yes. He identifies that as the max.

Q Now isn't it true that he also had an awareness
on March 28 that in core temperatures were reading high?

A I would have to see the reference again. My
impression is in general that he sort of feels that he is
not sure about that and he doesn't remember much.

Q I am asking you, regardless of whether he remembers
a particular reading, he did know they were reading high,

does he not?

A Well, do you have a reference, please?
Q Yes, I do. Page 16,

A Of which interview, please?

Q The same one.

A October 117

Q That is correct,

Line 8, "Question: Were you aware of the core
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thermocouple readings during this time?

A I was aware they were high, but I did not put
maybe the attention on them that I should have simply
because again I go back to the T hot. That was enough
indication to me to indicate that we had a problem."

Is that correct?

A " . . . and that we were steaming in the hot
leg." Yes, I see that answer.

Q So that indicates he had an awareness that the
in cores were hot; is that correct?

A He uses the words, but it doesn't indicate
much awareness to me.

Q Now isn't it true that an awareness of the high,
that is up to 700 degree temperatures in the hot legs and
hot or high in core temperatures were two indicators of
a potential zirconium steam reaction?

A Oh, I would agree that awareness of the indicated
in core temperatures are an ingredient for diagnosing the
zirconium water reaction. Yes, I would agree with that.

Q And it is fair to say an awareness of high
hot leg temperatures, that is up to 700 degrees, would also

be an indicator of a potential zirconium steam reaction?

A Well, that is stretching now. I can't go quite
that far.
Q S50 you answer is no?
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Sim "‘ 1 A I have got to have more than 700 degrees
2 Fahrenheit.
1 Q I am not saying 700 degrees alone. I am saying
. 4 that is one indicator, is it not, of a potential zirconium
5 water reaction?
6 A I don't think that is enough for me.
7 Q So your answer is no?
a A My answer is no.
9 Q A prior part of Mr. Chwastyk's testimony we
10 reviewed indicated he was aware of high radiation levels,

" is that correct, apparently in the dome of the reactor

12 building? You just read that testimony today, Mr. Dieckamp.

‘ 13 A 1 don't recall any reference to the dome.
14 Q He said high radiation levels.
15 A Oh, earlier when he was talking about how he
lai figured out it was hydrogen?
!7“ Q Correct.
|gd A Yes, I . member that reference.
te{ Q Would that not also be an indicator of a
IOJ potential zirconium steam reaction, that is, that those
2|i levels had reached that were quite high?
. 22 A Well, 1 think that sort of comes under necessary
23‘ but not sufficient. You can have the radiation levels without
24 the zirconium water reaction. Conversely, if you had the

Ace Federal Reporters, [ne
23} zirconium water reaction, you would have high radiation
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levels.
Q It is one indicator?
A It is an indicator that would be consistent

with a zirconium water reaction, yes. But it is not an
indicator of itself that there had been a zirconium water

reaction.

JUDGE LINENBERGER: A point of clarification,
Ms. Bernabei. You in stating your question used the word
"dome" and the words "reactor building." Now correct me
if 1 am wrong, but as I mentally review the description of
these things as we are talking, I associate the word “"dome"
with the top of the containment building and 1 associate the
words "reactor building" as they have been discussed in
this hearing with the pressure vessel, the reactor vessel
itself.

Now were you making a distinction there? Were
you talking about high radiation levels at the top of the
reactor vessel or were you talking about high radiation
levels at the top of the containment building?

MS. BERNABEI: I was talking about the containment
building. This references to me a prior discussion I had
between Mr. Craig and Mr., Dornsife. I understand that
at TMI the containment building is called the reactor
building. That is a special term at this reactor such that

I think either is correct,
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JUDGE LINENBERGER: That may well be, but it is
also true in the record of this hearing that there are places
where the term "reactor building" has been stated by the
person on the witness stand to mean the reactor vessel and
not the containment building.

So I just would like to see a consistency in
these discussions so that the record on review wherever it
is reviewed doesn't lead reviewers astray.

MS. BERNABEI: I think I should state, and
Mr. Dornsife can corrcborate this, at TMI-2 reactor
bulding and containment building are used to used to
indicate exactly the same thing.

JUDGE LINENBERGER: You reneat yourself, and
I will not repeat my counter to that.

MS. BERNABEI: I am not arguing with you,
Judge Linengerger. That is the usage at TMI.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, on page 14 of your testimony you
state in the first full sentence on that page that the
physical evidence demonstrates that the chart was not
removed until March 29, 1979, What is the basis for
your statemant?

A The basis for that statement is contained in
Frampton Rogovin March 4, '8]1 memorandum to Chairman Ahearn

of the NRC, and if my memory serves me right, the basis for
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that was some kind of a special interview with Illjes wherein
he was confronted with the strip chart from the pressure
recorder and asked if we could explain how the chart could
be continuous on the night of the 28th and still have been
removed for the purpose of copying.

Q Now have you ever seen the original of the
pressure chart that we are discussing here?

A I personally have not seen it. 1 have accepted
the findings of the Special Inguiry Group.

Q Do you know that the pressure spike chart is
cut at 10 p.m.? Are you aware of that fact?

A I have become aware of that in preparation for
this hearing and I also understand that experts have
exemined that and find no difficulty with it.

Q And what experts are you referring to?

A I think it is the NRC people who have looked
at that, but I could not tell you exactly who or what
occasion, but I think the record will show that.

Q Do you know of your own knowledge whether or not
the portion of the pressure recorder could be taken off
the actual recording device or machine and not disrupt
a recording of pressure?

A I personally am familiar with that kind of
recorder and cannot conceive of anyone's ability to remove

the strip chart without .n some way jigqling or smearing
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or introducing a discontinuity in the recording trace.

Q Are you familiar with any testimony in his
deposition of Mr. Richard Lenz? First of all, do you know
who Mr. Lenz is?

A I could not tell you who he is, and I am not
familiar with his testimony.

Q If I could represent to you that he was
formerly a GPU Service Corporation engineering and one of the
five sent to the site on the first day of the accident,
does that refresh your recollection?

A I will accept your statement. He is just not
a person that somehow I came to know and I couldn't testify
directly that 1 know who the guy is.

Q If 1 can represent to you that Mr. Lenz explained
in his deposition which was taken on October 15, 1984 that
he believed a portion of the pressure recorder could be
removed without disrupting the recording of pressure at that
time, would you have any reason to disagree with his
interpretation?

A My experience just would not permit me to
accept that as credible.

Q Okay. And that is from your knowledge of the
pressure recording?

A That is from my knowledge of strip chart ink

pen recorders.
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Q Is it fair to say that the chart or the strip
chart of the pressure recording ended at -- that is the
total recording or strip chart ended at about -- the paper
ran out at about 12 Noon on March 29th?

A I think that is correct.

Q In the normal course of affairs, if you know,

the normal course of affairs would be to allow the paper

to run out prior to removing any portion of the strip chart; |
is that correct?

A I don't know that. My practice would not be
to let the paper run out, but I don't know what was done
at the plant.

Q Okay. You are not familiar with the practice
at the plant at that time?

A No. 1 could not testify to it at all.

Q And if I represent to you that Mr. Lenz, who
had worked at TMI-2, said that wae the practice of the
plant, and represent also that the strip chart is cut
at 10 p.m., it is cut entirely from the prior portion,
would that indicate to you that some actions had been

taken to remove the strip chart prior to completion of the

paper running through the pressure recorder?

A My answer is no.
Q Okay. And why is that, sir?
A Simply because I don't find that credible.
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Sin =10 Q Okay. Is that based in any part on your

2 understanding of how the pressure recoraing device works
3 at TMI?

. 4 A It is based on my general understanding of
] strip chart recorders, the mechanism, their mechanical
6 configuration and the trouble one has of ever fooling with
7 one of those things without creating some jiggle or smears
8 or discontinuities.
9 Q Do you know of any reason today for cutting
10 the strip chart after it was taken off of the machine at
1 10 p.m. at any time after the accident or at any time after
12 March 29th up to the present time?

. 13 | A 1 think we agreed earlier it was taken off
"! of the machine at Noon.
15 Q No, that is when the paper ran out. We don't
“? agree of when it was taken off, Mr. Dieckamp.
'7i A well, I haven't agreed that it was taken -- that
"; anything was taken off at 10 p.m.
'9; Q There was a cut in the pressure chart at 10 p.m.
20 MR, BLAKE: Ms. Bernabei, we don't even agree
7‘? that in fact the paper ran out at Noon.

‘ 2 ,' MS. BERNABEI: Well, I think that is what the
2| Franpton memo on which Mr. Dieckamp is relying states, which
7‘5‘ is before the Board.

Ace Fadersl Reportars 1ne
23% BY ME. BERNABEI:
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Q Mr. Dieckamp, I thought it was your testimony
that you have no problem and you do understand that the

pressure chart was cut at 10 p.m. in the current state.

A I have com2 to be aware of that, that is right.

Q Okay.

A Excuse me, that is 10 p.m. on March the 28th?

Q That is correct. :

Now assuming for the moment my representation
is correct that the paper ran out at about 12 p.m. in the
normal course of affairs, the strip chart would not be
removed from the recorder until the paper ran out, and
assuming it is cut at 10 p.m., do you today have any
explanation of why it would be cut? I am asking you to
accept those premises.

A I know of no factual basis for its having
been cut. 1 can imagine reasons, but I have no facts that
I am aware of.

Q You make reference on page 17 of your testimony
to the Udall report, is that correct, on the last para-
graph on that page?

A Yes, 1 do.

Q It is your testimony that it makes no explicit
finding in the Dieckamp mailgram; is that correct?

A My reading of that report does not reveal to

me any direct finding about the mailgram.
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Q It does, does it not, make an explicit finding, !
however, that the licensee intentionally withheld informationJ
including information about knowledge of the pressure spike f

and hydrogen burn?

A I would think if there was a finding about

the mailgram it would have said so.

Q No, you didn't lisien to my question,

Mr. Dieckamp. My question was there was a finding, was there

no>t, which indiceted an intentional withholding of informa-
tion on the part of the licensee about the pressure spike
and hydrogen burn?
A Ms. Bernabei, it absolutely does not say that.
Q Ok~y. Let's look on page =---
THE WITNESS: Wculd you repeat that guestion,
by the way, please.
MS. BERNABEI: I think you understand the
question.
TYHE WITNESS: Could we have it then from the
reporter?
JUDGE SMITH: Read it back. Read the last
two questions. .
(The reJ;rd .18 read by the reporter as
requested.)
THE WITNESS: Judge Smith, I would like to

have that finding read to me out of the report.
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MS. BERNABEI: Well, I intend to guestion you
on it. We will ask you some more questions on it,
Mr. Dieckamp.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q I would like to refer you to what is Joint

Mailgram Exhibit 143, specifically page 121.
(Pause.) |
Now the conclusion is, is it not, that TMI
managers did not communicate information in their possession
that they understood to be related to the severity of the
situation; 1s that correct?

A That is one of the conclusions of the majority
staff report, yes.

Q And it is fair to say that that conclusion
includes information about the pressure spike and hydrogen
burn, does it not?

A Ms. Bernabei, I don't know what it includes,
and I am sitting here fuming about your imputing words to
it that it does not contain.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, Mr. Dieckamp, I wanted to
assure you that we don't make findings based upon questions
of counsel. We make findings based upon answers and the
exhibits.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q Is it fair to say that a large portion of this
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report, specifically pages 54 through 88, are an examination
of licensee and site personnel's knowledge of the pressure
spike and hydrogen burn on March 28th? 1Is that fair to
say?

A Yes. There is an examination of that which

uses its own devices to reach its own end point.
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Q Okay. And that's a large portion of this
report, Pages 54 through 88, examination of the hydrogen
burn and pressure spike?

A It sounds to me like it's roughly one-quarter.

Q I won't argue about the numbers. 1In any case,
is it fair to say that the conclusion reached on Page 121
refers to -- a fair interpretation is that it refers to
a failure by TMI managers to ccmmunicate information in
their possession about the hydrogen burn and pressure
spike that they understood to be related to the severity
of the situation?

Is that fair to say?

A No.

Q You do not =-- your belief is that conclusion
does not relate to withholding, or failure to report
information on the hydrogen burn and pressure spike?

A I'm unable to interpret what Dr. Meyers had
in mind.

MS. BERNABEI: Moving on to another subject,

there is an October 14, 1981 Commission meeting to which

Mr. Dieckamp refers in his testimony. I would request that

that be introduced into evidence.

The Board has stated in a prehearing conference

that tha. is the best evidence of what occurred at that

meeting. I think if Mr. Dieckamp is permitted to offer
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testimony as to what occurred and what he said at the
meeting, the relevant portions of the transcript should
be admitted, since Commissioners Bradford and Gilinsky
may not testify.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. There is a problem,
however, and that is there is a Commission rule that says
no aspect of the Commission meetings or statements made
there may be used in adjudications. And I don't know =--
it just now occurred to me that that rule is in existence.

MS. BERNABEI: My understanding, since I have
discussed this with Mr. Blake, is that the concern is
that the Commissioners' statements not be taken as any
adjudicatory position of the Commission. And I think what
we are talking about is different.

JUDGE SMITH: I don't know if we are or not.
It's -- I'm aware of the section, but for the life of me
it didn't pop into my mind as having relevance to this
problem until this moment. And I'm not sure that you and
Mr. Blake have captured the entire purpose of the regula-
tion.

I think the regulation is also intended to
encourage complete, open, candid, unrestrained statements
to the Commission without fear that a candid, unconsidered
remark might not be held against somebody later in

adjudicatiun. I'm just -- it's more than one reason for
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it. Nevertheless, I don't know quite what to do about it.
I think there is a problem. I don't think that any party
has standing to waive the Commission's prerogative not

to have their Commission meetings used in adjudications.

I think, if you can, go on to something else

and let the Board and the parties present have time to
address the issue and then we will come back to that.
It may very well be that we will have to strike that
aspect of Mr. Dieckamp's testimony. I don't know.
I just didn't think abou* it in terms of Mr.
Bradford's testimony either. That's Part 9 I believe.
We will find the regulation. And I don't have it with me.
Let's take a morning break.
(Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 10:51 a.m.,
to reconvene at 11:07 a.m., this same day.)
JUDGE SMITH: Are you ready to proceed?
MS. BERNABEI: Yes.
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
Q Mr. Dieckamp, are you aware of any internal
GPU or GPU Service Corporation study or investigation
completed to determine Licensce's knowledge of core damage
on March 28th?
A I don't -- that doesn't tell me enough to know
whether -- I'm just not sure, and let me just go ahead and

say --
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Q Do you =--

A -- it's your statement about knowledge of
core damage that causes me to hesitate.

Q Okay. Do you know of any inquiry ordered by
Mr. Arnold in the approximate time period of December of

1979 into Licensee's knowledge of core damage during the

L
§ & °
.

accident, including March 28th?

A Well, again I don't know the title. I have
become aware, in the process of preparing for this proceed-
ing, of a draft that was given to Mr. Arnold -- and I
don't know what initfated it, perhaps he did -- to review
I thought it was the more generalized business of the
transfer of information. But I mav be wrong on that, too.

Q Assuming for the moment that it is to determine
the extent of Licensee's knowledge or awireness of core
damage following the accident, to your knowledge did this
internal inquiry determine any awareness of Mr. Chwastyk
or Mehler of core damage due to the hydrogen explosion?

A The document that I think you are referring to
is a draft of some effort by two or three people to review
testimony. To my knowledge, that effort never proceeded
beyond that draft. That effort did not achieve any level
of management approval or support.

Q Okay. I would like to refer you to a document

I believe you have before you which I will mark for
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identification as TMIA Exhibit 15.
(A package of documents, with
the cover page being handwritten,
is marked as TMIA Exhibit Number
15 for Identification.)
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q It is a cover page with handwritten notes, the
second page in the attachment are a September 17, 1980
memorandum to Mr. Arnold from Mr. Wallace, Licensing
Manager, Subject: Internal Work Related to GPU's Knowledge
of Core Damage Following the TMI-2 Accident.

A Yes.

Q Referring you to the second page of that
exhibit, Mr. Wallace represents to Mr. Arnold, does he
not, through this submission that he is forwarding to
Mr. Arnold all information that he is aware of related
to Licensee's understanding of core damage following the
TMI-2 accident?

A (The witness is looking at the document.)

Is there someplace where I can find that?

Q The first sentence.

A That, "I have attached for your information
three papers which are the only items that I am aware
of related to our understanding of the core damage following

the TMI-2 accident?”
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Q Yes. Doesn't that indicate --

A 1t goes on to say the TDR was never approved

or completed. 1Is that --

Q Mr. Dieckamp, we will get on to that.
A Oh, fine.
Q Doesn't this indicate Mr. Wallace is forwarding

to Mr. Arnold all items that he is aware of related to
Licensee's understanding of core damage following the
T™I-2 accident; is that correct?

A I think it says that. I think you can -- yes.

Q Now, one of the attachments to this memorandum
is, is it not, so-called untitled piece, completed at
Mr. Arnold's request by Bill Behrle, Scott Gilbord and
Don Reppert?

A (The witness is looking at the document.)

Again, what is the question?

Q Is there not an attachment to this memorandum
which is labeled by Mr. Wallace as an untitled piece
completed by Mr. Behrle, Mr. Guilbord and Mr. Reppert

pursuant to a request by Mr. Arnold made in December of

19792
A Well --
Q Let me read you --
A -= I'm confused about first the handwritten

notes and then the typed piece --
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Q Okay. I'm just asking you now about the

cover memorandum. Let me read you =--

i

A All right. i

Q -- the sentence and see if we understand each I
other. ’
f

Mr. Wallace: "The untitled piece reflects the
complete efforts of Bill Behrle, Scott Guilbord and Don
Reppert that was undertaken at your request of about
December of last year."

Is that correct?

X Yes. It says that.

Q Now, the -- do you know who Mr. Behrle is, or
was on September 17, 1980?

A I know who Mr. Behrle is. I don't know what

he was doing at the time of this memorandum.

Q What was his position at that time?

A That's the one that I do not know.

Q What is his position currently?

A I don't know that either.

Q Okay, Scott Guilbord, do you know what his

position was at the time, September 17, 1980 or currently?

A No, I don't know what it was at that time.
Q Do you know what his position is currently?
A I was going to say, I know Scott Guilbord going

back to the period before the accident. I knew -- I got
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to know Bill Behrle immediately after the accident because
he was very much involved in scheduling and making arrange-
ments for operator interviews and things of that sort.

Q Now, Mr. Reppert has certain responsibilities
in that area as well, did he not?

A I'm not sure what Don Reppert's role was. I
somehow think of him in terms of -- I'm not sure. I
thought he had a health psyhics background. He may have
been participating early on after the accident in some
of these interview -- I think he did participate in some
of the interviews.

But I don't know what he was doing in September
of 1980, but I will accept what this document says.

JUDGE SMITH: Do you have the spelling of those

names?
COURT REPORTER: Yes.
JUDGE SMITH: Okay.
JUDGE WOLFE: Off the record for a moment,
please.
(An off-the-record discussion ensues.)
JUDGE WOLFE: All right. Go ahead.
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
Q Mr. Dieckamp, referring you now to -- well,

let me ask you one more thing. Apparently Mr. Behrle,

Mr. Scott Guilbord and Mr. Reppert were directed by Mr,
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Arnold to provide him with this untitled piece, apparently

some indication of Licensee's understanding of core

damage?

It says this was undertaken at your request of

about December of last year; is that correct?

A

Q

A

Q

Yes.
At Mr. Arnold's request; is that correct?
I would guess that's right.

Now, I would like to refer you to the attach-

ment which is referred in this cover memorandum. It ap-

pears, does it not, as the second attachment which is

labeled:

A

File 2359.47?

Is this the one that starts out "Core Damage/

Fuel Uncovering?"

Q

A

Q

That's correct.
Yes.

It also indicates, does it not, at the top left-

hand corner it was prepared by Mr. Behrle, Mr. Guilbord

and Mr. Reppert; is that correct?

corner?

A

Q

the words

A

The initials that appear in the left-hand

I don't see that on my copy.
The upper left-hand corner, you do not have
"Prepared by WHB, SLG, DHR/JFW?"

I don't think my copy says that. But I'm not =--
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Q Okay.
(Ms. Bernabei is showing the document to the
witness.)
Mr. Dieckamp, that is what is says, is it not,

at the top of that page? I'm showing you my copy for

the moment.

A Yes. |

Q That would indicate Mr. Behrle, Mr. Guilbord
and Mr. Reppert?

A It says they prepared this apparently.

Q It also has the initials JFW, and that would
indicate Mr. Wilson, an attorney for the Company; is that
correct?

A Mr. Wilson's == I think his =-- well, I guess I
don't know Mr. Wilson's middle initial. But if that's it,
fine.

Q Now, this untitled piece or draft report indi-
cates, dces it not, that Mr. Chwastyk, in these gentlemen's
opinion, may have -- knew there was core damage from the
explosion in the containment?

A I think, if I'm reading the word, it says
"assumed there was some core damage."

Q I would like to refer you now to the first
sentence which appears under Item A on the first page, and

I will read it to you and ask you the question, doesn't it
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indicate that Mr. Chwastyk, in these gentlemen's opinion,

knew there was core damage from the explosion in the build-

ing?
A Well, it's --
Q Wait. Let me read it into the record, and I --
A It's a weird sentence in --
Q -- will ask you the question, Mr. =--
A Yes.
Q -- Dieckamp. "On Wednesday, Chwastyk, Shift

Supervisor, was aware of high incore thermocouple readings,
assumed there was some core damage, realized the magnitude
of problem when it took 50,000 gallons of HPI to fill the
88,000 gallon RCS, and knew there was core damage from the
explosion in the building."

Does not that indicate that in these gentlemen's
opinion Mr. Chwastyk knew on Wednesday there was core
damage from the explosion in the containment?

A I think you have correctly read the sentence
which apparently reflects the summary prepared by these
individuals.

Q I would like to refer you now to Section 2
of this untitled piece.

A On what page do I find that?

Q It would be the fifth page of the piece which

appears four pages after --
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Q

graph.

Oh, I see, Roman Numeral =--

Roman Numeral II, Pressure Spike/Hydrogen.
Yes.

I'm referring you now then to the second para-

Does not this untitled piece or report indicate

that two Licensee employees, Mr. Chwastyk and Mr. Mehler,

may have believed on Wednesday that the pressure spike

was due to a hydrogen explosion?

A

I think it says "may have believed." Yes.
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Q Did you =~

A It also goes on to say if they did then believe

this, it does not appear that they communicated their

belief to anyone.

Q Mr, Dieckamp, did you have available to you at
any time prior to this hearing this inquiry and study by
Mr. Behrle, Mr. Guilbard, or Mr., Reppert?

A No, I did not.

Q Assuming for the moment that it was communicated
to Mr. Arnold and to GPU's attorney, a Mr. Blake, as the
cover memorandum indicates, would this have been the type
of information you would have liked to have to determine
whether your mailgram was accurate?

A Well, it is hard for me to say that it is not
information that I would like to have seen. On the
other hand, I don't know that in that time period I had
great anxiety about the accuracy of the mailgram.

Q Is it fair to say that this internal report or
inquiry contradicts, or cast doubts on statements in
your mailgram, that no one interpreted the pressure spike
in terms of core damage?

A It may to some. My analysis of the information

doesn't, however.

Q Is it fair to say that even this internal

inquiry report, requested and prepared for Mr. Arnold,
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would not change your opinion as to the accuracy of your
statement in your mailgram?

A As of today?

Q As of today.

A Oh, the answer is that it does not.

Q I would like to refer you to page 7 of your
testimony, specifically items 7 and 8 on March 28th.

JUDGE SMITH: Ms. Bernabei, at the mid-morning
recess, you had begun a line of questioning predicated
upon his reference to his testimony before the Commissioners.
And we said, let's take a break and we will address it.

Have you abandoned that line?

MS. BERNABEI: No, my request -- what I was
moving is that the Board admit the transcript as the
testimony in lieu of my cross examination.

JUDGE SMITH: That is correct. And we said
we will return to this subject after the break, and you
didn't, and I am wondering if you have abandoned the
line of questioning.

MS. BERNABEI: No. What I would move to do --

I didn't know you wanted it in this order.

JUDGE SMITH: It is up to you. I am not telling
you to do anything.

MS, BERNABEI: I understand. Let me state our

position. We were not allowed to present testimony by
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former Commissioner Bradford as to this meeting. And at
least one basis was the best evidence of that meeting was
the October 14, 1981 meeting.

Given there is some concern at this point it
cannot be introduced into evidence, and the Board cannot
take notice of it for adjudicatory purposes, I would
request that Mr. Dieckamp's testimony in this regard
be striken.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Blake, what is your view?

MR. BLAKE: Judge Smith, I have looked at the
regulation in question which is 9.103 of the Commissions
Fules of Practice, and I read that regulation as limiting
the use to be made of observations by Commissioners or
NRC employees, and sub-statements are not to be cited.

Also, at the beginning of the transcript of that
proceeding, a copy of which I have looked at over the
break, there is the typical disclaimer which the
Commission conventionally attaches at the beginning of
transcripts of its meeting, which says it is an unofficial
transcript, and that citations are not to be made of it --
made to it.

I frankly am willing to go either way on this,
to strike that one sentence in Mr. Dieckamps testimony, or
-=- and I don't think it is inappropriate in view of my

reading of the regulation, to include that simple, factual
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statement by Mr. Dieckamp, that that is what he told
the Commissioners that day.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Goldberg, do you have a
position on it?

MR. BLAKE: Page 19 is the page reference.

MR. GOLDBERG: I don't have a problem with
either alternative. I don't think that this statement
in here is essential to Mr. Dieckamp's testimony. I
don't think the thrust of his testimony is changed by
striking that sentence, and that would eliminate the
problem entirely, then, I believe.

I don't see a significant problem, on the other
hand, with Mr., Dieckamp making a statement as to what he
said. I think probably the cleaner approach would be to
strike the sentence.

JUDGE SMITH: Now, the regulation is limited to
Commissioners or NRC employees at open meetings, and this
says since the statement by Mr. Dieckamp was at a
Commission meeting, and it was in response to questions
by Commissioners Gilinsky and Bradford, I don't think you
can separate questions by Commissioners {rom the answers
by non-commission employees attending meetings, I believe
the dialogue between Commissioners and others is covered

by the scope of the -- or at least the intent of the

provision.
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The testimony is not particularly material,
and we will order it deleted from the written testimony.
And that is the first paragraph on page 19.

Unfortunately, the deletion will not appear
in the transcript where the testimony is, but that
paragraph is not available to the parties for proposed
findings, and it is not available to the Board to make
a decision on.

MR. GOLDBERG: Why are we taking the whole
paragraph out.

MR, BLAKE: Yes, my question as well.

JUDGE SMITH: Oh, excuse me.

MR. GOLDBERG: First two sentences, I think.

JUDGE SMITH: You are right, exactly right.
In the first full paragraph on page 19, there are two
sentences, and I will read them that are struck from the
testimony, and the sentences are: In a public meeting
before the NRC Commissioners on October 14, 1981, I was
questioned by Commissioners Gilinsky and Bradford about
the mailgram. I said then, quote, I believe that the
mailgram was correct on May 9. I believe that it is
correct as of today. End of quote.

Those two sentences are struck.
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

0 Mr. Dieckamp, referring you now to page 7 of
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your testimony, specifically Items 7 and 8 on page 7,

it is fair to say you do not indicate any of your actions
between about 2:30 p.m., when you encountered Mr. Herbein,
Miller and Mr. Kunder on the steps to the Pennsylvania
State Capitol, and your return home to New Jersey in the
early evening, is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Do you remember any of your actions from 2:30 p.m.
until your return home to New Jersey?

A I do not remember. I am aware today that there
is other testimony that indicates that I spoke with Arnold
and perhaps some others, and I am not sure just who. But
I personally have no direct recollection of anything.

Q Is it fair to say there is a time gap in your
memory for this period from approximately 2:30 until the
evening when you returned to New Jersey?

A That is true, except for the period that I
have spoken to about hearing the radio commentary from
Lt. Gov, Scranton about 4:00 to 4:30 in the afternoon.

Q Is it fair to characterize it as a time gap?

A I certainly =-- there is a period of time where
my memory is vacant, and I think maybe even I said the
word, 'time gap' in our deposition.

Q Have you, at any time, expressed a concern

about how Mr. Herbein and Mr. Miller, handled operations
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at TMI on March 28th?

A I really don't know what you mean by the question.

Q Yes. Have you ever expressed reservation or
concern to the NRC about how Mr, Miller and Mr. Herbein

handled operations and communcation at TMI on the first

day of the accident?

MR. BLAKE: Objection. Unless I see a link where
Ms. Bernabei can describe how this is going to be tied
to the subject matter of this proceeding; the questiou is
seeking material which is outside the scope of this
proceeding.

MS. BERNABEI: The statement in the mailgram was
there was no withholding of information presumably about
the pressure spike hydrogen generation, or core damage.

It seems to me if there is an expressed concern
to the NRC in sworn testimony by Mr. Dieckamp about Mr.
Miller's and Mr., Herbein's performance, we should be
entitled to explore whether that was related to reporting
that information.

JUDGE SMITH: That might have been a good point
to explore on discovery, but not in the hearing room, unless
you have reason to believe it is relevant to our issues.

MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me we can ask the
question.

JUDGE SMITH: As you sit there now, do you have
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any reason to believe that he had expressed -- you have --

MS. BERNABEI: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: So you are representing then to the

Board that your question is relating -- is relevant to the
issue before us.

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, that wasn't the way you
stated it. You said, well, we can find out. Now, I want
you to represent that you know in advance that you are
exploring a point that is relevant to the issue before
us, and that is the accuracy of the mailgram.

MS. BERNABEI: I believe it may be related to
whether or not Mr. Dieckamp believes there was withholding
of information.

JUDGE SMITH: You are using soft language, which
arouses my interest.

MS. BERNABEI: I think I have a good faith
basis to ask the question. That is all that is required
of counsel.

JUDGE SMITH: I think we are going to ask
something more than that. Do you want to come to the Board
and tell us what it is, or show it to us. I don't want
to destroy your cross examination, but you are being
vague throughout this whole discussion., Vague and

inconsistent,
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MS. BERNABEI: There was sworn testimony by
Mr. Dieckamp to the NRC that he had a concern about the
way Miller and Herbein handled the accident.

I think we have a right to inquire as to whether
that is related to their communication or reporting
information on the day of the accident.

JUDGE SMITH: You are repeating yourself. As
you sit there right now, do you have reason to believe
that the sworn statement to which you refer has direct

relevance to the issue before us. You are being evasive,
and we won't allow you to be evasive.

MS. BERNABEI: I have explained it the best I
can. Let me proffer on the record -- well, I will let
you rule.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, go ahead and proffer. Maybe
your proffer might show your relevance.

MS. BERWABEI: I am going to wait until you
rule whether I can ask the question, and then I will
proffer what 1 was going to =--

JUDGE SMITH: Do you have any more information
to give the Board about the relevance of your question,
and the sworn statement, than you have given?

MS. BERNABEI: Not without destroying the
question itself.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay. In that event, what you
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may do is write down, at this time, any statement, give
it to the Board, let us see the relevance, and then that
statement will be made available to the parties after
you have explored the line of questioning. é

This would have been taken care of if we had ;
insisted upon cross examination plans. This would have
been a part of it. You may do that, you may have that
option to you, and then we will decide.

Do you want to do that, return to that after
lunch?

MS. BERNABEI: This is my last question., I
have no others.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. Why don't you write
out the guestion, and your statement of the relevance,
and then we will look at it and rule, and then if you
-- and then you can proffer.

In fact, why don't we break early for lunch
and let you do that. If you have nothing further except
this question =-- unless you think it will take just a
moment.,

MS. BERNABEI: I don't know. I don't think it
should take that long.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. Well, go ahead and
write it out.

(Pause,)
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JUDGE SMITH: And you realize, don't you, that
after we rule, ultimately the statement will be made
available publicly?

MS. BERNABEI: Oh, sure.

JUDGE SMITH': Will you be ready with your
examination then, Mr. Au, because we will be calling
upon you in case we foreclose the question. You should
be ready to proceed.

MR. AU: Yes, sir.

JUDGE SMITH: Apparently Ms., Bernabei is
taking longer than we expected. Would it interfere with
your scheme of cross examination if we deferred the
matter until after lunch, and then we return to it, and
then T will allow Mr. Au to proceed now with his cross
examination.

MS. BERNABEI: No, I have no problem with
that.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. That is what we will

do. We will return to your question after lunch.
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MR. AU: May I have Mr. Dornsife ask a few ’
technical questions concerning the discussion of Mr. Chwastyk‘%
testimony and then I want to reserve one line of questioning
on something else.

JUDGE SMITH: Fine.

Mr. Dornsife.

CROSS~EXAMINATION

BY MR. DORNSIFE:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, in your mailgram you associate
the recognition with severe core damage, the pressure spike
you associate with what you call severe core damage and
I believe you defined it.

If the mailgram would have said the pressure
spike was associated with any increased awareness of the
severity of the accident, would you still agree with that
statement?

A I am just not sure. The mailgram and the
sentence was constructed really as a direct response to
the article in the New York Times. Again, when I reviewed
the testimony and the like, I think I more nearly derive
the generalized impression that the pressure spike was
just another unexplained thing that did not really penetrate
people's minds.

S0, you know, I haven't really thought about

that the way you pose it, but my first reaction is that,
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as I said, that the spike was another unexplained event
during the day and did not really make a major impression
upon people. You know, that is separate and apart from
what it really dic¢ and what it really meant.

Q So even based on what you know today, you would
not say that there is a general -- you would not state
that there was a general awareness of a more severe accident
because of the pressure spike?

A I don't think so, and let me go on to say why
I don't think so. I think this because I don't see in the
interviews an indication that people took significant steps
to make sure that others were informed. This matter was
not widely communicated and it did not become a matter
that everyone somehow said that had come to my attention
and I resonded to it.

Again, I had a feeling that it was kind of
one of those additional unexplained events of the day.

Q As far as you are aware, are licensed control
room operators and senior reactor operators, licensed
senior reactor operators authorized and in fact required
to take action if they recognize a situation where public
health and safety are concerned?

A Yes, I think so.

Q So would not have Mr. Chwastyk and all the

other licensed operators if they would have recognized
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Sim 9-3 1 the significance of the pressure spike have been required
2 and obligated by their license to take action regardless
3 of what Miller or Herbein might have said?

‘ 2 A Well, I think it is true that they are obligat=d
5 to take action to protect the health ard safety of the

é public. I guess I don't think that quite in the simple

7 form doesn't recognize the question of whether they under-
8 stood what was going on and therefore had a basis for a

9 conviction and a knowledge of what to do.

10 And I think, in fact, when we look back at the

1 accident, one of the problems was probably a perception on

12 the part of almost everyone that the pre-arranged procedures
. 13 were adequate for everything that cculd ever be conceived
‘4ﬁ and thus the training U!id not provide enough concentration
‘5; on diagnostic capability and thus the 2bility to determine
‘6% when the procedures were inappropriate or what action would
‘7ﬁ be necessary.
I
IB# Just on the general principle, are operators
'9§ required, I think the answer to that is yes.
{
20d JUDGE SMITH: You are referring I believe to
2‘* the NRC regulations which require tha* operators be
‘ 22 “ supervised by only licensed senior reactor operators? 1Is
I
23“ that your allusion?
24| MR. DORNSIFE: My allusion was that all opecators,
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take action if they see something involving public health
and safety. They are obligated by virtue of that license
status to do something.

JUDGE SMITH: And no unlicensed person can
countermand their actions?

MR. DORNSIFE: Yes.

BY MR. DORNSIFE:

Q So that the licensed operators could have, if
they would have strongly believed there was a situation
that required action, have taken action without authority
of their supervisors, the unlicensed supervisors?

A Again, I think that is correct that the licensed
operators do have the obligation and the authority to
take action to protect the health and safety of the public.

Q In your opinion, what wculd you have expected
the operator, a licensed operator to do if they would have
recognized that indeed the pressure spike had been indication
of the core being uncovered and core damage occurring?

A I think the simplest, more direct thing that they
should have done earlier in the day was a thing that was
ultimately directed around 5:30 in the afternoon, namely,
to just turn on the high pressure injection pumps and
leave them on.

Q Do you believe their training at that time

would have indicated that *+o them?
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A Well, I am not sure I am sufficiently conversant

with details of their training to know that. I guess I think

their tra‘ning should have told them to maintain adequate
primary coolant inventory. I think we also know after the

accident some of the kinds of things that inhibited their

action, namely, their concern about going solid and their
misplaced belief in the pressurizer level as an indicator
of inventory.

Q Are you aware of any procedures that were in
place to cover a situation that talked about severe core
damage?

A I don't think there was a procedure in place
that somehow was directed towards for a given degree of
core damage that this is what you do. I don't think there
was such a procedure.

I think the problem that the operators had was
in determining which procedure to use.

Q ' You stated in cross-examination earlier that
closing the block valve and turning on heaters are
prerequisites for drawing a bubble in the pressurizer.

Are you aware of any other actions that are usually associated
with that evolution?

A I don't want to pose as a real expert on that.

I guess though that my sort c¢f basic awareness would

indicate that as one does those actions and as water is
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then driven out of the pressurizer into the loop or the
reactor vessel, one then has to add water in order to

keep a proper level in the pressurizer. And, again, within
my awareness of the details, that is how I would visualize
the drawing of the bubble to proceed.

Q If someone is not realy totally aware of how
much inventory is in the system, would not under normal
conditions drawing a bubble also be associated with taking
reactor coolant inventory out of the system?

A I don't really follow that. Again, I think in
terms, and again recognizing that my knowledge of the
detailed operations is very limited, I think in terms of
the drawing of the bubble in a generalized sense as redistri-
buting the available inventory in the system to move it from
the pressurizer into the primary loops and the vessel and
then to the extent that additional water is required
because the pressurizer level is getting down below the
heaters or something of that sort, then it is necessary to
add water to the system.

Again, I think of it as a strategy to redistri-
bute the available inventory into its proper place and to
add sufficient inventory to get to the right operating
unit conditions.

Q Are you aware of any records around that time

when the bubkle was drawn shortly after the pressure spike,
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of any records of what the let-down flow might have been?

A I personally am not aware in detail. I have
a kind of generalized understanding that after the
significant damage had occurred earlier in the morning of
the 28th, the filters in the let-down coolers and things
like that became plugged and the operators took action to
bypass those filters. But I don't know just what the
level of let-down flow was.

Q Then you prepared the mailgram were you aware
of this decision to draw a bubble, and what significance
did you place on it?

A I think the answer to that is no. That kind
of a detailed characterization of the activities in the
afternoon after the spike was not something that I was
aware of.

Q Mr. Dieckamp, would you present during my
questioning of Dr. Zebroski on TMIA Exhibit 2, the Seelinger
notes?

A I think I was.

Q And we talked about the possibility, or even
more strongly the probability that the discussion at 1
believe it was 2130 concerning hydrogen in the reactor
building was probably related to the venting of the waste
gas decay tanks or the propose to vent the waste gas decay

tanks into the reactor building.
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MS. BERNABEI: I am going to object. I am

sure that that was the testimony. Dr. Zebroski did talk

about a possibility that that was the case, but I didn't thin

he characterized it as a prcbability.

MR. DORNSIFE: Okay. We will keep it a
possibility.

THE WITNESS: 2130 clock time on the 28th?

MR. [ORNSIFE: On the 29th.

THE WITNESS: I am just not sure about that. I
have a sense of awareness that there was concern about what
was happening as the waste gas decay tanks were venting
or being vented back to containment. There was concern
about what was happening to the normal hydrogen there, but
as I sit here I can't relate that to a specific time or
set of events.

BY MR. DORNSIFE:

Q You mention on page 13 of your testimony that
at 9 p.m. on March 29th there was a sparking potential.

A Yes.

Q 1f, indeed, the concern with hydrogen was
from this waste gas venting, could that have been the

reason for this concern about sparking?

b NSO U

A Yes, it could have been. That is one explanation,

one possible explanation for that kind of general direction

to the operators.
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Q Do you believe that it is justifiable that the
senior plant managers, and I am talking now about Herbein
and Miller, would have left the plant had they been conveyed
or had they realized, or someone had made them realize the
significance of the pressure spike?

L My knowledge at the time and today is that in
my judgment Gary Miller and Jack Herbein are very responsible
people who took their responsibility seriously. I believe
that had they understood the situation they would not have
both left the plant at the same time to go to brief the
Lt. Governor.

And as you know, my own reaction upon seeing
them un the Capitol steps was more or less I think in my
words, my God, who is minding the store. They in response
to that assured me that things were stable. So I think that
had to be, or at least I infer that that was their generalized
awareness of the state of affairs. Of coures, we know today
that that was grossly in error.

Q Who do you believe then after they left was ==~
and I want to characterize it as left in charge -- who was
the senior person on site then to make decisions after they
left?

A Well, I think, and this is an area where the
Chwastyk testimony is a little hard to reconcile, the senior

man on site in terms of position and title in the
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organization I think was Joe Logan. I think, or I have

the impression that upon leaving Gary Miller indicated that
Mike Ross would be the man in charge of the plant or tke
operations. Chwastyk's interviews and testimony somthow
doesn't reveal that he had a sense of that chain of command
and I am at a loss to understand that or explain it.

Q Did the fact that plant managers didn't sense
the significance play a major role in formulating your
mailgram?

A Oh, I don't think I could say a major role.
Certainly the fact Gary Miller did not reflect a keen
awareness or an awareness of the spike and its meaning I
guess had to be part of the composite information that
together gave me a willingness to make the statement I did
make on May the 9th.

MR. DORNSIFE: Thank you, Mr. Dieckamp.

I have nothing further.
CROSS~-CXAMINATION

BY MR. AU:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, I would like for you to turn
your attention to page 6 of your prepared testimony under
paragraph number one on March 28th.

In the second sentence you state that "My

notes indicate a feed pump trip at 4 a.m., reactor trip,

primary pressure relief drain tank disrupture, 30,000 gallons
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of water relieved to the containment building and one
pound pressure in the containment building.”

The next sentence says "Creitz also mentioned
failed fuel."

Now the sentence which begins "My notes,"
does that refer to TMIA Exhibit No. 3?

A I don't happen to know the exhibit numbers.
If that is the one that has written down at the bottom
of the page "First notice, North Office Building, about
8:45, 3/28/79, phone booth."

Q That is correct.

A Okay. Then that is it. I might, since the
testimony itself may not be self-evident, what I have
done there is I have picked up the words from those notes
and then in parentheses added what I thought would be
enough words to turn those notes into something somewhat
intelligible.

Q Okay. So the sentence which begins "My notes
indicate" reflects the handwritten notes in TMIA Exhibit
No. 3?

A Yes.

Q This following sentence states that Creitz
mentioned failed fuel. Now the term "failed fuel" is
not evident in TMIA Exhibit No. 3; is that correct?

A That is true.
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Q Were there other written materials from which
you derived your recollection of Creitz mentioning failed |
fuel?
A In the preparation of this testimony certainly

I referred to my Kemeny and Special Inquiry Group depositions.

Q You testified earlier that you specifically ]

recalled the use of that term on the 28th; i- *hat correct?

A The term "failed fuel"?

Q Yes.

A Yes, 1 do.

Q I would like to turn your attention to TMIA

Exhibit No. 4, which includes transcripts of your comments
to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission on March 28th.
There were presentations, on at 9 a.m. and one

at 11:30 a.m. Did you use the term failed fuel in those

presentations?
A No, I did not.
Q You had mentioned in earlier testimony that

you had a discussion with Mr. Arnold on the morninag of
March 29th concerning core damage; is that correct?

A Did I say that or did Mr. Arnold say that in
one of his interviews?

Q I think you are correct that Mr. Arnold
stated that.

A Yes.
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Q Do you recall the term "failed fuel" coming
up in that discussion?

A From my own memory I cannot bring that back.
However, I have no reason to quarrel with Mr. Arnold's

recollection of that conversation which we went through

I guess at some length, and I am trying to think whether
it was yesterday.

Q When do you recall the term "core damage" first
being used in connection with the accident?

A I can only infer now from my subsequent statements.
I don't think I have a direct indication, but if you look
at again either the Kemeny or the Special Inquiry Group,
and right now I am not sure which, I think you will find
that I comment about a sense of damaged core or core
damage starting sometime on Friday I think, which would be
the 30th.

Again, I think I would want to say that as

that day progressed from the early morning indications
of the offsite releasse that let to the order to evacuate
women and children, and going through my awareness of the
pressure spike and postulated zirconium water reaction,
that my own awareness or my mental picture of what core
damage meant changed dramatically as that day progressed
and on into Saturday.

I think when you get to Saturday when 1 addressed
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the initial part of the Industry Advisory Group I spoke in
terms of the problems of cooling the damaged core or an
effort necessary to attempt to reduce the degree of disarray
of the core.

So, again, there is a very rapid progression of
my own mental picture that occurred starting I think Friday

morning and proceeding from then on.
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2 A Yes.
. B MR. AU: I have no other questions.
4 JUDGE SMITH: Ms. Bernabei, if you have your
S cross-examination proposal make it available to the Board
6 now and we will consider it over the noon break and then
7 return at five minutes after one.
95 (Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 12:05 p.m.
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AFTERNOON SESSION
(1:11 p.m.)

JUDGE SMITH: Are we ready to proceed?

The Board has read your cross-examination propo-
sal of Mr. Dieckamp and we have several observations to
make about it. One is, as we discussed before the break,
it is a matter that probably should have been pursued on
discovery. I guess you do not know the answer to the
question; is that correct, Ms. Bernabei?

MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

JUDGE SMITH: However, it is a question that the
Board itself thinks, in view of the representation ¢f what
Ms. Bernabei has made about his testimony, should be asked.
S0, for that reason we will permit the inquiry. Now, the
next is -- or, we will permit an inquiry.

The next point is, we could not identify any
reason whatever for keeping this proposal confidential.

I mean, we don't understand at all how it would destroy
your cross~examination advantage. But even that is not
particularly important because you have already asked one
of the questions.

MS. BERNABEI: Okay.

JUDGE SMITH: The second question, we think

you should eliminate. And the third -~ and go straight to

the third question and the moment you ask the third
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#10-3-SueT question there is your cross-examination. Wham, you know.
So the reason I am raising it is there is going to have

to be an opportunity for Mr., Dieckamp and the parties to

look at the -~ your reference and make sure that they agree
with your characterization of it.

So it would be our preference, unless you have
a strong reason, just simply to read the questions you

propose to ask. I don't understand why they have to be

confidential.

MS. BERNABEI: I think the transcript to which

I refer has been provided, I assume, as in the normal course
to Mr. Dieckamp for his review and correction and to his
attorney, Mr. Blake.

In any case, I continue to believe that giving
opposing counsel and the witness a full set of my questions
prior to asking them does allow the witness and opposing

counsel to determine what their answers are going to be

prior to the hearing.
JUDGE SMITH: Yes.,
MS. BERNABEI: And I don't think == I think that
does eliminate whatever degree of surprise or freshness
a witness could offer on a gquestion that he is not prepared
for. And I think that's the purpose of cross-examination.
JUDGE SMITH: Well, I don't believe that you

have it here. But, as I pointed out, it really won't
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matter because as soon as you ask the question he is going
to need all the time he requires to give a careful considera-
tion and accurate response and look at the data and every-
thing else. So, there is no possibility of surprise of
this witness on this issue. It doesn't matter.

MS. BERNABEI: I agree, Judge Smith. I think
this is a matter probably he is quite familiar with. I

don't think there is that degree of surprise. I =--

JUDGE SMITH: Well, in that event, let's just
put the gquestions out on the table and -- we still -- and
I'm going to listen again, why do you have to have it
secret? |

MS. BERNABEI: Because I think the only way to
adequately cross-examine a witness is to maintain a
line of questioning and not allow the witness to prepare
his answers with or without the assistance of his counsel
prior to answering.

JUDGE SMITH: Oh, I see. With or without the
assistance of counsel.

But in this event we will want a prepared answer,
because we will want a careful answer. Now, if you don't
want the assistance of counsel I understand that,

But we will want an answer whici is based upon
full, complete, studied attention to the facts, 1In any

event, that's the basis for it. 8o, I'm going to return
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your proposal to you and have you proceed with your
questions. Go =-- I would -- just go to your questions.
Now, we are not going to permit you to go to
the second one. You have already asked the first one.
Go to the third one.
(Ms. Bernabei is at the Bench to obtain a
paperwriting from Judge Smith.)
MS. BERNABEI: I don't think he answered it.
JUDGE SMITH: The first one. Right. Well, ask

it again. But, then insert =-- put this in here.

(Judge Smith is pointing out on the paper-
writing to Ms. Bernabei certain portions.) |
MS. BERNABEI: All right.
JUDGE SMI"H: No matter how she approaches it,
Mr. Dieckamp will have a full opportunity to go to his
data in answering it.
Whereupon,
HERMAN M, DIECKAMP
resumed the witness stand as a witness previously called
by and on behalf of the Licensee, Metropolitan Edison
Company, and having previously been duly sworn, was further
examined and testified as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. BERNABEI: (Con.inuing)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, I will repeat the question I had
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for you. Have you expressed to the NRC any concern that
Mr. Herbein or Mr. Miller did not perform adequately during
the accident?

MR. BLAKE: Objection.

JUDGE SMITH: Overruled. Publicly. We are
talking publicly.

WITNESS DIECKAMP: Judge Smith, I don't think
the question said anything about talking. It just said
performed.

JUDGE SMITH: 1I'm talking about making public
statements to the NRC about Mr. Herbein and Mr. Miller's
performance during the accident.

MS. BERNABEI: Well, public as defined in the
course of investigation.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q In the course of your responsibilities, have
you told the NRC or NRC investigatore?

A Could I have the question again, then, please?

Q Yes, Have you ever expressed to the NRC,
including any NRC investigators, a concern that Mr, Herbein
and Mr. Miller did not perform adequately during the ac~-
cident?

A (Pause, )

I thought the question related to communications.

But as I hear it, it does not.
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JUDGE SMITH: Well, that's my concern, too.

MR. BLAKE: That's the reason for my objection.

JUDGE SMITH: That's why I do think that you
either have to accept our proposal, or we will take it

over for you.

MS. BERNABEI: 1I'm sorry, I don't understand.
First of all, I Aon't understand a procedure =--

JUDGE SMITH: Well, the question ==

MS. BERNABEI: =~-- in which the witness is allowed
to object. I have never seen a procedure in which a witness
is allowed to refuse to answer a question. If Mr. Blake has
an objection, I will answer it.

I don't--

JUDGE SMITH: His =--

MS. BERNABEI: =~ think I should be forced to
argue with the witness.

JUDGE SMITH: 1It's a very, very broad question.
Performed during the accident is a very broad question.

You -~ look, get ==

MS. BERNABEI: I will =~

JUDGE SMITH: -~ to the relevance. I didn't
really focus on the unfocused nature of the first question.
It is your third question that we are allowing you to
inquire on. Now, get to it,

MS. BERNABEI: Judge Smith, you said I could ask
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the first and the third question.

JUDGE SMITH: GCet to the third question or
allow the Board to do it.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

Q Have you ever testified under oath to NRC
investigators that you were concerned that Mr. Herbein and
Mr. Miller had not communicated information -

MS. BERNABEI: Well, I'm not going to ask the
question. What I will do is prol{fer my questions., If
the Board wishes to inquire -~

JUDGE SMITH: All right. Whichever you wish.

MS. BERNABEI: Okay. Let me proffer the basis.
I'm not going to do it this way because it won't be
effective.

JUDGE SMITH: All right,

MS. BERNABEI: 1If the Board wishes to inquire
they are free to do so.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

MS. BERNABEI: I proffer my questions to Mr,
Dieckamp would be: Have you expressed to NRC investigators
or the NRC a concern that Mr. Herbein and Mr. Miller did
not perform adequately to the accident?

JUDGE SMITH: All right. To that question,

there would be an objection and we would sustain it,

MS. BERNABEI: The good faith basis for my asking
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that question was Mr. Dieckamp's interview to the NRC,
Office of Investigations, testimony under ocath, on -~

of the Licensee's Internal Investigation of the Accident
or Keaten Report, December 15, 1983 interview, on Page 171,

starting on Line 5, and I will read in the relevant question

and answer.

Line 5, "Question: What major decisions have
you made subsequent to the accident that if given an
opportunity today to change would you change?

"Answer: What decisions have I made subsequent
to the accident that as of today I think are wrong? Uh~huh.
I have got to believe there is something, because I don't
believe I am perfect.

"Question: Would you like a short recess?

"Answer: No, not really. I am not so arrogant
as to think that I'm infallible and that there is nothing
that I have done which upon reflection that I wouldn't do
differently. I am not sure I know exactly what comes to
mind. I think there could have been some responses to
the cheating. We could have been harsher. I think we
probably should have come to grips more early with the
realization that Herbein and Miller could not be effectively
used in the nuclear operation. I think we probably..."

And at that point, Mr, Dieckamp is interrupted,

Now, I proffer that the information which I think is relevant
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te the Board was intended to illicit whether or not the

criticism had to do with Mr., Herbein or Mr. Miller's

i
|
|

reporting of information to GPU management or the NRC
during the accident, including any possible reporting

failures hiving to do with the pressure spike, hydrogen

burn or indicated core damage.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay. Our ruling was -- I need
your paper back to do it. I guess our ruling was that
you could get into your third question.

And would you read your third question?

MS., BERNABEI: The third question: 1Is a part
of your concern that Herbein and Miller did not communicate
information they possessed about the pressure spike,
hydrogen burn or core damage to GPU management or the
NRC?

JUDGE SMITH: Yes, that is the question that
we would have permitted, and that's the question that the
Board itself would pose to Mr, Dieckamp. And we do.

This concern that you are expressing in the
cited interview, does your concern ==

WITNESS DIECKAMP: No, it does not relate to
communications. What I was saying there, if 1 understand
the citation from the Ol investigation, was that as time
went on and we continued to encounter all of the barriers

to approval of restart, we became -~ the management became
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increasingly aware that to maintain Jack Herbein and Gary
Miller in the nuclear organization was most likely a

burden that was not helping us to achieve the approval that
we were seeking.

And I don't think in that -- if I recall that OI
investigation == I have no == you know, I would like to see
exact context, but I don't have the recollection that that
statement was made in relationship to communications on the
day of the accident.

MR. BLAKE: Okay. Judge Smith, I have one
other observation, and that is the representation that
these are available and have been =~ I don't recall a
single reference to this deposition which apparently was
done of Mr, Dieckamp in a different context than this case,
and I don't believe in any of TMIA's responses that they
have made reference to this transcript that Mr, Dieckamp
is being questioned with regard to a different matter;
that is, the Keaten report.

MS. BERNABEI: Let me state very clearly, we
have always represented -- and I do not understand any
ruling of the Board that we had to tell GPU every cross-
examination document we would use. And it's my under-
standing the Order of the Board was to reference or define
every document that we would use in our direct case. This

is traditional cross~examination, And 1 think as such
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we do not have to identify those documents to Mr. Blake.
We also have no responsibility to reveal during
a deposition, our deposition, of Mr. Dieckamp what documents

we will use on his cross-examination in this hearing.

MR. BLAKE: I have no quarrel with anything
Ms. Bernabei has just said. It was to her prior repre-
sentation that these documents are familiar and have been
exchangjed and discussed by the parties. Not this one.

MS. BERNABEI: That is not my representation.

My representation was Mr., Dieckamp, I assume, given this
was his sworn testimony under oath in December of 1983
had an opportunity to review it., I also assume that his
counsel, or chief counsel for the corporation, similarly
had that opportunity.

+UDGE SMITH: Okay. Do you have cross-examination,
Mr. Goldberg?

MR, GOLDBERG: Yes,.

JUDGE WOLFE: One moment, Mr. Goldbergq.

(The Board members are conferring.)

JUDGE SMITH: Parties, would you please distribute
among the parties the proposal, cross-examination proposal,
80 they can see the communication that you had with the
Board, please?

MS. BERNABEI: Yes,

MR, BLAKE: We will undertake to have a copy made
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overnight and distribute it tomorrow.

WITNESS DIECKAMP: Judge Smith, I am a little
nervous in the sense that I responded to that question
based upon my memory. I would hope the record would
reflect that.

And I'm wondering whether it would be worth-
while to take a look at that, the context of that discussion
in the Ol investigation.

JUDGE SMITH: 1If you feel that that is desirable,
Mr. Dieckamp, you certainly have every opportunity. And we
want a full record on the point.

WITNESS DIECKAMP: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: So, if you would like to -~

WITNESS DIECKAMP: 1If it's available, 1 would
prefer to spend just a minute looking at it.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

(The witness is provided with a copy of the
document by Ms. Bernabei.)

WITNESS DIECKAMP: What page?

MS8. BERNABEI: Page 171,

JUDGE SMITH: What did you say, you don't know?

MS. BERNABEI: 171. No, I said on Page 171.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

M8, BERNABEI: I don't have my notes here so ==

(The witness is looking at the document,)
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A I am comfortable with my prior answer.
JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Goldberg?
- CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. GOLDBERG:

Q Mr. Dieckamp, are you aware of any offsite
radiation releases on the morning of March 28, 1979 which
exceeded the tech spec limits for TMI-2?

A 1 personally, as 1 sit here, am not aware of
any., I don't know if I am competent to speak to the
entire record, but 1 am not aware of any as 1 sit here.
And as I said, I think earlier made reference to the
findings of the special inquiry group that in general on
the morning of the 28th the radiation levels did not
exceed background offsite.

Q Can offsite radiation releases exceed background,
and yet be within tech specs for TMI-2?

A Mr. Goldberg, I am not sufficiently familiar
with the details of the regulation to he able to answer
that question., I would suspect -~ well, I will stop
there.

Q Going back to your testimony on Thursday,
November 15th, TMIA asked you a question about whether you
would expect the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to have
better information than the Company concerning offsl;o

radiation releases, and I believe you answered that you
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didn't believe they would.

Based on the testimony that you gave that there
was a direct open phone line between the Commonwealth and
the Bureau of Radiation Protection, do you believe it is
possible that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania had better
information on radiation releases than di¢ Mr. Creitz?

A I don't recall exactly how that exchange went,
My memory suggests to me that it did include some passing
reference to the open line to Ms. Riley at BRP, And
I think it is difficult to be absolute about that.

I think my general belief or attitude would have
been that the Company should have had the best information.
At the same time, it is true that there was a continuous
open line to the BRP, and I don't think Walter Creitz
had the benefit of the same kind of direc* and continuous
communication.

Q Referring you to TMIA Exhibit 6, which is
the RAC handwritten notes or minutes, March 29th and 30th,
1979,

A I don't think I still have that one handy here,

Q On the last page of that exhibit is a phrase,
about three or four lines up from the bottom which says:
Significant core damage apparent,

Did you make an assessment on March 28th, 1979,

that there was significant core damage apparent?
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|
A We have had this trouble throughout, in terms of '
|
|
just what do those words mean, and I think the best thing |
I can say is that whatever I did, I would not characterize |

as an assessment in the sense of even a back of the envelop%
calculation or anything that could begin to quantify some ;
degree of core damage or some configurational modification
or anything of the sort.

I think my feeling is, and my testimony would
be, that as we moved past Thursday night and into Friday,
first with the awareness of the radiation release Friday
morning, I think somewhere in the seven c'clock or so
time period, seven a.m., time period, there was certainly
brought to my attention -- and I think I learned of that

somewhere in the nine to ten o'clock time period,
certainly an increased awareness that there had been
sufficient fuel damage to cause considerable amount of
release of radioactive gases or radioactive materials.

I just have no sense, thongh, in terms of
an assessment in terms of what that meant, and beyond
that, no sense of an assesament in -- and yet in terms
of whether or not that damage was of a nature that would
make the accident more of an on-=going event in terms of
having modified the ability to cool the core with
assurance.

S0, certainly on Friday there was a rapidly
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a few cracks or pin holes in fuel pins, But I am not

in a position to say how I might have -- what mental

picture I might have i:ad.

I know that by the time Saturday came around, or

when I spoke with the industry advisory group on Saturday,

I then said that one of the four major questions was

what was the degree of disarray of the core, and I think

that ..und of word to me reflects that at that time I was

thinking of far more mechanical =-- I can't break that

down into specific levels of awareness as a function of

time.

MS. BERNABEI:

I would like to move to strike

the majority of Mr. Dieckamp's answer. The question that

I wrote down Mr., Goldberg asked was did you make an

assessment of March 28th of significant core damage

apparent.

Mr. vieckamp then proceeded to talk about other

days other than March 28th.

question.

MR. GOLDBERG:

It was not responsive to th»

It was my question. I was

going to ask him about March 29th also I think he

explained his answer. and it was the information that

I was seeking. I don't want it striken tiom the record.

JUDGE SMITH:

S0,

in that event we won't.
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BY MR. GOLDBERG: (Continuing)

Q Mr. Dieckamp, when some of the operators who
were at TMI-2 on March 28, 1979 state that they believe
on March 28, 1979 that the pressure spike was real, what
does that mean to you when they say they recognize the
pressure spike as real on March 28th?

A I think what that means is that whereas some
operators jump to the conclusion that it was a spurious
electrical signal, others based upon their knowledge that
the spray, the core spray is actuated, and that required
a two -- I think a two out of three pressure indicators
reaching the 28 or 30 pound level, psi level, tended on
that basis to feel that the spike was real, I guess what
that means is that they felt that the -- an electrical
disturbance could not have caused the coincidence require-
ment for spray actuation,

That is my understanding of what they mean by
real.

0 Does recognition of a real pressure spike
necessarily indicate that there has been core damage?

A It does not, in my judgment. I, in fact -- I
think when I go ' ck to the mailgram statement, it says
no one interpretated in terms of core damage. It seems
to me that one has to first recognize the spike, one has

to decide that it is a real pessure change, and one has
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to then identify mechanism for that pressure change,

one has to then identify that it was a hydrogen burn,
hydrogen explosion. One has to then say the source of

that hydrogen, the zirconium water reaction, one has

to then make some sort of an estimate of how much zirconium
reacted in order to begin to quantify what that might mean
in terms of core damage.

To me, that is the chain of logic required to
comment the spike with core damage, and to simply decide
that the spike was real has not yet told me anything.

Q You were asked a number of questions about
repressurization. If the pressure in the primary system
is decreasing, and Chwastyk had received an order to
maintain plant status, could shutting the block valve be

a necessary step to prevent continuing pressure decrease?

A I think it would have been an action in the right
direction.
Q Does it necessarily indicate an intent to

repressurize the system?

A I think of itself I would not be able to reach
a conclusion about repressurization. I think it sort of
falls, in my mind, necessary but not sufficient.

Q I would like to refer you to TMIA mailgram
Exhibit 14, which is the note from your secretary to you

attaching the draft of the mailgram.
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A Yes.

Q You testified that you don't recall writing down
on your draft CC: NRC Commissioners.

I want to ask you whether your secretary has
ever added things on the typed version that she does for
you of handwritten drafts that you give her.

A The person that typed this was not my secretary.
I would not want to attribute to Ms. Hull that she

arbitrarily added anything.

I am not able to provide any insight into that.
As far as I am concerned, the mailgram itself went to
Gilinsky. He was on the tour, he was mentioned in the

New York Times article. I would conclude that I did

not see this as something more general import to the
balance of the Commission.

Q Do you have any reason to believe that
Commissioner Gilinsky upon receipt of the mailgram would
not share it with the other Commissioners?

A No, I have no information to that effect. I
guess my general awareness of Commission practices is that
I would assume that he would make it available, but I
don't know.

Q Did you have any intent that that information
not be provided to the other Commissioners?

A Certainly no intent that it be somehow excluded
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from them.
Q Do you know on what day or days consideration
was given to hooking up the hydrogen recombiners?
A My impression of that is, again, one that

says that decision to hook-up the recombiners may have
occurred on the 29th. I am not even sure about the
28th. Beyond that, it is my understanding that they
actually did not get hooked up until about Sunday or
Monday following the 28th.

And I am not sure what prompted the move to
hook up the recombiners, and it is my impression that
it may have been prompted by concern about the off gas
from the waste gas decay tanks.

Q And in connection with consideration for
hooking up the hydrogen recombiner, do you know whether
or not there was a concern for ignition?

MS. BERNABEI: Objection. I believe this has
been asked and answered, specifically Mr. Dornsife asked
a number of questions along this iine, and I think Mr.
Dieckamp has exhausted his knowledge of that.

The question was asked by Mr. Dornsife, I
believe.

MR. GOLDBERG: I don't recall. If it has, I
will withdraw the question. I don't recall that

specific question, whether there was a concern about
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1 an ignition from hooking up the hydrogen recombiner.

2 JUDGE SMITH: 1 have no memory.

3 MS. BERNABEI: Oh, I didn't understand that
. 4 to be the question. I thought the prior question had to.

5 do with the waste gas decay tank, and I assumed Mr.

¢ Goldberg's question was whether there was a concern

7 and that was back with igniting the hydrogen. That was

8 the previous question.

9| MR. GOLDBERG: That was not my question. That

105 question was asked, and I asked a different question.

112 I will ask it again.

!

12§ JUDGE SMITH: This was with respect to hydrogen
. 13 recombiners.

14 MS. BERNABEI: I am sorry. I misheard the

15 qguestion,

16 | BY MR. GOLDBERG: (Continuing)

17 Q Mr. Dieckamp?

18 A I have no direct knowledge of that.

19 Q Based on your review of Mr. Chwastyk's wvarious

20 interviews, do vou know when he =-- in which interview

21 | he first mentioned hydrogen?
. 22 | A What I know is he did not mention it in his

23 May 21 interview. I think what that means is that he

24 must have first mentioned it, I think, in his October 11,

Ace Federal Reporters, inc
25 his second interview -- what I am trying to say, Mr.
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Goldberg is that my memory relates to the specific
non-mention in his first interview, and threrefore, 1
think he did mention it in his second interview,
what ever the date of it is.

Q Okay. Do you know when he first mentiioned the
check on containment?

A No, I do not.

Q If Mr. Chwastyk believed that the pressure spike
was an indicator of core damage, would you expect that
he would ask that a check on containment be done at that
time?

A Well, my feeling is that a check on containment

would be a rational response to recognition of an explosion

within containment, whether or not it involved core
damage.

Q Do you know what time Mr. Chwastyk arrived at
the TMI-2 site on March 28th?

A I am going to be fuzzy about this. I think it
was around -- let me just say roughly noon. I think he
might have been scheduled for the three to eleven, or
something like that shift, and I think he came in two or

three hours early.
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Q You were asked a number of questions about drawing

a bubble in the oressurizer. Do you have any knowledge that
in fact a decision was made at about 2 p.m. on March 28th
to draw a bubble in the pressurizer?

A The only knowledge that I have is that what
I derived from the interviews and depositions of Joe
Chwastyk. I am of the impression that others do not
necessarily support that, and I also do not see much
support for that in the NSAC record of the major events
or actions during the day.

Let me just add to that. It may well be that
Mr. Chwastyk in his own way was trying to draw the bubble
and I can sort of -- I have no trouble with that one way
or the other, you know, what his belief was as to what he
was doing. I am just not sure that I see in the objective
data evidence that that was indeed being done.

Q If there had actually been a change in strategy
in early or mid-afternoon on March 28th, would you have
expected that the other operators would have been aware of
this change in strategy?

A Yes, I would.

MR. GOLDBERG: I don't have any further
questions.
BOARD-EXAMINATION

BY JUDGE WOLFE:
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Q Mr. Dieckamp, I don't know whether I car put
the question in proper context, but it is my recollection
that in response to a question with regard to Mr. Chwastyk
you stated your response and then you added something to
the effect that well, while Mr. Chwastyk said that he, and

I believe you wording was recognized that repressurization

was necessary, nevertheless it took one hour and eight minutes

more before he took any action with regard to repressurization.

Do you recall that question and answer to that

effect?
A .+ recall something along that line. As I recall,
Mr. Chwastyk in hie testincay relates to having gotten

approval from Mr. Miller to draw the bubble and Mr. Miller
left the site around 2 p.m. because he arrived at the
Lt. Governor's cffice around 2:30. So I find it troubling
that he could have gotten approval to draw the bubble right
around 2 o'clock and waited until eight minutes after three
to close the block valve.

As I say, I just find it hard to square that
action or inaction, whichever way you want to look at it.

Q And what would you have the Board conclude

from this hour and eight-minute inaction period, if anything,

or do we just say that to evidence your concern?
A Again, I think the issue or a portion of the

issue before the Board is whether or not operator action
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reveals an understanding of the pressure spike, and for my

own self when I try to reach a conclusion as to whether I

believe operator action reveals understanding of the pressure

spike, I look at things like that which I consider

inconsistent with such understanding.

Q
was deposed
A
Q
A
it.

Q

in response to Ms. Bernabei's questions during that deposition

(Board conferring.)
JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Blake, do you have redirect?
MR. BLAKE: Yes, sir.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. BLAKE:
Mr. Dieckamp, are you aware that Mr. Creitz
by TMIA during the discovery in this proceeding?
Yes, I am.
Have you reviewed Mr. Creitz' deposition?

Yes, I did have the opportunity to read th:.cugh

Are you aware or do you recall that Mr. Creitz

testified that during his 9 o'clock telephone conversation

with you he explicitly tcld you that there were n<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>