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1 (10:03 a.m.)

2 PROCEEDINGS

3 JLUE SMITII: Good norning. Is there any preliminarym

( )
#

4 business except for your notions?

5 MS. BERWEI: There is one preliminary matter. Judge

6 Wolfe had inquired of nn whether interrogatory answer concerning

7 Mr. Crinmins can be marked as an exhibit. Our review of the

8 transcript shows that it was not marked as an exhibit.

9 MR. BIAKE: Judge Wolfe and ?Ls. Bernabei, I should add

10 to that that theCrinmins' response to the interrogatory was one-

11 of the subjects that we discussed at the prehearing conference on

12 the 13th. It is one of those items that I agreed to go back and

(O 13 look at with regard to a stipulation.g

14 We have worked on that stipulation over the weekend.

15 I would hope that by tmorrow I would be able to present it to the

16 Board and to Ms. Bernabei, and it will include our willingness to |

17 put that Crirmins' letter included as a stipulated piccn of
i

18 evidence.

19 JUDGE SMITII: All right. We had deferred your offer |
:

|
20 of certain exhibits until this norning. i

!
,

21 MS. BERNABEI: Yes, thank you. The first ona was what |
n
() 22 has been identified earlier as 31IA Mailgram Exhibit No. 2. It is

23 the portion of tle Seelinger log, ':brch 29, 1979.

24 JUDGE SMITH: All right. This is the one that is
Am-Federal Repones, Inc.

25 missing from my group. That is the one -- we were short at one tine.
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1 m is is the one I had originally marked. mis is

2 fine.

3 PE. BERtGBEI: Originally, we had identified this
O

4 Exhilit in connection with a witnesses testimony prior to,'-I believe

5 it was Mr. Io's, in fact, and that there was a stipulation entered

6 into for the portion of the log we questioned him on.
i

! 7 Subsequent to that, we questioned several witnesses on
|
| 8 other portions of the log, and that is why I would move it into

| 9 evidence at this time in its entirety.

10 I think given the fact that we have referred to at

11 least three or four entries, it does appear to be a business record

X !? in that Mr. Seelinger, I believe, it was Unit 1 Suoerintendent at

- 13 the time of the accident, apparently made these entries as a part

14 of his regular business on that day.

I5 JUD3E SMITH: Mr. Blake?

16 BR. BIAKE: Judge Smith, I agreewith Ms. Bernabei that

17 tha initial time this document was referred to there was specific

18 reference to what is indicated as page 9 of the document, and

19 in particular the references at tha bottom of that page H-2, and |

20 RB.

21 My recollection is that I was willing and did stipulate

X 22 to.that portion of this docunent that it appears in Mr. Seelinger's

23 notes for March 29th, that language.

24 My only other recollection of a reference to this
Am-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 docunent is during the course of Dr. Zebroski's testinony in

--
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i

1 reference to the figures which appear at the bottom of page 7.

-2 Those indicated as RC-tenp, RC-pressure,

3 I oppose the admission. I oppose the admission of this
Oe

4 doctnent-in its entirety, as -I understand the offer. I believe the

5 pertinent relevant and material information that aopears on page 9,

6 the entry regarding hydrogen, I have been willing to have placnd in-

7 evidence and I bellem it is in evidence.

8 The remainder of this documnt without it.' author or

9 being able to ask what it is all about, or about what entries nuan,

10 I think would place into the record unreliable and I don't know its -

11 probative value as well.

12 MS. IERNABEI: If I could -

O ia "a 8 ^xc= exceee e " 8er ede<- tee e 11 tea-

14 It is not, in my view, a business record. The business record

15 exception for hearsay evidence has real limitations on its usage

16 in order to protect against questions about reliability or probative

17 value, weight, understanding of docunents which are introduced under

18 that exception. They are normally docanents which are prepared

19 by an individual whose duty it is to prepare and maintain on

20 a regular basis such records for the ccrupany minutes of meetings,

21 the range of financial records and documents which are kept for

22 a 02noany.

23 These notes, it is auparent frcrn reviewing them, just

24 looking at than, are one individual's notes of occurrences or what
Am-Federal Reportees, Inc. *

25 he hoard, or in fact, what he wrote dcun on a day. They are not, in

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ -
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i my view, business records.

2 I do not know the meaning of a number of these entries

3 in here, and I think it would be improper to allow this entire
,

h-
4 document into evidence.

5 MS. BERNABEI: ~If I can correct several things that Mr.
i

6 Blake said.

7 First of all, we did refer to other portions of the

8 document. Specifically, at least in my memory, and I could be

9 corrected if we went back to the transcript, on page 4, there is

10 a notation reactor building levels radiation.

II As Mr. Blake said.

12 MR. NOIEE: Hold on, Ms. Barnabei. Turn to page 4.

t 13 IkM, what on page 4 was referred to to your recollection?

14 MS. BERNABEI: I believe we talked about reactor building

15 levels radiation, that is, if my memory serves, Mr. zebroski talked

16 about ronitoring of the reactor building containment, and the first

17 he knew of that that it occurred at 6:00 a.m., on March 31st.

18 MR. BIAKE: I believe that was atmospheric sanples he

19 was referring to, not to whether or not the Company was aware of

20 radiation levels in containment.

21 MS. BERNABEI: W3ll, I don't want to argue. I am just

22 trying to point out in the notes -;

i

23 MR. BIAKE: But it is inportant that we be accurate

24 in what we say.
Am-Federal Report *es, Inc.

25 MS. BERNABEI: Yes, I agree, and if Mr. Blake will allow
l

_ _ _ . - . . _ _ __ _ _ . ._ _ _ _ _ _ _
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[; j me to correct his misstatements, perhaps we can move on.

2 On page 6,; my mencry is that we asked Dr. Zebroski

3 specifically about his knowledge about thermal couple tenperatures,

O
| 4 five in the range of five hundred to six hundred degrees F. It

5 appears in the mick 11e of the page.

6 On 'page 7, we refer to an entry with certain paraneters

7 of the reactor.

8 Mr. Dornsife questioned Dr. Zebroski, I believe, on

9 another portion of these - of this log having to do with the
t

; 10 waste decay tank, specifically on page 9 and 10, rtain entrier

11 on pages 9 and 10.

12 I believe I questioned Dr. Zebroskion an entry on

13 page 9 about hot spots in the core, about 9:30 on March 29th.

End Take 1. ja
SE fols.

15
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17

i i

18
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19q

20

21

O 22.

23

24
Am Federal Report *es, Inc.

25
I
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Sim 2-1 1 That is all I remember. I believe that in my

2 questioning I did. refer him specifically to those portions

37- of the log, as did Mr. Dornsife.

V
4 In any case, I.think that these were produced

5 by the company. As Mr. Seclinger's notes during the accident

6 he had certain responsibilities and I am sure he took these

7 notes with full understanding of his responsibilities. My

1
8 understanding is that these have been turned over in prior

]
i

9 NRC investigations, prior investigations of the accident and

10 as such I think there is no doubt that that it is a business

11 record exception.

12 I would also say that this being an administrative

() 13 proceeding, we don't have the burdent to show an exception

14 to the hearsay rule. I was offering that in order to demon-

15 strate to the Board the reliability of the document. I think

16 the circumstances under which they were taken demonstrate

17 the reliability.

18 JUDGE LINENBERGER: Mrs. Bernabei, a couple of

19 times in this morning's comments by you you referred to this

20 compilation marked for identification as your Exhibit 2 as

21 a log. Perhaps I have misunderstood something. I have,

-( ) 22 since it was introduced, viewed this as a collection of,

23 if you will, working notes of various people for various

24 purposes, but I have never thought of it in terms of any
Acs-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25i

kind of log.

_- -__ -. - _- _ _ _ . . .~ . _ _ - - . _ . . _ . . . . _ . _ . _ . - _
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Sim 2,3 Now how is it that you ascribe it the status of

a 1 g which to me is an official record of some sort of some
2

Part of a happening?
3.,

(
MS. BERNABEI: Perhaps I used that term in the

4

1 se sense of the term. There are a number of notes, most
5

f which you do not have before you which are in this form
6

that is chronologically throughout the day with time notations
7

in r ugh chronological form for each day. I believe from
8

March 28th through the 31st.
9

10 I assume technically you are correct, Judge

11 Linenberger, that this is not a log that is kept, a control

r m 1 g. However, it is chronological and it does appear12

^

in the same form as others of Mr. Seelinger's notes for( ') 13v

14 the period of the accident.

JUDGE SMITH: The Board had previously noted15

16 that when we have documents such as of this nature that we '

I

j7 were not going to just accept a large document into evidence j

18 without some specific understanding as to which part of |
!

19 it would be available to the Board for findings and there-
.

!

20 f re being available to the parties to propose findings. I

!

Mr. Blake makes generally correct arguments
21

f') about the hearsay exception, that is Exception 6 to Rule 80322a

bout Mr. Seelinger and the circumstances under which the |23

I

24 n tes were made.

Am-Feder') Reporters, Inc.

25 It is not a typical record of regularly conducted
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Sim 2-3
1 activity which is the Federal Rules of Evidence version of

2 the shop brook rule. It was not a regularly conducted

3 activity to have a' circumstance such as this, nor is it

O_.
4 apparent that it was Mr. Seelinger's regular duty to maintain

.

5 his notes.

6 On the other hand, there seems to be no dispute

7 that they are Mr. Seelinger's notes and they do.seem to

8 be in the pertinent parts illogical. They are certainly

9 much more reliable than just a random piece of paper found

10 in the company's files.

11 I would propose that one of two approaches be

12 pursued. One is that the exhibit be received, but no citation

() 13 to the exhibit will be honored by the Board in our decision

14 if it is made out of the context of a particular reference

15 by a particular witness.

If you have serious misgivingn about the relia- !16

i

17 bility of this document, Mr. Blake, I think that then we

18 had better pursue it by having Mr. Seelinger come here. But

19 I do believe the document has the basic elements of reliability.,

I20 It is apparently a record of what was happening at the time. .

I
21 It was made, according to the face of it, at the time the

()'
22 events were unfolding. The pertinent parts of the document

23 that M s. Bernabei is relying upon seem to be clear in their
'

24
: import.
! Ace-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 So it seems to me that the document for the.

f

|

_. . . _ . -_ _ _. -- ,_ _ ._ _ . _ . . . . _ _ . , _ . _ . . - , _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ ,_
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Sim-2-4-

1 limited purpose'for which it is used does meet the general

2 conditions of reliability which we would require in

'

3 administrative hearings of this nature.[-)v
4 My proposal, and perhaps the most convenient

5 proposal would be to receive the document, but with the

6 express understanding that it can only be cited in connection

7 with the testimony that was connected to it, the oral

8 testimony which was connected to it. That would be my

'

9 proposal.

10 MR. BLAKE:- I have no objection.-

II JUDGE SMITH: I beg your-pardon?

I2 MR. BLAKE: I have no objection to your proposal.

13 JUDGE SMITH: You have no objection. It seems

i 14 to me ---
i

15 MR. BLAKE: My concern, obviously, Judge Smith,

i 10 was what use might be made or interpretations or characteriza

17 tions which are to have been made from this set of words;

18 or that set of words from this document which would concern
'

19 me when we get to the findings stage. ,

t

20 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I noted that Ms. Bernabei

21 agrees, too. So-I don't think there is a dispute.

|
22 How about you, Mr. Goldberg?

23 MR. GOLDBERG: No objection.

24 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au, are you satisfied with that
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 arrangement?

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - - _ _ _ - . _ . _ _ . - - _ _ . . . . . . ~ _ _ _



28586

Sim 2-5
1 MR. AU: Yes, I am, with the notation that

2 some of our questions related to the events sequence.

3 JUDGE SMITH: The sequence, yes. Right. I,,
,

: s

,Y
4 don't know what to do with that.

5 (Pause.)

6 All right, the document will be received on the

7 basis that I outlined.

8 (TMIA Exhibit 2, previously

9 marked for identification, was

10 received into evidence.)

INDEX 11 JUDGE SMITH: That I believe should be pretty !

12 much our criterion for acceptance as the case unfolds.

r'x
- (a) 13 MS. BERNABEI: I would offer TMIA Exhibit 6

14 which has been identified as the March 29 and March 30, 1979

15 minutcs of a Research Advisory Committee of EPRI referred

16 to in Mr. Zebroski's testimony in part and explained by
i

17 him. I

18 JUDGE SMITH: All right. This one I predict

19 will be not quite as easy. Let's hear from Mr. Blake.

t

20 ' MS. BERNABEI: I should state one more thing. ;

21 I understand that Dr. Zebroski testified that he reviewed j

j 22 this document in preparation for his testimony and provided |
!
,

23 a basis for his statements about his initial understanding !
!

24 of the accident. |
Am-FMwal Rmorters, lm. | l

25 JUDGE SMITH: Right. I had no concern about the ;

I

|

|



_ _ _ . _ .

""

28587

i Sim 2-$-
1 use of the document for this cross-examination, but I think

'

2 that the document on the face of it and standing alone and

! .
_

3 under the circumstances described by Dr. Zebroski does not

V i

4 have the guarantees of reliability that the Board would '

i 5 need to make any direct findings.

I

end Sim 6
Sue fols

b 7

i 8

9

104

! 11

12

|O '

14

i

i- 15
I

i
j 16

17
1

i
.

. 18
!
i-

! 19

20
i

| 21
i

22

!
' 23

24
| Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

j 25

.

- - - . . .. . . . . , , - - - - , , . , - . .,,,--.-w - - - - - . ,,, ,. ,,,,-y-n- , . ,n,,.p,,----n,- - - - , -- . - - - - ,--,,--,,g-~,,.-,.m,,. ,-n, , - - .,,
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|:
i

: #3-1-Suet 1 MS. BERNABEI: Okay.- My understanding is that q

-2 this was' prepared by the secretary, either of the Committee

3 or EPRI, that was present. And this was.the initial form of, _

-4 the minutes which then became. typewritten minutes. The

5 testimony was that he first referred.to the typewritten

6 minutes of the meeting to prepare his testimony' when there,
,

'

7 was'no mention of TMI or there was not significant mention

i .

He then went to the handwritten minutes.8 of TMI.
. .

9 That was my understanding. As such, I think they

10 do have reliability of a business record.
7

11 JUDGE SMITH: It's hard for me to envision what2

{
12 fact or statement of fact in this document there is that

j

f () 13 this Board could make a particular finding on. I just don't

14 know what it is.

15 I can' t anticipate .your proposed findings, but

16 what is there that we could find? Just tell me exactly how
:

; 17 you want to use it and how you propose that we use it in

18 our decision?

19 MS. BERNABEI: Okay. Fine. The way in which

20 Dr. Zebroski apparently relied on it was to remember or
|

21 recall what information he had originally been given by

{ () 22 his superiors about the TMI accident.

23 He referred to the last portion of the document,
.

| 24 Page 4, which gives a status of Three Mile Island apparently
, Acefederd Reporters, Inc.
j 25 conveyed to Mr. Culler by Mr. Dieckamp. In that, Mr. Culler

*

.
t

5

|

- - .. - , . . . - . - - , , . , - - , . - . - - . - - - ~ , , - . . . . - - , . - , _ - . . . - - - - . . - . . - . , - - .
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.

#3-2-Suet 1 apparently states Mr. Dieckamp. told him the accident at Three

2 Mile Island was very serious, significant core damage is

3 . apparent. Iodine leakage likely.
. 3
U

4 This is from Dr. Zebroski's testimony, this is
,

5 Mr.-Culler's representation of what Mr. Dieckamp told him

6 about the accident. As such, I think it's probative of i

4- 7 Mr. Dieckamp's understanding of the accident on March 30th

8 or before.

9 Obviously, the part we are concerned with is

10 the description of significant. core damage apparent.,

II JUDGE SMITH: And that's exactly why I'm con-

I2 cerned about the document, the very reason that you want to

13 use it for that purpose.

I4 Mr. Blake?

15 MR. BLAKE: This one, under my view of what might
1 |

16 be a business record, comes closer because, as Dr. Zebroski |

1

17 !
*

spel testified, Mr.Elsaesser, the author of these notes had, as
i

18 a duty, to prepare notes of mcetings. So in that way, I

I9 regard this as, in fact, a more reliable document. I think |

20 it ought to bc considered to be a more accurate recounting

21 of what took place or, in fact, what people said.

22 So, that takes me back at least --

23 JUDGE SMITH: At the meeting?

2# MR. BLAKE: Yes, sir. Now, that takes me back
, Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 at least one level. I get over the one level of hearsay,

.- - - _ _ - - . - . . - _ . __ . . . . . - - . - _ _ _ _ . - _. - _ - _
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. 53-3-Suet I and if I assume then that this last entry which Ms.

2 Bernabei has referred to is a pretty accurate or reliable

3 accounting of what FLC, which was Mr. Culler, reported tof. s

b
4 that meeting on the 30th,-I still have -- and I can't reach

5 how Ms. Bernabei, as I understand it, would have it to be

6 used. These were the words which Mr. Dieckamp gave to Mr.

7 Culler. I -- that I can' t be sure of.

8 I think it is clear that what prompted this, in

9 part and maybe in large part, was the call to Mr. Culler

10 from Mr. Dieckamp. But whether or not he used these words1

II or these were Mr. Culler's words, whether or not Mr. Culler

I2 put some interpretation on what Mr. Dieckamp said -- I don't

13 have a problem with this document coming into evidence now,

I4 as what Mr. Culler reported to the Committee after a conver-

15 sation with Mr. Dieckamp.

16 And I would not oppose it for that purpose. !

17 l JUDGE SMITH: Then, what do we do with it in our
i

18 findings? What relevance to our decision will there be |
!

I9 '

that a Mr. Culler, whom we don't know and have never seen

20 and has not appeared here, made these statements at a meet-,

21 ing?

22 MR. BLAKE: I would not plan to use it in my

23 findings, but as I understand Ms. Bernabei I may have a,

24 need to reply to findings where she will use these terms.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 And I think try to infer from, or imply from them, some level

, _ - . . - . ._ - -, . . . _ - , . -. _. -
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.

'#3-4-Suet -l of knowledge on Mr.' Diecksmp's part' which she will try to

1 2 make use of. I don' t -- I can' t interpret -- I can' t ---

'

|

3y- MS.'BERNABEI: .Can'I -- ,

'

4 MR. BLAKE:' I can' t anticipate for sure.

5 MS. BERNABEI: May I address Mr. Blake's last

6 point? As I' understand it, he is saying there are two

7 levels of hearsay, the first of.which is gotten over because

8 these appear to be minutes of the secretary of the Committee,,

9 I would say that Mr. Culler's statement in this

{ 10 context is similarly-in the course of his business responsi-

II bility. This is an industry group, okay. It's the Research
!

I2 Advisory Committee of EPRI. Mr. Dieckamp apparently con-
i-

() 13 tacted Mr. Culler not only to inform him what was going on,

Id but in order to engage his help or technical support. At

15 least, that was a portion of the intention of Mr. Dieckamp,

16 talking to Mr. Culler.
1

I7 In those circumstances, I think Mr. Dieckamp,

| 18 would be very careful and very precise as to what he told
3

a

I9 him about the accident. Similarly, I think Mr. Culler in

i
' 20 speaking to his organizution would be -- given that they

21
] may have a role in the accident, would similarly be careful

22 in terms of what he recounted.
1,

23 In that sense, I think that's it's part of both |
1

24 their business responsibility and has has an issue of
Aos-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25* reliability.

,

__ e .....--2- - , e . --._,---m.,,,, ,er ,----,--cvr-, . ~ - , , -,-m,mwp,,,+ r , y--. .. ..,-,4.
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#3-5-Suet- I JUDGE SMITH: Then, how did we learn that what

2 Mr. Culler is reporting here derived from:Mr. Dieckamp?

3 MS. BERNABEI: That's what Dr. Zebroski testifiedf-

4 to, from my memory.

5 JUDGE SMITH: You are getting closer together in

6 your position on it. And there is one aspect of it that

7 hasn't been discussed by either of you, and that is the

8 reputed source of this information. Mr. Dieckamp sits here

9 today and is available for examination on it.

10 So, there is not likely to be' serious prejudice

II by accepting the document into evidence.

I2 MR. BLAKE: I agree with that, Judge. That's why

13
| I'm willing to agree and have the document come in here as
!

I4 is evidence apparently of what Mr. Culler reported but not
i

15 as to what Mr. Dieckamp said to him. And we have Mr. Dieckamp

16 available to ask him.

17 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

18 MS. BERNABEI: Well, I don't think we can parse
!

I9
! it like that. . Generally, the Federal rules of evidence |

|
20 have said that if a document comes in it comes in for what- |,

<

21 ever purpose.

22 JUDGE SMITH: I think that you are going to have

23 this basic problem, however, no matter what. And that is,

24 in the last analysis we have to sit here and we have to
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 decide what evidence we are going to believe. Now, I don't

,
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1

!E
.

'

93-6-Suet- 1 know what Mr. Dieckamp is going to say_about these notes.

2 But he is here, and he is available for -questioning on it.

'3 .And the person who wrote the notes is not here,

h.
4 and the person to whom he is reporting is.not here. So,-

5 you can see where -you might be going. But~I don't.see it

6 as a problem.

7 Let's hear from Mr. Goldberg.
,

!

8 MR. GOLDBERG: I just wanted to-say that I

9 pretty much agree with Mr. Blake's assessment. of this,
f

10 that at this point it's my understanding of Dr. Zebroski

11 testimony that he made it clear that he has no firsthand

12 knowledge that in fact Mr. Dieckamp made an assessment7

_() 13 that there was significant. core damage apparent and that'
,

; 14 he is the source of this.

j 15 He said a couple of times that it was, you know,-

|
; 16 second, third and fourth-hand hearsay that this is what the

17 notes say but he couldn' t personally attribute it to Mr.<

- 18 Dieckamp.
I

; 19 I also agree with what you said, in that Mr. '

l.
4 20 Dieckamp is here and I at this point have some questions
;

f 21 for Mr. Dieckamp on these notes so that it can be straighten-
r

() 22 ed out. But at this point with the offer of this document

!
23 at this point I think it can be accepted similarly to TMIA

11 24 Exhibit 2 for the limited purpose of referring to what the
. Am Federst Reporters, Inc.
!

25 witness has said about the document thus far. I t would have
3

<

l

1
'
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#3-7-Suet I no more weight than that.

2 JUDGE SMITH: I think that it would go, at least

7-.-
3 as far as being given, according to Mr. Blake, as being

V
4 undisputed evidence of what Mr. Culler said at the meeting.

5 MR. GOLDBERG: Yes.

6 JUDGE SMITH: I don't have a direct memory of

7 how Mr. Dieckamp is tied in to Mr. Culler at that particular

8 point. You had better remind us what that is.

9 You say that Dr. Zebroski, but I don't recall

10 the reliability of Dr. Zebroski's -- the certainty of Dr.

II Zebroski's testimony to the effect that Mr. Dieckamp told

12 Culler this information. I don't recall that.
!

|(j 13(, MS. BERNABEI: Well, he referred in his testimony j

Id what he knew about the accident. He referred or relied on

this account of the meeting. |
15

16 JUDGE SMITH: Yeah, but the account of the meeting
!

17 does not say Mr. Dieckamp cave this information. !

i

18 MS. BERNABEI: That's my understanding from his |
l9 testimony here.

20 JUDGE SMITH: That's the testimony that I don't :

~

21 recall.
r~s
U 22 MS. BERNABEI: I think he stated that Mr. Dieckamp

23 called Mr. Culler to ask him about four tasks and to say f
!

24 that things had -- my understanding is -- deteriorated from
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 previously.
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.#3-8-Suet I JUDGE SMITH: But how did he know that? That's

2 what I don't recall.

3 MS. BERNABEI: My understanding is that he knew.-s
'

4 it from -- in part -- the minutes of the meeting.

5 JUDGE SMITH: Well, how can he learn it from the

6 minutes of the meeting and I can't learn it from the minutes

7 of the meeting? I'm looking at the notes.
o

8 MS. BERNABEI: Well, I don't think his testimony

9 is accurate. I think that was one of the points of our cross-

10 examination. In fact, the notes say something different than

II he represented in his testimony.

12 That was one of the points of our cross-examination.

5 13 JUDGE SMITH: Well, there is no objection to the j
|

14 receipt of the exhibit for the purpose for which you offer

15 it. So, I guess we don't have a dispute. |
!

The concern is, having done that, what the Board |16

!
17 will do with it. !

18 MR. GOLDBERG: Judge Smith, before you rule, I {

asked Dr. Zebroski a question about this phrase in this f
I9

|
20 document, significant core damage apparent. |

|

21 JUDGE WOIEE: Transcript page, please? |

22 MR. GOLDBERG: 28555. And I said: Even as a

23 surmise, do you have any firsthand knowledge that Mr.

24 Dieckamp ever made that statement as reflected in these
Ace-FWsl Reporters, Inc.

25 notes? Answer: As I say, I have only fourth-hand knowledge.

.
. .

.__
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,

#3-9-Suet 1 -MS. BERNABEI: Well, he had such fourth-hand
,

-2 knowledge, and I moved to strike his testimony in part on

3 that basis, and the Board let it in and I think we are7

N_),
4 entitled to probe the basis. I don' t think it's very good,

5 but what he said he said. '

6 JUDGE SMITH: All right. So, there really is

7 no dispute at this point on this particular item. So,

8 with that limitation we will receive TMIA Mailgram Exhibit 6

9 for the purpose that that was a statement made by Mr. Culler,

10 and whatever Dr. Zebroski said about it he said.

11 (The exhibit previously marked'

12 us TMIA Mailgram Exhibit 6

() 13 for Identification is received

14 into evidence'as TMIA Mailgram

INDEXXXXXX 15 Exhibit Number 6.) j

16 MS. BERNABEI: I move TMIA Exhibit 7 into
i

17 evidence. It's the March 30th, 1979 notes of Dr. Zebroski !
|

18 about a conversation with Mr. Keaten at 9:15 a.m. He refers !
:
!

19 to this meeting and was questioned about the meeting. Excuse

20 me, the discussion, telephone discussion. |
!

2I JUDGE SMITH: Are there objections?

( 22 MR. BLAKE: No, no objection from us. And the

23 reason for my lack of objection is that these were identified ,

)
24 by Dr. Zebroski. These were his notes of a telephone confe-

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 rence call that he had with Mr. Keaten on Friday, March 30th,
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a.

#3-10-Suet 1 and he was available to have the parties ask questions of him

2 regarding these notes after Mr. Bernabei identified them.

3 So, I think this is an appropriate exhibit.n
U

4 JUDGE SMITII: All right. No objections, the docu-

5 ment is received.

6 (The exhibit previously marked

7 TMAI Exhibit Number 7 for

8 Identification is received into

9 evidence as TMAI Exhibit Number

i INDEXXXX 10 7.)

II MS. BERNABEI: 'I move TMAI Exhibit 8 into evidence.

t 12 It is notes from March 28th,1979 of Richard Lontz, one of

O I3 the five GeU Service Corgeretion eneineers sent te the site

I4 on the first day of the accident.

15 I would state that I'm a little surprised at Mr.

16 Blake's objections to some of the notes that are being moved f
I

I7 into evidence. I specifically asked him during the discovery |
18 portion of this case whether or not we would have to call

I9 witnesses, either in discovery or during the hearing, to

'
20 identify and sponsor documents of this sort.

21 My understanding from him was that if the Company

- 22 understood what they were and they were in fact notes or
|

!. 23 identified notes of a specific person, we would not have this

24 problem. So, frankly I'm a little surprised that this is
Amfederal Reporters, Inc,

25 occurring right now.

. _ . . , . . . _ _ . _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ___ _ .____
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#3-ll-Suet- 1 For the Board's information, TMIA Exhibit 8 was
,

2 produced by Mr. Lentz during his deposition and identified

3 by him to be notes of a meeting he was directed to attendp.

d
4 at ' approximately 11:3 0 a.m. on March 28th, 1979. In question-

5 ing Dr. Zebroski, I ques tioned him specifically about the

6 tenth entry on Page 2, which reads: High iodine core' damage?

7 It was specifically with reference to a prior

8 question I believe by Mr. Goldberg to which Dr. Zebroski

9 indicated that high iodine did not necessarily mean anything

10 about core damage to him. I then asked Dr. Zebroski: Well,

11 do you know whether or not the GPU Service Corporation

12 individuals, to any extent, believe that high iodine levels

() 13 would indicate core damage.

14 In any case, I'm not sure it was Mr. Goldberg's

15 question. That was my memory, but it was another question
i

16 on cross-examination of Dr. Zebroski. f

end #3 I7
i

Joe flws !
'

18

19

20 ,

!

i

21 |

([) 22
(
!
l 23

24
Aa Federd Reporters, Inc.

25

| |

| i
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1 JUDGB SMITH: Mr. Blake?

2 MR. BIAKE: let me first react to Ms. Bernabei's

.- 3 characterization of our prior discussions, and I think this is also
( )

4 accounted in exchange of letters."'

5 Ms. Bernabei asked whether or not I would have a problem

6 with authenticity of documents which were prcduced by the Ccrnpany

7 in the course of discovery. Any my answer was, no.

8 I am not going to say that I don't think this is an

9 authentic doctrrent. That, in fact, these were notes by Lentz taken

10 at the time that is indicated on the document. I don't have a problem

11 with that, and I don't think we need to pull a whole lot of people

!? in in order to identify them or determtne whether or not they are

( ) 13 what they appear to be.

14 My qmstion is the reliability or probative value of

15 what is to be done with these documents, and their neaning. M at

16 is it they stand for? What use do we make of them in the end?

17 If I look at Item No. 10, which has been focused on,

18 what in the world does that mean? What was its sense at the tine?

19 I do not have a problem stipulating today that in notes taken by Mr.

20 Lentz on March 28, 1979, which apparently were taken at about 11:30, ,

i

21 and that there is an Item No.10 which appears and quote Item No.10, |
.

I/m() 22 but within the Board's earlier thought about notes and peoples

23 testimony about them, maybe that cures the problem, but I am not

24 about to go further in stipulating what the meaning of that is
Am Federat Reportges, Inc.

25 or - it is just not there. We just don't know.

I

_
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j E. BER2RBEI: What we do know from Mr. Lentz's deposition,

2 he was questioned in his deposition, and if we wanted to call him back

3 in to talk about that, which I think is a fairly minor point,'we can
0,
-

4 do that.

5 That - originally my understanding of my agreement

6 with Mr. Blake was that we wouldn't have to bring a witness here to
s

7 exclain this which appear.

8 JUDGE SMITH: What does his deposition say?

9 MS. BERNABEI: His deposition says that he was directed i

10 to attend a meeting in the morning p,eriod where they were given
'

s

11 assigrinents as to areas to cover.

#

12 JUDGE SMPHI: Right. .

13 MS. BERNABEI: You will see certain notations and names

14 by the itens.

i
15 I asked him about No.10, and my memory _is that he spoke

16 about some concern or assignment about assessment of care damage

{
17 based on scxm high iodine reading, although he couldn't remember today :

|

18 the source or how the readings came about.

19 JUDGE SMITH: I think that is still within tha stipulation ;

20 that Mr. Blake is willing to -- you still have not identified the .

21 dispute bctxeen you. |

22 I really don't see that there is one.

'23 MR. GOLDBERG: Could I say something about this? I asked
9

24 Dr. Zebroski whether the iodine levels that were actually measured'

,

Ace-Federal Repo,tws, Inc.

25 in terms of the state of knowledge that existed at the tine of

.
,

, (
T' |
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1 March 28, 1979 were indicative of core damage.

2 And this begins on transcript page 28551, and his answer

3 was: I guess the short answer is, no. May I explain my answer.

V
4 men he went on to explain that based on the state of

5 knowledge that existed at that tine, they would have expected much

6 higher iodine levels if there had been significant core damage, and

7 in response to that question and answer exchange, Ms. Bernabei

8 offered this doctanent, as I understand it, for the purpose of

9 denonstrating that tlere was 1 ;.g. iodine measured, perhaps, which

10 may have indicated core damage, and for that purpose, I would object

I1 to the introduction of this document..

y

12 MS. BERNABEI: W at is not the purpose, excuse me,'

'

O 'a "r c 1ade=9- *e vere e e or- zedt *1 ee se oe ata oev<

.

14 believe the iodine levels being measured indicated core damage, to

'15 your knowledge did GPU Service Corporation engincers or technical

16 people have a concern about that? i

17 And he said, no, not that I know about.

18 That is the point in which I introduced the note.

I
19 bat is what the notes indicate to me.

20 MR. GOLDBERG: If I could finish, I don't believe that

21 these notes indicate that. I think on its face this is a list of
'

22 assignments that people had as far as what they were going to inquire

23 into and consider, and Item No. 10 is an indication that if there were

high iodine ratings -- readings, might it not be indicative of24 '

Am.Faind Agen=es, Inc.

25 core damage, and Mr. G. Band was assigned that task.

!

1

1,

- !4 -
_ _ _ _ __________._____._________._________d
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] JUD2 SMr1H: I.think that the doc m ent and the deposition
.-

2 - stipulation covers several points,, and that was there was a

3 . meeting at 11:30 on March 29, 1979, in which one G. Bend was-

O :
4 assigned a tardc of inquiring into whether either does high iodine !

5 . present indicate core damage, or, -is high iodine present and if so,
~

6 does it indicate core damage.

7 MS. BERNABEI: I think, perhaps, the best reference

8 would be the Lentz ' deposition in terms of the exact wording, since

9 these are his notes.

10 JUDGE SMITH: I am reading the words. You disagree

11 that those are the two possible interpretations of what we could

!? infer fr m those notes?

O is aa - "o-

14 -MS. BERNABEI: No. What I am just suggesting is that

15 we go with Mr. Lentz, whatever his representation -

16 JUDGE SMITH: It is not in. It is not in evidence.

17 MS. BERNABEI: No. What I am suggesting is for a

18 stipulation that we stipulate Mr. Ientz - that this was mentioned

19 and apparently to the author of the note indicate the following, and

20 just --

- 21 JUDGE SMITH: You mean he has some special insight

: O 22 heceeee he wee greeene2 wuee does he eev thee the nete meens2 '

:-

|~ 23 MS. BERNABEI: Well, we are trying to find the
i,

i 24 deposition.
. Ace-Federal Rep >rms, Inc.

'
25 MR. BIAKE: It appears on page 26, in Mr. Lentz's

:
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; deposition, and I can read a couple of sentences.
|

2 JUDGE SMITH: h t is it?

3 MR. BLAKE: Question: Now, Item 10 is high iodine

-Q
4 core damage? Is that correct?

5 Answer- Yes.

6 Question: ht does that mean. In other words, what

7 did that conjunction nean. What was discussed at the meeting that

8 led you.to write that?

9 Answer: ht if any of the contamination 'that was in

10 the auxilliary building had high iodine content, or whatever, if

11 it would have been caused by core darnge, I guess.

12 . Question:= Now, who was that assigned to. Is it G.

O ia i 8e"aer t ** ' c trect'
l
1

14 Answer: Gordon Bond, I believe. '

15 Omstion: hihat position was he at that time?

16 Answer: I believe he was licensing then. I am just

17 guessing.

18 That is the end of the exchange.

19 JUDGE SMITH: Is that fine with you?

20 MS.: BERNABEI: ht is fine.

21 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Then let*** stipulate the i

O 22 aee ettio= te e1 ev.

23 ?G. BIAKE: That portion of it which I just read.

24 JUDGE SMIHl: Which you just rual, together with your
Ace-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 exhibit, and the two are inseparable; the exhibit and that portion

w .. . .

..

.
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r -. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ ___ _______

i ~ 4-4-Wal /
. 28604

-1- .of the deposition just read into the record are inseparable.

2 We will not consider any part of this exhibit if

3 another aspect of it were cited.
i: n
| U

4 So, with limitation, we will receive into evidence

5 'IMTA Exhibit 8.

('IMI-A Exhibit 8, previouslyINDEX'XXX 6

{
identified, is received 'in evidence.) J7

|

Is that'it? I think that is it, isn't it?
8

9 Are you nov prepared to restne your cross examination of Mr. Dieckanp?

10 MS. BERNABEI: Yes. I still have one housekeeping

11 matter. We have taken up the Board's offer of use of a set of

12 exhibits, but we have not found - as 'far as I know -- have not

13 received a copy of the joint exhibits, so I would request as soon

14 a:: possible a copy of those exhibits.

15 JUDGE SMITH: Isn't that - having produced the signature

16 of Mr. Davine, hasn't that somehow become your pro' lem?o

17 MS BERNABEI: No. We never receimd the documents. What'

18 we receivad is an envelope for which he signed, and he can do an

19 affidavit to that effect, but he never received the boxes, and we
,

20 have checked several times.

21 MR. BIAKE: We are checking further, and continued to

O 22 eo secx to tae service uics tcox taem ever. roe eec*eee, te sica

23 Ms. Bernabei refers to envelope, was physically taped to the boxes,

24 I am told. We will check and we will have another report.
Am-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMI'111: Even assuming that you had them a lost
.

- - - ' :- -

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

1 them, we have 'to deal with the problem cne way or the other. - You

2 have to have exhibits.

3 MS. BERBRBEI: Right. V. . . .
,

"4 JUDGE SMITH: So, I don't think we have to waste time-
,

.

5 with that. -

6 Whereupon,

7 HERMAN M..DIECKAMP,

!

8 a witness introduced on behalf of the Applicant, having been
,

9 previously sworn, restmes the stand and further testifies as

10 follows:

II FURITIER CROSS EXAMINATION

12 BY MS. BERNABEI:

13 JUD3E SMI'III: Ms. Bernabei, we still have this letter

14 -- the Battesta nemorandum, with respect to Mr. Im. Can we

15 disregard this item? You have no intention of offering it?

16 MS. IERNABEI: That is already an exhibit. '1 hat is

17 part of the joint - |
!

18 JUDGE SMITH: Oh, all right. But as a separate

19 document we can dispose of it?

20 MS BERNABSI: Sure. For your information, as I,

21 understand our terminology, it is Joint Mailgram Exhibit 1-C,

22 Item 104.

23 JtDGE SMITH: Right.
.

24 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
As-Federst Remrtes. Inc.

25 Q Mr. Dieckamp, I would like to return from all that

,
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1
to a ntunber of questicos I asked you last 'Ihursday.

2 I believe if it nyour testimmy that you do not recall

3 whether or not Mr. Creitz in the morning prior to your second

O
4 presentation to the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Comnission, gave

5 you readings, offsite radiation releases above background level,

6 is that correct?

( 7 A That is correct. I have no recollection of that.

8 Q You did speak to Mr. Creitz, did you not, a short timo

9 before your second presentation to that meeting, is that correct?

10 A I think my testinony says I spoke with Arnold or

11 Creitz, I am not absolutely sure which crie, or both.

12 Q NN, it is fair to say if you did speak to Mr. Creitz

13 he would have given you any information he had about above background

14 offsite releases, would he not?

15 A I don't knw what he would have done.

16 Q Do you believe it is likely you would have spoken to him

17 and he would not have given you such information if he had it?

18 A I have no way of knowing that in the sense that I do not

19 knw what judgnents he may have made about relevancy or significance

20 or size or magnitude. I just don't know.
i

21 Had he knwn something that he considered significant,

22 I feel confident he would have told me.

23 Q And isn't it fair to say that you talked to him or

24 Arnold specifically in order to prepare or have informacion for a
Am-Federal Report +es, Inc.

25 second presentation to the PUC around 11:30 a.m.?

l
1
|

_ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ - _ _ . - _ _ .
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1
A Yes, that is right.

.MS. BERNABEI: I would like to mark for identification
2

as 24IA Exhibit No. 9, a docunent entitled Task 12, March 28,1979.
3q

Previously identified by Mr. Creitz in his deposition as a chronology
4

f his activity for that date of March 29th.
5

XXXX INDEX (Above referenced document is marked
6

'IMI-A Exhibit No. 9 for identification.)
7

BY MS. E %NABEI: .(Continuing)
8

Q Mr. DieckaIp, I would like to refer you to page 5 of
9

'IMIA Exhibit 9.10

ij A My copy does not seem to have page 9.

37 0 'Ihat is correct. We did not number them. It is the

O 5th page of that exhibit. I would like to refer you to tie 11:00
130
14 a.m. entry, and ask you whether or not that indicats that Mr.

15 Creitz was informed of above background levels of radiation

16 by 11:00 a.m., on March 28th?

17 A It saysCreitz talked to Arnold af ter becoming

18
aware of measured radiation above background.

19 Q That would indicate, would it not, that at 11:00

20 a.m., he knew -- Mr. Creitz knew about radiation above

21 background level?

A I think it would.22

23 Q And yet you went to the PUC about 11:30 a.m., and

24 said that there was no evidence of above background

Am Federal Report +ts. Inc.

25 radiation levels, is that correct?

,1

.
. .

.
.

.

.. . _ . _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - _ ._
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1 A That is right.

2 Q I believe you have also testified on this subject

- 3 in this proceeding that radiation -- that you were aware of

(
~

4 radiation alarms through your morning conversations with

5 Mr. Arnold and Mr. Creitz, is that correct?

6
'

A Yes, that is correct.

7 Q Now, I believe it is also your testimony that

8 radiation alarms do not necessarily indicate offsite

9 releases, is that correct?

10 A That is correct. Depending on where the alarm

11 is, and what it is measuring.

12 Q It is true though, is it not, that the radiation

(x( ) 13 alarms which you knew about at 9:00 a.m., indicated potential

14 offsite releases?
|

15 A I can't be clear about exactly which ones I know I

!
i

16 about. I think it is true that the radiation detector in

i

17 the containment was the basis for beginning to look at
|

18 and calculate offiste releases, yes, i

!,

19 At least to calculate the potential for j

!

20 offsite releases. |
I |

,

21 Q Isn't it true that the offsite -- excuse me -- the

/m(,) 22 radiation alarms of which you were informed at the 9:00 a.m.;,

23 conversations with Mr. Arnold and Mr. Creitz were such

24 alarms that indicated potential offiste releases?
Ace-Federet Reportaes, Inc.

25 A Could you give me the question again?
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1 Q Lyes. Isn't it'true -- I'think you said that you i
l

'

2 . were aware of radiation alarm from conversations -- that -

3 radiation alarms 'had been activated as a result of.

k
4 conversations with Mr. Arnol'd and Mr. Creitz in the 9:00

5 - a.m.~. period.-

'6 What I am asking you, the ones that' you were-

7 aware of, were they1not the radiation alarms which

8 indicated potential =offsite releases, specifically the-

9 reactor building or containment alarm?

4

10 A ~I think that is something that I know now. I am

11 not sure at the time that -I recognized the' correlation.

'12 I am just checking back to look at my notes from that

{) 13 conversation, and I don't see a reference there to
i

14 radiation alarms-or radiation levels, but I think I was

15 aware of radia tion alarms.

16 I don't have any sense, though, of an understanding
i

17 of the correlation between..those measurements and offiste

18 releases. .

'
19 Q When did you come to an understanding which. you

.

20 apparently possess today that such alarms would indicate
i

21 potential offsite releases?

() 22 A I cannot establish a time. I think as time

| 23 moved along, the -- probably the prime example of that
!
'

24 was the incorrect forecast of the potential radiation
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 levels at Goldsboro, but I don't know just when I became
. .

1
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) aware of that. .

Q Do you remember if it was a short time or a long
2

time af ter the accident when you were first, according to
3cs

i i
V your account, aware that these -- actuation of these

4

alarms indicated potential off site releases?
5

A A short time, and I don't know how long that
6

was.
7

JUDGE SMITH: There was a leap in the testimony
8

that I didn't follow. Do you agree with the premise of
9

the last two questions that these alarms would indicate
10

orfsite releases?;j

WITNESS: No, I don't agree to that.3y

JUDGE SMITH: Well, twice now you have answered
33

it as if you do, I believe.
14

WITNESS: No, I thought the answer was that they
15

indicated the possibility of, which I would take is
16

different than actually indicating offsite releases.
j7

!BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)jg

39 Q Isn't it true that after becoming aware of

these alarms, which you now know indicate a potential |
20

|
for offsite releases, you stated to the PUC you were |21

!

f) unaware of any impact of release that would have an
22v

l
interaction with the general public?

23

l
24 That is, your first presentation to the PUC i

#eFederal Remrtes. Inc.

25 on March 28th? ,

1
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1 A Fould you read that again, please?

2 Q Yes. -Isn't it true that after learning of: the

3 actuation of the. alarm,'which you now.know to indicate a,_

I)'
4 . potential release of offsite radiation, you told the PUC

5 you were unaware of any impact or release that would have

6 . an interaction with the general public. in the environ of

7 the plant?

8 A Well, what I told the PUC at 11:30 --

9 Q No, no. Mr. Dieckamp, can you answer my. question

10 yes or no? I tried to be very precise.;

11 A I cannot answer it yes or no.

12 Q I would like to refer you to transcription of your

() 13 comments at approximately 9 : 00 a.m. , on that date,

14 specifically a sentence which appears two-thirds down the
1

15 paragraph. It reads, does it not: I am unaware of any

16 impact or release which would have an interaction with

17 the general public in the environs of the plant.

18 Is that correct?
!

19 A Yes.
|

I 20 JUDGE SMITH: Referring to your Exhibit 4?

| 21 MS. BERNABEI: Thank you, Judge Smith,

i C) 22
:

( End 4. 23

| MS fois.
| 24

[ Ace-Federal fle;v)rtaes, Inc.

| 25
,

b
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* -

1 BY MS. BERNABEI:
't |

|
'

12 Q- Mr. Dieckamp, if I can attempt to characterize
.

.
3 - your general testimony about your activities on March 28th,

4 is-'that-you were not informed and did-not take steps to

5 inform yourself of specific conditions or parameters of'

6 the reactor; is that correct?

7 A i I did not take steps'to delve.into the details

j. 8 or the specific parameters of the reactor. I felt that.I
~

9 was reasonably informed from talking to Creitz and Arnold
i

! 10 and Herbein and Miller and Kunder and hearing the

' ll Lt. Governor's press briefing in the morning.
.

| 12 Q Is it fair to say that they did not.give you or

{) 13 tell you any specific parameters of the reactor or any

14
; specific events which had occurred during the day?

I 15 A The various discussions told me a fair amount

16 about the scram of the reactor, the shutdown of the reactor,.

17 the inition of'the emergency safeguard features and the
t

; 18 conversations did not include discussions of flow rates
i

19 or outlet temperatures or things of that nature.
'

20 0 Now it is very say that you have a very good
e
i

21 technical background in the nuclear field, modesty aside,

j () 22 or most in the industry would consider that you have such? .

i

23 A I think that depends.

j. 24 0 You have a depth of background in the nuclear
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

I 25 field, that is fair to say?

..
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Sim 5-2 1 A I had a considerable amount of experience

2 in nuclear technology at the time of the accident. I was

3 not at all aware or knowledgeable about the specifics of

-

4 pressurized water reactors, their systems, their controls

5 and things of that sort.

6 I have gained an awful lot of awareness since

7 March 28th, 1979.

8 Q But isn't it true that you were with respect

9 at least to Three Mile Island aware of the design and

10 construction group responsible for the project and in fact

11 were the direct supervisors for the service corporation

12 individuals who were primarily responsible for that effort?

(ou-) 13 A That is true. The design and construction

1-4 group of the service company reported to me. I don't think
I
i

15 immediately of what you have in mind when you say two groups.!
l-6 0 Oh, excuse me. I mean two individuals.

17 | Mr. Voraki first and then Mr. Arnold; is that correct?

18 A Oh, two individuals sequentially in the same
.

!

i

19 job, yes. i

;

20 Q Okay. Over what period of time of the construc-

21 tion, the design and construction of TMI did you maintain

(~(_j) 22 such a direct supervisory relationship over Mr. Arnold

I
23 and Mr. Voraki? |

!
24 A Thewereinchargeofthedesignandconstruction|

Aa-FMe,d Reporters,1=.
j

25 of the plant at the time I joined the company in the 1st of j
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Sim 5-3 1 March of 1973, and I continued on that general positio.. until

2 some time after the accident.

3 Q Is it fair to say that you also maintained during,

; \
"

4 this period of time an awareness of any problems which

5 occurred during the design and construction of Three Mile

6 Island?

7 A Yes, that is true.

8 Q And you also sat in on meetings where there were

9 programs, specific programs discussed or contracts with major

10 contractors discussed?

11 A To some degree that is true.

12 0 .And it is fair to say that because of your back-

/m

( ) 13 ground and interest in the technical issues of building

14 TMI that you communicated with Mr. Herbein even though you !
t

i
15 had no direct supervisory authority over him? '

16 A Yes, I had occasional direct cor- .ications with !

!

17 him. !

18 Q So it is fair to say that you had a degree of |
:

19 involvement with the design and construction of Three Mile i

!
20 Island because of your background in the nuclear field

!

21 with interests specifically in technical issuer and communica-
r() 22 tion with other senior officials that your position alone

,

23 would not dictate?

24 A Well, I don't know what the position would or
,Nm-FMwat Reporters, lnc.

,

25 would not dictate, but the things that we have just gone }

.
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-Sim 5-4
1 through in terms of my involvement are a fair representation

2 of it.. I would only add though that that is a long way
;?

. 3 from getting down to the details of the plant hardware and

4 its systems,and its' operation.

5 As an example, I would say to you that on March

6 28th, 1979 I don't think I knew what the PORV was. Now once

7 someone explains it to me, I understand what it is, but I (

8 was not knowledgeable about specific plant systems and their

9 detailed purpose.or the procedures for operating.

10 0 It is fair to say-that you did know the acceptance

11 criteria for emergency core cooling systems, did you not?
'

12 A I have become relatively familiar with that

() 13 because in I.think the time period of one or two years
14 prior to the accident there was a considerable effort

15 associated with the licensing of the Oyster Creek boiling
16 water-reactor fuel that involved what was happening at that

17 time in terms of, if I recall correctly, changes to those

18 emergency core cooling criteria.

19 Q So it is fair to say that you knew on March 28th,

20 1978 that above temperatures of 2200 degrees Fahrenheit one

21 could not ensure that the emergency core cooling systems

() 22 would work so as to prevent a meltdown or other damage

23 to the reactor?

24 A I was aware that 2200 degrees F was the design
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 criterion for the emergency cooling sytems. I have testified

1

1<

i
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|
Sim 5-5 1 on several occasions before that one of my immediate reactions

2 was one of concern about the apparent inconsistency between

3 saying that the emergency systems had functioned as intended,s

/ 1
i

''
4 and that there were indications of failed fuel.

5 I could not have gone on at that time and given

6 you a correlation between temperature and degree of core

7 damage.

8 Q Is it fair to say that you knew the emergency

9 core cooling systems above 2200 degrees, that their successful

10 operation in bring the reactor to cold shutdown could not

11 be ensured?

12 A I am sorry. I lost the thread of that.

( j\
/

13 Q It wasn't a good question.

I
14 It is fair to say that you knew on March 28th, |

i
t15 1979 that if the core reached temperatures over 2200 degrees '

16 the emergency core cooling systems could not be ensured to
1
i

17 ' work as they were designed to work if it was above the design:

18 criteria?

19 A The question wanders around. I knew that 2200
|

20 degrees Fahrenheit was the design criteria. I knew that the

2 ! '?
criteria for the emergency core cooling system were such !

*

ir~
(N

'

_) 22 as to prevent temperatures going above 2200 degrees Fa. |
f

23 Q And if in fact temperatures reached above 2200 !
i

24 degrees, one could not ensure the safe shutdown of the
Am-Feder:) Reporters, Inc.

25 reactor for accidents postulated in the FSAR; is that correct?
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Sim 5-6
1 A Again, I would not have said it that way myself.

2 What I. knew was that the 2200 was recognized as a temp 2rature
.

3 that should not be exceeded. I don't think that necessarily.

4 means that the plant could not be safely shut down or safely

5 cooled.

6 0 Obviously, Mr. Dieckamp, what I am talking.about

7 is there is no assurance that it can be brought to a safe

8 shutdown. Isn't that what the regulations provide?

9 A I don't understand them that way.

10 JUDGE SMITH: This is where I have difficulty.

Il following this.

12 -MS. BERNABEI: I am just trying to explain ---

() 13 JUDGE SMITH: I understand, but you are talking

14 about acceptance critoria, and I don't know if you are talking

15 about the design criteria for this plant as it is represented

16 in the FSAR or the acceptance criteria for ECCS as set out

17 in the regulations.
i

18 MS. BERNABEI: It is for ECCS as set out in the

19 regulations. I

20 JUDGE SMITH: All right. If that is the case

21 there is a thread of illogic in your questioning, I believe.

() 22 MS. BERNABEI: I am trying to establish

23 Mr. Dieckamp's depth of knowledge about TMI and accidents

24 in general.
Ase-Feder:3 Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: Right. But, as I understand your
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Sim 5-7
- 1 questions now, they have been a line that has been not

2 directed at TMI, although you did refer'to the FSAR, but

3 - directed to his knowledge of the regulation?

L' 4 MS. BERNABEI: Right.

5 JUDGE SMITH:- Now does the regulation determinei

} 6 whether his particular plant can be safely shut down?

7 MS. BERNABEI: Yes, it does.

8 JUDGE SMITH: I will have to look at that
.

9 regulation.

10 MS. BERNABEI: It provides that there is no
i

11 assurance above 2200 degrees.
,

! 12 JUDGE SMITH: That regulation provides that?
!

() 13 MS. BERNABEI: That is the way I read it.
.

14 JUDGE SMITH: Or does it provide that you have

15 to have an ECCS that will achieve certain objectives?
|

16 MS. BERNABEI: It provides that your ECCS must
: i

i 17 for accidents postulated in the FSAR, that they only need f
I

18 to function up to 2200 degrees Fahrenheit. Once you are
: i

! 19 outside that limit, you are operating outside normal and
:

20j cmergency operating procedures. That is my understanding.

|
21 JUDCC SMITH: I will have to read that regulation

$

() 22 because you are presenting it to me in a new light.,

23 BY MS. BERNABEI:
,

24
j Q Mr. Dieckamp, can you refer to your notes which
i Ass-Feder J Reporters, Inc.

25; you took at March 28th, TMI Exaibit 37
)
.
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Sim 5-8 A Yes, I have it here.j

Q There are certain notations at the bottom of
2

those notes, are there not, and I am talking now not about
3

( )
'' the 8/9/84, but certain calculations immediately above that

4

5
entry.

A Yes.
6

Q Now that, as I understand it, is the flow to
7

1 the reactor at full power; is that correct?
8

A The copy that I have in front of me is not good
9

at all. But I don't think that is correct. I think that ---
10

11 Q What are those calculations?

A Well, I think that notation was intended to
12

/~h gu ss at how deep the water would be if there was 30,000
13m)
ja gallons.

15 Q Now you wrote that notation, did you not?

A I think so. Yes, I did. j16

i

j7 Q How did you do that calculation? !

A Well, I made some very round-house assumptions ;
18

j9 and calculated the volume of the building. In fact, I
,

|

can't see it here. Was it 120 feet or 150 feet diameter? !
20

!
If I have the original I would be able to tell you. I made j21

f^l 22 that kind of an assumption. I said if the building is "X" '

x/

f et in diameter and there is no structure and it is just23

24 an open tank, how many feet of depth would get you to |
AceJederd Reporters, Inc.

25 30,000 gallons. There were some generous roundings. I know



. . _ _.

28620

Sim~5-10
1 this looks like I have got seven gallons per cubic foot, for

^

2 example, and that is not quite right.

3 0 And how did you know the volume of the building?g

b
4 A- I didn't. I guessed at the diameter of the

5 building and-I think I used pie D squared over four.
;

6 0 .What was the purpose of doing this calculation?

7 A I was curious about how much water was 30,000

9 gallons I believe. '

i

9 Q Did you transmit your calculations or the
'

10 results of those calculations to anybody else in the company?

II A No, I did not. You can see from that calculation,

12 and again recognizing that it is a very crude approximation,

13 that you would get 150,000 gallons per foot, and that is

| 14 the number then that is repeated sort of northeast from the

15 calculations. So that would imply at that time in my |

16 thinking that 30,000 gallons was just two or three inches-

17 of water in the basement of the building.
;

I8 Again, I want to hasten to add that that is a*

19 crude back-of-the-envelope calculation simply for the

| 20 purpose of orienting my own thinking.

21 Q Again, that calculation is based on your

'

22 understanding of the volume of the auxiliary building; is

|
23 that correct?

I
24 A No. It starts from a crude assumption of the,

i Aes-Feder:9 Reporters, Inc.

25 diameter of the containment building.

. .. - - . . . - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - . , - . - - - - - . - - . - . - - . - - . - - - - . - - -.
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8"
. 1 Q What was your reporting or other supervisory

2 relationship to Mr. Keaten at the time of the accident?

3 A He did not report directly to me. I think he

4 probably -- I am not sure -- but I think he probably reported-

5 to Mr. Wilson who in turn reported to Mr. Arnold.

6 Q Okay, and Mr. Arnold in turn reported to you;
,

7 is that correct?

8 A That is correct.

9 Q Now you had known Mr. Keaten at the time of the

10 accident for some time; is that correct?

II A Yes, I had.4

12 Q Okay. Did you know him in your prior employment

13 with Rockwell?

14 A Yes, I had.
4

15 O How many years did you know Mr. Keaton at the
;

'j 16 time of the accident? f
! )

17 A I can't be sure, but I would guess somewhere

18 in the range of five to ten years.

19 Q And you had a confidence in his ability to |

20 analyze accidents and transients; is that fair to say?
i

21 A Ile was one of our more knowledgeable people |
1

22 in terms of the thermaldynamic and thermalhydraulic, the

23 dynamic thermalhydraulic behavior of the plant. .

24 0 So your answer is yes, that you did have
Ass-Feder;l Reporters, Inc.

25 confidence in terms of his anlaysis of accidents and
,
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Sim 5-12 transients?;

A I had confidence in his ability to analyze a
2

facet of or a portion of an accident or a transient like,

-O Three Mile Island.
4

5 0 And in fact you played a part in the company,

) in Mr. Arnold's decision to assign him to do an investigation6

of the accident because of your confidence in his abilities?
7

:

A Do you have a specific investigation in mind?
8

0 The Keaten investigation, the so-called.Kcaten9

10 investigation into the accident which I believe was begun'

11 in July.
t

12 A I don't know whether I did or did not suggest

O ' ^'" ^ '""' " ' **"' " 'e '"" ved- '' *" e ""*''e '""''a

14 I could have. I don't have a recollection of having directed

i
15 that he be involved, but it is possible that in the course

16 of reviewing names that I could well have found Keaten to

37 be a good member.'

18 0 Did you speak to Mr. Keaten at any time on

19 March 29th?

A I don't think so.20

! 0 And it is fair to say that you have no notes
,21

4 i

|
22 from March 29th that are currently in existence; is that

i 23 correct?

'

24 A That is correct.,

Am Federet Reporters, fr.r.,

25 0 In fact, you have no notes for any time after.

,
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Sim 5-13
1 the morning of March 28th through the evening of March'29th;

-2 is that correct?
,

3 A I have-no notes'for March the 29th. March 29th

O
4 is a day when ---

5 Q No. I am just asking if you have notes or not.

6 A I do not have any notes for March the 29th.

7 Q And it is fair to say that you have no notes

8 for the afternoon of March 28th?

9 A I think that is right. The only notes I have

10 from March 28th is a scrap of paper that was put into

11 evidence.

12 Q However, you do nave rather extensive notes from

() 13 March 30th and thereafter; is that correct?

14 A That is correct. I would not call them extensive,

15 but there are notes.

!
16 Q Now were you aware on March 28th or March 29th |

!
17 that Mr. Arnold or Mr. Richard Wilson had sent a group of !

i

18 five engineers to the site, service corporation engineeta? !
i

19 A I have no recollection of that on March the

20 28th. I have no direct recollection on the 29th. There is j

21 the matter of Arnold reviewing with me and signing out the

() 22 setting up of a task force to investigate the situation.

23 I am very ready to believe that in the course of that activity

24 or that discussion Arnold very likely told me about other
Ame-Feversi floporters, Inc.

25 people having already been sent to the site, but I just

.

-__ ---
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Sim 5-14-
1 don't have a recollection of my own.

2 Q If you remember, Mr. Arnold, on the morning of

3 March 29th signed out a memorandum or draf$ed a memorandum
-

~

4 for'your signature setting up a task force to analyze the

5 accident; is.that correct?

6 A That is correct.

7 Q And you met with him in Parsippany or Mountain

8 Lakes sometime during the morning of March 29th; is that

9 correct?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And that was about 10 a.m. in the morning?

12 A I don't k~now, but I think that is reasonable.

() 13 Q And at that meeting you discussed with Mr. Arnold,

14 did you not, the extent of core damage at TMI?

15 A I have no recollection of that kind of a

16 discussion, and if we did, I certainly had a very limited

l'7 understanding or awareness of what those words might have

18 met.

19 Q I am going to now cite from Mr. Arnold's testimonp.

20 Do you remember that you discussed with Mr. Arnold

21 significant core damage in that morning meeting?

() 22 A That does not help me to remember.

23 0 Okay. That is what Mr. Arnold previously

24 testified, is it not?
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A If you say so.

l .
. . . .

. .. .
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Sim.5-15 MR. BLAKE: Can we have a reference, please,;

f the citation to the-Arnold testimony to which counsel-
2

refers?
3

.O
V MS, BERNABEI: Yes. It is the special inquiry

4

9r uP testimony of September 24, 1979.
5

BY MS. BERNABEI:
6

Q Mr. Dieckamp, do you know whether or not you
7

did in fact talk to Mr. Arnold about significant core damage?
8

A I have no recollection of that. I have since
9

10
talked to Bob Arnold about that passage in his deposition,

ii
prior depositions, and my understanding is ---

12 0 No. I am asking your memory and your under-

13
standing, Mr. Dieckamp and not Mr. Arnold's.

MR. BLAKE: Than I object. You have asked theja

15
qu stion and he has answered that he has no specific

recollection. I
16

MS. BERNABEI: I am not sure that is correct.j7

I have used Mr. Arnold's testimony to refresh his recollection'
18

19 and I would like him now to answer the question. j

MR. BLAKE: And you asked him that question and20
I
'he said it didn't refresh his recollection.

21

MS. BERNABEI: I don't believe that is correct.22

JUDGE SMITH: That is my memory of it, but as23

24 I understand, you interposed an objection while Mr. Dieckamp
Aas Federd Reportees, Inc.

25 was still answering.

.
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.Sim 5-16 Had.you completed your answer, Mr. Dieckamp?j .

.THE WITNESS: Well, Judge Smith, I was only
2 .

.g ing to say.that.I have-no direct recollection.of my own
3

~

concerning discussions with Bob Arnold about core damage
4

i
'

n Mar h the 29th. I~have in the course of this proceeding
5

!

become more aware of his testimony on this-subject. I talked
6

'
to him about it since then and ---

7

MS. BERNABEI: I am going to object. Excuse,. g

Mr. Dieckamp. This is non-responsive to my question. I asked9

10 him if he had any other memory. I didn't ask about Mr. Arnold.
|
j ij JUDGE SMITH: Okay. Well, just stop your answer

12 at that point, Mr. Dieckamp.

i O "' ""- """"^""'''3

I 0 Mr. Dieckamp, do you remember testifying inj4

15
y ur deposition that you may have talked to Mr. Arnold about

f significant core damage at that meeting? |g
)

JUDGE SMITH: All right. You just want thisj7

18 inf rmation in the sequence that you want it. Is that your
i

! concern? I mean he was just explaining the very questionj9

20 that you are asking right now. I am just trying to follow

I

21 what your purpose and point is.

MS. BERNADEI: I am asking him about what his22

23 knowledge and memory is. He said something in his deposition

24 and I am just trying to establish ---
Ase-Feder$ Reporters, Inc.

25 THE WITNESS: I would like to see that portion

i cdd Sim of the deposition, if I might. Can you give me a reference?
| Sue fols
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#6-1-Suet I MS. BERNABEI: Yes, I believe it's at'121.

2 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I'would be happy to read my

; 3 answer to your question in that deposition.
7

4 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
,

5 Q That's not what I asked --

6 A I don't know whether --

7 Q -- you, Mr. Dieckamp. Mr. Dieckamp, excuse me.

8 A Yes.

9 Q That's not what I asked you. I asked you whether

10 or not you testified that you may have spoken to Mr. Arnold

11 about significant core damage.

12 A And my answer today would have to be the same as -s

13 it was then.

14 Q lir. Dieckamp, can you answer the question yes or

15 no? Your counsel --;

i !

16 A I cannot -- I
'

i t

: L

17 0 -- will have an opportunity. |
'

i i

: 18 JUDGE SMIT!!: Wait a minute. h it a ,ttinute. We
,

!
19

| will have to take this one step at a time. But befoi.e we

20 can untangle what your dispute is, I have to have a better j

I I21 explanation.

22 Are you free to tell us where you are going with

!

| 23 this line of questioning? And maybe we can get there in a
|

24 more accurate and direct way.
| Amfeder2 Reporters, Inc.
! 25 MS. BERNADEI: Yes. I'm just trying to establish
;

|

|
4
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#6-2-Suet I that there is other testimony, Mr. Arnold's,and' apparently

2 Mr. Dieckamp has conceded that he may have talked about

3
.

core damage, significant core damage, with Mr. Arnold on

G
4 the inorning of March 29th. That shows a level of-awareness

5 which he has not-previously acknowledged.

6 JUDGE SMITil: ..Okay. Then, he has testified that

7 he has no independent memory of speaking with Mr. Arnold'

in that context as he sits here today,|bnd now you are going8

p*'
9 to establish that in earlier testimony he did seem to have

10 such a memory.

II MS. BERNABEI: That's right.

I2 JUDGE SMITil: Now, she has a right to establish,

13 that and indeed you will have a right to explain fully. So,

14 between the two of you you will both I think achieve your

15 objectivos,

t 16 Mr. Blake, you have no objection? |
|

17 MR. BLAKE: No. But I am anxious that the witness |
18 get an opportunity to explain his answers.

l9 JUDGE SMITil: Yes. I

20 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me -- because this may

f 21 come up again -- that Mr. Blake will have an opportunity
]

22 to question Mr. Dieckamp and clear up anything he thinks

23 needs clarification to put in the right light in his per-

24 spective.
* Am Feder:0 Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITII: That's true. Ilowever, you have to

|

t
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.

#6-3-Suet 1 also. appreciate that the Board has to wrestle with this re-

2 cord when it is completed. And on important points like this

3f- it is for me much easier to identify what the whole record

k_
4 is and what the reliable record is-if the explanation follows-

5 soon after the confusion.

6 It is from the point of view of presiding, too.

7 -It is much easier.

8 MS. BERNABEI:. What I would propose, since this

9 may come up at other times -- I'm not sure -- is that we

10 introduce that portion of the deposition testimony that we

II were referring to so the Board would have the opportunity --

12 MR. BLAKE: Agreed. I'm willing to stipulate in

() 13 Page 121 in its entirety through Mr.'Dieckamp's answer at

14 the top of Page 122 which finishes on Line 6.

15 MS. BERNABEI: Okay. I just don' t think that's
,

i

!16 a good way to cut into this examination. I think that may
!

be a way to settle it and I'm glad Mr. Blake is amenable, |17

18 but I would like to continue my examination of Mr. Dieckamp.

; JUDGE SMITH: Sooner or later we are going to have |
19

20 in close proximity to this exchange a full explanation. And

21 it's going to be sooner.'

22 MS. BERNABEI: Okay.

23 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

24 O Mr. Dieckamp, did you say in your deposition'

Am.Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 that you may have discussed core damage, even significant

.

- - - . -=c- . . . -- - - - , .__ w _. - - ,---., .... -,,- ..-.r- c,,.-, ----,-y.--,.-w.. -y,-. , , , . , , - - , , - _ , , ,,,--c- 7, - , , . . , . . . . _ - . , . .
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l
!

16-4-Suet I core ' damage with Mr. Arnold on the morning of March 29th?

2 A May I read the sentence where I say that?
,

3 I said:- We may have discussed core damage and I think onej-s
'd

4 has to recognize the probable definition of core damage or
'

5 significant core damage at that' time.

6 Q Thank you.

7 A That's what I said in the deposition.

8 0 Thank you. Now, in your. testimony you state
,

9 that you do not remember learning about intermittent HPI.

K) operation until some cime in the afternoon or evening of

II March 29th; is that correct?

12 A I think my first awareness of that came from the

O.'

13(_) Jack Herbein briefing to the-Congressional visitors on the

Id afternoon of the 29th.j

15 Q Now, isn' t it true that Mr. Arnold in his prior

16 testimony indicates he remembers a conversation with you
!

17 about intermittent HPI operation on the morning of March 29th?(
!

18 A I don't recall that.

l9 JUDGE SMITH: Excuse me for just a moment. We j,

t.

; 20 want to consult. !
I,

21 (The Board members are conferring.)

( 22 You may proceed.
!

23 MR. BLAKE: Judge Smith, I believe we have now
i

24 changed to a different subject from the conversation if I
i Ace-F.derei n. port.rs, inc. -

25 understand this as --.

!

i

.
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|

#6-5-Suet 1 MS. BERNABEI: No. It's the same conversation-

2 on March 29th with Mr. Arnold.

3 MR. BLAKE: Okay. Fine. I didn't want this to

4 go away without getting in this entire portion, particularly

5 so that the Board would be aware of what the context is.

6 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me that we can handle

7 this as an exhibit after the examination.

8 JUDGE SMITH: Struggling through these transcripts-

-9 is difficult enough. The reviewing authorities have even

10 greater difficulty reading the transcripts, searching out

II the deposition.

12 My preference when there is a dispute like this

O Ia is thee the eceue1 geees of the degeestien se soend into

Id the transcript at the point of dispute so there can be a
'

15 side-by-side comparison. ;

;

16 MS. BERNABEI: Okay. That's no problem with me. |

}
I7 I just don't want my examination interrupted to do that. (

i

18 That's fine.

19 JUDGE SMITH: But -- all right. It is going to i

20 have to be soon. If'I were starting this whole thing over ;

i
21 again, I would have the disputed deposition read into the

'

i 22 record exactly at this point so there could be a comparison

! 23 as your questions and answers proceed.

24 MS. BERNABEI: Then, why don't you give us a few
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 minutes and I will determine what section we want? Because
|-
|

;
- _ . , _ - _ . - - . , -_ _ _ . - _ - , , _ - , - . - . - - . . . - _ . _ . - - . . , . - , . .
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#6-6-Suet I it may be longer than what Mr. ~ Blake wants.

2 . JUDGE SMITH: All right.

3 (Pause . ):-

^~./
4 Let's take a short recess. Let's say five minutes

5 while you are getting your thoughts together.

6 (Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 11:29 a.m.,

INDEXXXXX 7 to reconvene at 11:41 a.m. , this same day.)-

', 8 JUDGE SMITH:' Are you ready to proceed?

9 All right. At this point, we will have bound into the

10 transcript the entirety of Page 121, and Page 122 through

II Line 6 of the October 3rd, 1984 deposition of Mr. Dieckamp.

1 12 (. t this point, the above-referenced documentA

() 13 is bound into the transcript following this page.)
:

14

s

j 15

.

16 i
'

!
l

17 |
:
I

18 |
|
;

194

,

20

*

21

() 22

23

24
Acs-F3Jeral Reporters, Inc.

25
4

. - . _ _ . . . - _ . _ -__.. -..,. _ ..-- .. . _ - _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . , ..., _ _- _ , . , _ _ - _ . - _ . - . . - - . - . - _ _ _ _- - -
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121
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*
.

1
.

BY MS. LERNABEI:

2 Q Now, in this conversation, did you discuss with4

O*

a Mr. Arno1d -- end I'm te1xins now the time freme when vou
4 signed the memo setting up the task force -- about the

'

5 possibility of significant core damage?

6 A I don' t know whether we did or not, and I think

7 the difficulty with the question is the definition of signifi-

8 cant. I would say that my recollection is that at that time,

9 Thursday morning, my appreciation of core damage involved,

10
; local fuel failures in terms of cracks in the cladding or thing s
1

11 of that sort, certainly bearing no relationship to the

12
; conditions that- actually occurred.

!} 13 O I'm asking you whether it was discussed, and I'm

!\ 14 using the words that Mr. Arnold has previously testified to,
15 whether there was a discussion of significant core damage.

j 16 A We may have discussed core damage, and I think one
17 has to recognize the probable definition of core damage or
18 significant core damage at that time. And I say, again, that-

4

19 my understanding at that time of core damage or even significant
T core damage was one of cracked fuel, failed fuel pins such

.

| 21 that they lost their integrity as far as containing gas,

22 radioactive gas, which could then have been consistent with

Z3 the radiation observations.

24 0 You say you may have talked with Mr. Arnold on |

25 Thursday morning of significant core damage. If I represent

l'

- GElGER & LORIA REPORTING SERVICE. INC 1000 MARKET ST..HBG PA 17101 HBG. 234 2109 PA 1800 222 GLRS -
!

_ _ ~ . _ _ _ _ - , _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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122

,

'O( 1 to you that those are words that Mr. Arnold used with regard
?

; l

i 2 to that morning meeting, you would not have a problem with

Q 3 that?
4

4 A I would not have a problem if you and I on the
~

,

| 5 record would have a mutual understanding of what significant
i

6 core damage meant in that time frame.

i
1

4

J

l
j

i

|O
i

4

i

;

i

i
i

d

!O ,

1

|

|
'

i,

| |
|
;
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.
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l
|

#6-7-SuaT I MS. BERNABEI: Just for reference sake, there is
,

2 also another reference to this conversation by Mr. Arnold

f- .

3 in his -- I misspoke.' It's the same one. Excuse me.

4 And-I understand Mr. Blake and I are going to

5 determine the other segment.of the Arnold deposition to bind
,

6 into the record at this point.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Other segments? I thought I just
,

8 read the segment you had agreed upon?

9 MR. BLAKE: You did with respect to the Dieckamp

10 deposition. There was a prior reference to Mr. Arnold's

II views of the same meeting.v

12 I proposed to Ms. Bernabei that we put the entire

() 13 question and answer from Mr. Arnold's prior deposition where

Id he discusses this into the transcript at the same point, and

| 15 I think she has agreed to that.

MS. BERNABEI: Sure. !| 16

I

I7 MR. BLAKE: I will identify it for the record,

i 18 what it is, and I will provide a copy for the Court Reporter

I9 to have it put in. I

I

I20 JUDGE SMITH: All right. i;

21 MR. BLAKE: It appears -- this is an extract out

22
; of an item in the parties joint Mailgram Exhibit Number 1.

23
i It is C-84, the deposition of Robert Arnold, taken on

24 September 24th, 1979, by the Special Inquiry Group.
Am Federd Reporters, Inc.,

25 The pages that we would have bound in at this |
.

. ._..-_..__..____...___,_,.-___,_.__-____.--._,.___m_.._,..__,_, . . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . ._
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#6-8-Suet- I juncture, or the portions that we would have copied in at

2 this point, starts on Page 24 at Line 23 with the Question,
.

3 through th$e Answer that goes all the way through Page 25f s,

t )
4 and stops at Line 18 on Page 26.

5 I will provide a copy of that to the Court Reporter.

!

| 6 JUDGE SMITH: There is one difficulty in that,

7 and that is --,

1 .

8 MR. BLAKE: The Board hasn't seen it.

9 JUDGE SMITH: -- the Board, everybody knows what

10
; is going on now except the Board.
4

II MR. BLAKE: I will provide my copy to the Board;

I2
; now.

( 13 JUDGE SMITH: At least, let us stop for a moment
,

Id~

and read it.

I 15 MS. BERNABEI: It is -- the Arnold -- do you have

| 16 the Dieckamp deposition?

: I
I7 JUDGE SMITH: I returned it to Mr. B? ake. ff
18 MS. BERNABEI: Okay. The other is 8-1 of the ,

|
!

|joint exhibits, the Arnold --
.

I

JUDGE SMITH: Right. My concern is, as we try |j 20

:
'

21; to manage the case as we are going along, we should know what

22 is ending up in the record, too. And we should not order

23 things bound into the record unless we agree with it, or

! 24
approve of it.

i w r.o.rs n. port., , inc.

I 25 I

|
(Mr. Blake is providing the Board members with '

!

1
1

5



. -.

28635

#6-9-Suet 1 a copy of the above-referenced document.)

2 JUDGE SMITH: Excuse me. I understood you to say,

-

that Mr. Arnold's deposition would stop at Page3 Mr.-Blake,

' ' C )-
4 25, Line 18 and --

I 5 MR.BLAKE: No, 26 on Line 18.

.

6 JUDGE SMITH: Oh, 26.

7 MR. BLAKE: The entirety of 25.

8 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

9 MS. BERNABEI: I would object to anything past

10 Line 4 on Page 26. That is the discussion on the morning
:

11 meeting and that is the, sort of, thrust of the question.
.

| 12 My reading of the rest of the paragraph is it's not relevant

) () 13 to that morning meeting.

14 JUDGE SMITH: This is going to take a long, long

15 time. Do you agree?
i

16 MR. BLAKE: Sure. I'm agreeable either way. I

17 JUDGE SMITH: All right. So where does the
I

i 18 insert stop?

!

i 19 MR. BLAKE: She has proposed on Line 4 on Page 26.

| 20 JUDGE SMITH: All right. So that at this point --
1

! 21 (The Board members are conferring.) '

>

() 22 At this point, then we will have bound in as

i
23 described by Mr. Blake Mr. Arnold's deposition from Page 24,
24 Line 23 through Page 26, Line 4.

t Ace Federd Reporters, Inc.
! 25 i(At this point, the above-referenced document is

bound into the transcript following this page.)INDEXXXX
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je 2 , 25

#

[k
'' you to just briefly summarize what you did on Thursday1 a: -

s.

2 with respect to this, so far as you can recall?"<

3 A, .Well, I made several phone calls Thursday morning
- 4 in conjunction with setting up that task force. We got the

,

1

5 letter typed up. Wilson and I discussed the authority and
6 manner in which that group would interface with the plant

,

1
7 people.

) 8 I believe we went over and talked with Dieckamp about 11:00
i

9 o' clock, before Wilson departed for the site', to review with;

i
10 Dieckamp the conclusions that Wilson and I had come to as to,

I

11
~

| the scope and interface of the task force with the plant, and

f 12 | to have Dieckamp sign the letter which established the task

13 group.

! 14 I Dieckamp and I at that time had some conversations about
i l

j 15 core damage. I think at that time, or very shortly thereafter,
'

j 16 we talked about the possibility or the likelihood really that
<

'

J i

I7*

we had experienced some core damage and I think that at that;

, 1

] 18 time we were of the opinion that there prcbably had been some
19 of what I would term in our perspective of that time period,

i4

! 20 significant core damage. !
(

| 21 If someone wanted me to quantify it, I would say half a !
!

f .,

1

22 percent or a percent failed fuel type situation. During the |
4

23 |
i

i

j ; afternoon, I spent the majority of the time talking with some
: 4

,

24 , of my people who were still there and talking with a ecupla |
w nooorws.r-e.9 ;

-e
|j of c:hsrs, in:luding Sud Iharry, abou: a pr:;3: crgant:a:::n,

-

i

k O
i 1

o*

|4

.i
_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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je 3^ 26
;

i |
1 in effect, to identify the nature of the damage to the plant- i

'

,

2 and what we would have to do prior to being able to restart,--
'' !

'

3 which involved a farily detailed listing of the tasks that would
a

1

4

4 have to be undertaken.
,

5

1
i

-

:
,

3
;

:
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i

.

! #6-10-Suet 1 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

! 2 Q Mr. Dieckamp, I have previously asked you whether

i 3 or.not you were familiar with certain testimony of Mr. Arnold()1

4 that he had in fact spoken to you on the morning of March

.
>

i 5 29th about throttling of the high pressure injection. |
i ,

t

6 And I believe your answer was that you were not
4

| 7 familiar with that testimony; is that correct?
? i

j 8 A Not sufficiently familiar to know what'he said.
;

9 0 okay. I would like to refer you to the Special
,

i

) 10 Inquiry Group testimony of Mr. Arnold, the September 24,

11 1979, Pages 26 and 27. t

j 12 A My library here doesn't include that.
4

() 13 (The witness is provided with the above- j

| 14 referenced documents.) I

l l
15 0 Okay. Specifically directing your attention to l

{
i

Ij 16 Pago 27, Lines 2 through 14 --

J l I
17 A Yes. !j

'

i i

i 18 Q Does that indicate that Mr. Arnold spoke to you
,

,

l9 in the morning meeting on March 29th about throttling of i
|

20 high pressure injection? [,

i

21 A (The witness is looking at documents.) |

() 22 The question again, please.
J

j 23 0 Yos. Does the portion of the Question and Answer
i

j 24 I havo reforred you to indicato that Mr. Arnold testified
j Am rwes noori.e.,is
! 25 he talked to you about throttling of high pressuro injection
I

)
;
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|

96-11-Suet 1 in the morning meeting with you on March 29th?

2 A He says he thinks he did. Yes.

C)-
3 Q Does that refresh'your recollection as to whether

4 or not, in fact, you discussed throttling of the HPI with

5 Mr. Arnold in the meeting in which you set up the Task Force?

6 A No, it does not. !

7 Q Mr. Arnold goes on to say, does he not, that

8 throttling of the HPI would be one indication of fuel damage?

9 A !!e also said -- lot me say it differently --

10 0 No, no. Mr. Dieckamp, does he say that throttling i

II of the HPI would be one indication of fuel. damage?

12 MR. BLAKE: I'm sorry. Could we have a reference? ;

13 MS. BERNABEI The same portion to which --

Id MR. BLAKE: What line number are you specifically -}
15 MS. BERNADEI: I don't have the interview. It's i

16 the sano portion to which I referred -- !,

l ! t

17 MR. BLAKE: Let mo share this with you. ! ,

18 (Mr. Blake is showing Ms. Bernabei a document.)

I9 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) {
l

!20 0 Specifically, Page 27, Lines 19 and 20, doesn't

21 Mr. Arnold indicate that throttling of IIPI would bo ono

22 indication or reason for a bollef that there was fuel damago
,

23 at that time?
,

|
24 A Ito says: I think it was clearly the reason that i

Ass Federal Reportees, Inc. }

25 wo felt that it could be fuol damago.
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#6-12-Suet 1 Q So that's his testimony, is it not?

2 A That's what it says here.

3 JUDGE SMIT!!: If you are talking about two or,m,

()
4 three lines, please read it into the transcript.

5 MS. BERNABEI: Mr. Dieckamp can read it in, lie

|
| 6 basically did read it. It's Lines 19 and 20 on Psge 27.

7 JUDGE SMIT!!: Well, whomever is more convenient.

8 WITNESS DIECKAMP: The Question was --
|

! 9 JUDGE SMITil: You are reading now from Mr.

|
10 Arnold's interview?

II WITNESS DIECKAMP: Mr. Arnold's Special Inquiry

12 Group desposition. The Question is: What was your conversa-

13 bion with Mr. Dieckamp about that? Did you say this could bc
|
' Id an explanation for how voids got formed and this could mean |

! !

15 that the coro had boon uncovered for some period of time? !

16 Do you remember that?

17 Answer Well, I think that it was clearly the

18 reason that we felt there could be fuel damage. Perhaps |

39 lot me say it dif ferently. It was both of our expectations

20 that if high pressure injection proceeded in accordanco with .

21 the design that fuel failure would be precluded. Since we

b had indications that there had boon fuel damage and we know !22O

23 at that point, or had information at that point, that indicat-|
i :
'

24
9 P '

As Faler:J Reporters, Inc.

25 we made the kind of corrolation betwoon reduction of high

|
J
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#6-13-Suet 1 pressure injection permitting there to have been fuel damage..

2 I don't think it was a case of where we knew high pressure

3 injections had been curtailed and therefore concluded that

O
4 fuel damage had occurred, but that we had other evidence that

5 there was fuel damage and that without having the curtailment

6 of high pressure injection that would seem to us to be very

7 surprising.

8 It goes on: We talked to some extent at that time

9 as to why the operators would have curtailed high pressure
:

10 injection and I believe that I indicated to Dieckamp that I

II would expect they did that because of the indication of the

12 level being high in the pressurizer. I've tricd several times

O Is ee recenserect er reco11ece whether er not I knew at thee

Id time -- that is Thursday morning -- that the relief valvo

15 had been open for some time, and I just don't remember much |

to my frustration, because obvious 1y in retrospect a lot of f16

17 things didn't hang together unless one knew more complete 1y |
i

18 the information I can recall knowing at that time. f

I' JUDGE SMITil That's the end of -- j >

r

20 WITNESS DIECKAMP: Then, it goes to the next |
,

21 question. |

22 JUDGE SMITil All right.
,

23 BY HS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

24
Q Mr. Dieckamp, after you signed a memorandum and

wase:s nenen, one.
25 had this meeting with Mr. Arnold on the morning of March 29th,

.
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#6-14-Suet 1 you proceeded to the site, did you not?

2 A That is correct.

3 0 If you remember, what time did you leave Parsippany

4 to go to the site?

5 A No, I do not recall. I think it was some time

6 before noon but I'm just not sure. I think the meeting at

7 the site might have been scheduled for 1:30 or 2 o' clock,

8 something like that.

9 0 Now how did you -- how was the decision mado that

10 you would go to the sito to participate in that Congressional

11 briefing?

12 A I can' t recount how it was decided. I learned of

13 the visit of these Congressional people. It may simply be !

14 that I decided on my own to go. My purpose was not to

1

15 | participato as someone bringing in facts but rather to be
!

16 | there.
I i

17 " Q Okay. When did you make this decision? |

18 A Some time early enough in the morning to be abic |

19 to make arrangements to get transportation to get out there.

20 My memory tells me that we chartered an aircraft.

21! Q Who mado those arrangements for you? {
22 A I don't know. It may well have been my sacratary.

23 Q Did Mr. Koaton have any part in making those

arrangements? f24
w rwas n.ponc , inc.

25 A (The witnano nodded in the negativo.)

|
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ __.
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,

! #6-15-Suet 1 -Q That is, setting up your schedule for the day?

2 A Oh, I certainly have no awareness of tnat or any

3 reason to even suspect that he might have been involved.> ,q
iO
'

4 JUDGE SMITH: He indicated no to both of your

5 questions. He shook his head no to the first one.

6 MS. BERNABEI: Yes.

7 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

8 0 Mr. Dieckamp, I would like to show you what I will

9 mark as TMIA Exhibit 10. We may not have sufficient copies

10 at this time but we will provide them.

1
II (Notes of R. W. Keaten, dated

12 2/15/79 to 1/24/80 is marked

O la e TM1A exhibie Nember 10 for :

Id Identification.)
,

INDEXXXXX 15 (Ms. Bernabei is distributing copios of TMIA |

16 Exhibit Number 10 for Identification to the Board members i |

!
17 and the parties.)

18 JUDGE SMITil: While you are passing out the

l' exhibit, I would like to ask Mr. Dieckamp to give us somo

|
20 perspective about those trips back and forth to Parsippany.

|
,

j Ilow long is that trip by automobile? |
21

'

22 WITNESS DIECKAMP It's just under three hours.

23 JUDGE SMITil: And then by airplano?

24 WITNESS DIECKAMP By plano, take of f and touch
, wr.s.,:s n.co,m., inc.-

25
| down is an hour. And then from my offico to the airport

|
!

l

. _ _ _ _ _ - - . - _ - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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#6-16-Suet 1 depending on which one, it may be anywhere from twenty to

2 forty-five minutes.

3 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

4 B'.* M S . BERNABEI:- (Continuing)

5 O Mr. Dieckamp, I would like to refer you to the

6 entry, I believe it's Page 11 of the exhibit. Some of these

7 exhibits may :.ot be clean copies; that is, they have counsel

8 notations. We will, in providing the final copy to the

9 Board and the parties, provide clean copies.

10 A Page 11 means the eleventh page in?

II Q There is no numbering of the pages. It's the 1

12 eleventh page in; that's correct.

13 A yes,

cnd #6 Id

Joe flws i
15 f

i

16 !

17

18 j
'

,

19 ,

i
20 :

21 !

'

(:) 22

23

24
he redero neportees, Inc.

25

.. .. . . . ..
;
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1 Q . Now there appears to be an entry for March 29th,

2 question mark March 30th, is that correct? You are.on

3 the same entry I am?

O
4 A Yes, the upper right hand corner, I think so.

5 Q Now, for Ite.us 1 and 2, that is your schedule, !

,

6 Mr. Dieckamp's schedule, for the morning and early afternoon

7 of March 29th, is it not?

| 8 A Well, it says IIE at 10:45 airport. Whatever
1

i 9 that means.
!

10 Q That would be about the time you were leaving

i.

j 11 Parsippany to travel to the site, is it not?

12 A I think that would have been a reasonable time, ,

i l

() 13 Yes.

| 14 Q And the 1:00 senators briefing, that is your
|
1

i, 15 schedule for the early afternoon, is it not?

! 16 A I don't recall it as being quito as early as
I

j 17 1:00. But again, whatever this says.
1 i

j 18 Q:. These have been identified as Mr. Keaton's notes. !

1

l 19 Did you discuss your schedule with Mr. Keaten at any
1

i 20 time in the morning of March 29th? !
'

I

21 A I have no recollection of that.

() 22 Q I would like for you to review for a moment,

1
2; ignoring the extraneous remarks which are -- which you

24 may have on your copy. Of Item 3, the sequence of events

j A r.s.,,e n.p u , .. anc.

I 25 which appears on Page 11 and 12, and the present status
;

i

_ . . . .
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notiation, which appears on page 13.
1

A Page 13, you say?
2

3 Q Page 11, 12 and 13. Through the top of 13.
/''N .

A Yes.'-
4

Q Now, the first -- Item 3, which continues through
5

page 12 is a sequence of events for occurrences on March 28,
6

is that correct?'
,

7

MR.. BLAKE: Could you repeat the question please,
g

9 Ms. Bernabei?

10 BY MS. BARNABEI: (Continuing)

11 O Yes. The sequence of events, or SOE which

appears from midway point on page 11, continuing into17

y page 12, there appears to be a sequence of events for()v
14 March 28th, is that correct?

15 A Well, it looks like the -- I have a hard time ,

16 making it out, but it looks to me like page 11, which is

labeled, Sequence of Events, provides some early sequence |17

18 of events.
i

19 Page 12 looks to me a little more like a kind
i

20 of summary attempt -- attempt to summarize the status of !

'

21 something, not necessarily the sequenc e of events.
\

,

(x) 22 Q Well, isn't the last entry in that page finally |
,

,

23 seven to eight p.m., had good vacuum, high level in --
i

24 A A pump started.
Am Federaf Remrt es, Inc

25 0 A pump started. Doesn't that indicate what
|

. - - - __ _ -
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; 7-3 -W21' ;

occurred at'approximately 7:30 p.m., on March 28th?"

-;

A I: guess it does. It would jive with that.-
2

0 ' shat' is when the reactor coolant pump was
3

- O finally started in the evening of. March 28th, is that
4

correct?
! 5

A Yes.g

0 The present status, which follows on, appears
7

t be present status at some time after the sequence of
8

events, is that-correct?
9

A Ms. Bernabei, I don't know when it.is, but it
j 10

f ;j is the next page.

!

Q It follows on the events of March 28th, does it
9

no t? I am just talking about now, as it is laid out --j j3

A It follows on after the 7 to 8 p.m. entry, which
1 ja
i

because of the relationship to the pump, seems to be
i 15
.

16
referring to March 28th; when it says present status, I

don' t know what date th tt is.j7

1

Q Now, did -- assuming for the moment these are Mr. I
18

i

i 19
Keaten's notes, did Mr. Keaten at any time communicate the

'
information under Item 3, sequence of events, and present

20

ff status to you?
21 ,

1
'

A I have no recollection of it. My notes indicate
22

talking to Bob Keaten on the phone on the 30th, but I have23
1 .

24 no notes from the 29th, so I just don't know.

| Am-Federal Remrtees, Inc.

i 25 Q My question to you is a different one: Do you
i

i

- - - -.,,,. ..- _-._.,-_.m_,-----,.,m__.,,._,__,..- . -,--,,,--.~,-,,-._--.,,..r. , , . . _ , ,
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I remember Mr. Keaten communicating the information contained
.

4

2 under. Item 3, Sequence of Events and Pressure Status to you

3 at any time?-

10
'4 A At any time?

.

t

5 Q At any time. The specific'information contained

6 on these-three pages.

: 7 A I have no recollection of it. I have a hard time

8 coping with, 'at any time,' but I have no recollection of

9 Keaten talking to me about.these specific notes.

I 10 Q Now, your notes of March 30th do not indicate

! 11 the specific information contained in these three pages,
1

- 12 do they?

() 13 A No, it does not.

1

i 14 Q Now, I would like to refer you to Mr. Keaten's ;

i

| 15 testimony, which is that he did communicate the information
:

4

{ 16 contained in these three pages; that is, the sequence of

i I '

{: 17 events and present status to you. |

i \
I

]
~

18 A on what day?
,

19 Q He puts it on March 30th. Do you have any
'

i

20 memory of any communication of this information to you on
|

| 21 any date? ,

) 22 A My notes reflect a telephone conversation with
; i

! 23 Bob Keaten on the afternoon of March the 30th. I have no
|

| 24 other awareness.
| AeFeder:;I Roport*es. Inc.
4

25 0 And your noter do not reflect the information|
.

.

;
.

_ . _ . . . . _ _ _ - _ - . _ , , _ , . . . _ _ _ , - , , . . _ _ , . - , _ - _ . , . _ . ~ , , - - - - - , , , _ _ . _ . . . _ . . . - -
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1
contained in these three pages, is that fair to say?

2 A No, they do not.

3 Q And you do not remember any other conversation
cs
! )
x'

4 with Mr. Keaten in which he communicated this particular

5 information, sequence of events and present status to you?

6 A Again, you mean at any time?

7 Q Right.

8 A Again, I have difficulty coping with that

9 question, because I have talked to Bob Keaten many times

10 over the last five years.

11 Q No, I am asking now for your independent

12 recollection.

() 13 A I think I can be absolute in saying that I never

14 remember hearing Bob Keaten sit down and talk with me about

f15 these notes on these pages,

16 Q Now, did he talk to you about the information

i

17 contained in those notes on those pages, whether or not

18 in those specific words. That is, the sequence of events !
1

19 and the present status?

20 A I am not trying to be dif ficult, but I have severa'l
!

21 levels of problems.
-

I
<w
'(,) 22 O No, I am asking you. You don't -- if you don't !

23 understand the question --

24 A First, I have difficulty in' reading the notes
Acs-Federd Report +es, Inc.

25 and knowing exactly what they say.

. _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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1 Q Okay. That is fine. We can take a recess to

2 allow you to do that, and try to get you the best copy.

3 Would you like to do that, Mr. Dieckamp?
.s

( )
4 JUDGE SMITH: I am glad that came up, because'''

5 I was wondering if Mr. Keaten's notes are going to play

6 a large role in this hearing, there should be a stipulated

7 typed copy of them.'

8 MS. BERNABEI: We have no problem with that.

9 I think it would b<a preferable also to have the original

10 available, since we will be questioning Mr. Keaten on the

11 original.

17 JUDGE SMITH: That may be, but there is no need

() 13 to struggle with this imperfect information. j

14 MS. BERNABEI: I understand.

15 JUDGE SMITH: So the question is still pending. ;

16 I understood that he answered it once, but you are asking ;

17 him to try again.

18 MS. BERNABEI: That is right. I am asking him

19 not for the specific words of the notes, but the information
i

20 contained in the notes. If you remember at any time Mr. !

21 Keaten conveying this information.
I

() 22 JUDGE SMITH: Now, are you going to limit it to

23 every bit of it, or just generally the subject matter.

24 MS. BERNABEI: Not generally the subject matter.
Ace-Federet Aeportaes. Inc.

25 The information contained in the notes. That is, the

1
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i sequence of events and present status of the reactor.

2 JUDGE SMITH: Well, unless you -- all right,

let. him answer, and then we will see what the scope of it.3

4 really is.

5 WITNESS: My other problem in answering that

6 question that as time goes on, these kind of parameters

__

7

MS. BERNABEI: I would like an answer.
8

9 JUDGE SMITH: Wait a minute, because I don't

10 believe that this is a question that can be answered with

11 a simple yes or no.

17 If I were in his position, I don't know how

(} ja I could conceivably answer that yes or no, without either

14 a lengthy explanation on my part, or further information

15 from you as to the reach of the question.

16 MS. BERNABEI: I think the question is very

17 simple. If there is a problem, I will restate it or re-

18 phrase it.

19 The question is: Does he remember a conversation,
l

20 with Mr. Keaten at any time about the substance of these !
|

23 notes. That is, in sequence of events and the present i

() 22 status of the reactor.

23 JUDGE SMITH: And my difficulty is at just |

24 crude glace, there are, perhaps, two dozen items of
Am Fedevel Repo, tees, Inc.

25 information, and even more sub-items of information, and

!

b
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, ,

i' the difficulty is, I think that the witness is entitled tot

;t 2 knowaare you talking about all of those items --

3 MS. BERNABEI: Yes.

_4 JUDGE SMITH: All of those items, in the exact

5 sequence listed?
.

j 6 MS. BERNABEI: That is correct..

j y JUDGE SMITH: You are asking him that. All right. [
i,

{ g Now, you understand that. Look at all this information, Mr.

9 Dieckamp.

j 10 MS. BERNABEI: And if that is a roblem, I

i
11 apologize.

;

12 JUDGE SMITH: That is a big problem, yes.
,

<

() 13 MS. BERNABEI: I am talking about the sequence
1

14 of events, which is the order of events which I understand
3

15 occurred on March 28th, and the present status,+

i

| 16 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) |

17 Q Mr. Dieckamp, were you ever relayed this

i i
; 18 information in this form by Mr. Keaten, whether in these
i

i 19 exact words or substantially equivalent words?
!
'

20 A I have no recollection of any conversation with
1

i

j 21 Bob Keaten that in some way reflected this specific set

() 22 of notes.
,

i |

j 23 I am sure that in the first weeks af ter the |

|

| 24 accident I must have talked with Keaten on several occasions
| A F.de,s n.prue.... inc.
t 25 about his understanding of the sequence of events, but I

.!

- , - - - - - , . . . . - . . - . - - - - _ - - - - . - -. -.-
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1 have no awareness whatsoever of this specific -list, the

2 contents of 'it, the format of it.

3 It does .not.

4 Q Doesn't ring a bell.

5 A It certainly.does not.

6 0 okay. Let's focus now on page 13, present

7 status' of the ' reactor.

8 A All right.
2

9 Q Were you ever told by Mr.'Keaten that the present.
J

10 status of theieactor was there-was a bubble in the reactor
,

'

11 vessel, or apparently reactor vessel, non-condensables

!? in the pressurizer, many or lots, an explosion in the

! () 13 containment, and one thousand cubic feet, and one thousand

14 psi'could be a hundred thousand cubic. feet. Were you ever

15 given that as the present status of the reactor in any

16 conversation you had with Mr. Keaten in the early days

I 17 following the accident?

18 A Mr. Keaten, as my notes show, a conversationt

I
19 with him in the early afternoon of March the 30th.

I 20 Q Do they reflect any of this information, Mr.

21 Dieckamp?

() 22 A This kind of information is very consistent with

23 what he could have told me at that time.
,

24 .Q Your notes do not reflect this information. I,

Ace-Federal Reportees. Inc.

25 think you have already stated that.

.. . . _ _ _ _ . , _ - - _ . _ . . _ . . _ . . . _ _ , _ . - _ .- . _ _ ~ _ . _
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( 1 . A ~ That is right. ' My notes do . not reflect this.:

2 JUDGE SMITH: Had you. completed your ansver? |

4

3 WITNESS: (Nods head affirmatively)
.fs

.D'
*

'

4 JUDGE SMITH: There is cross-talk there. And I

5 think you have to guard against that.

6 'BY MS. BERNABEI: All right.

7 - WITNESS: I don't have any more to add to that.

8 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
'

:

9 Q I assume that. On page 11, the first two items,
,

1

10 Items 1 and 2, that was not Mr. Keaten's schedule for

5 11 that day, at 'least insofar as' you know, is that' correct?

12 A What was on Mr. Keaten's schedule?

'I) 13 Q He wasn't to go to the airport at 10: 45 a.m. , on -

! 14 March 29th? That is, he didn't go with you to the airport
;

15 to travel to the TMI site?
,

1

16 A I don't know. As a matter of fact, as I think

| 17 about it, I am not sure whether anybody went along -- took

18 advantage of the available transportation or not. I just'

i

19 do not know.
:!

20 Q Do you know if Mr. Keaten was in the 1 p.m.

21 briefing of the senators, the 1:30 p.m.. briefing?

() 22 A As I sit here, I do not know. ,

23 Q At least you have no knowledge of the current

24 time that the first two items of Mr. Keaten's schedule
Ace Federst Reportass, Inc.

25 for March 29th?

|

|

!

i
,,i..--,--..,-- - .--n, - - , -,,--,,.,-,,-n.- ,,,,,,,e.,,w..,m..,.w,, ,,,rn.-,,,_,-wa-nn,c.v-nn,,--,.,,,n,,_., . . - - -
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'

1

f
1

1 A I don't know the purpose of those'. entries.

2 MS.~BERNABEI: I would like to mark for j. ,

3 identification TMIA Exhibit 11. It is noted at the top

,-O
~

4 Preliminary Summary, Technical Manpower Buildup, TMI 2

5 Accident Recovery Team, March 28th through April 1, 1979.

XXXX INDEX 6 (Above referenced document

7 is marked TMI'A Exhibit No..ll,

8 for identification.)

9 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

10 Q Mr. Dieckamp, can you identify TMIA Exhibit 11?

11 A Well, the document I have in front of me-says
!
1

1 12 preliminary summary of technical manpower buildup.

() 13 Q I can represent this came from your files, at

14 least it was represented by GPU to come from your files.

i
15 The document D-6, HD-5.

1

16 A I think I may had a copy of this in my file,

17 if that is where it came from.
.

18 Q And this indicates, does it not, the buildup or

i 19 the individuals who came to the TMI site starting in March |
t

.

20 28th and continuing through April 4th 1979; that is, off-

21 site personnel who came to the site?

() 22 A It has an entry that is said to be that, yes.

23 Q Assuming for the moment that this did come from

24 your file, referring you to page 2, the individuals listed
Ace.Federst Report-o, Inc.

25 on this page indicate those individuals who were offsite
r

l

|
t

- , , _ . . . - . . - - . , , . - _ . _ . - . . . . . - . , , _ . . . , , _ . . - . . . . . . . , , _ . . , . . _ . , _ , , _ , - - _ . _ , . . . , . _ . - , - , . . . -
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-

j' personnel who came to the site on the first day,-March 28th~

2 _1979?

3 A Yes.

'

Q .Okay. Page 2 would. indicate those individuals4

5
who came to the site on March 29th and-March 30th, is that

6 correct?

7 A Page 3, you mean?

8 Q Page 3, that is right.

9 Now, it is fair to say that Mr. Keaten is not

10 listed as an individual who came to the site' on March 29th

11 or March 30th?

12 A I don't see him listed.

() 13 Q And you have no other information that he was

14 at the site on March 29th?

15 A As I sit here, I have no information.

16 Q Now, at some point you took upon yourself the

17 ' responsibility to have offsite technical support come to

18 the site to analyze the accident, is that correct?

19 A That is correct.

20 Q You began those efforts soon affer the accident,

21 on March 29th and March 30th, is that correct?

() 22 A I began those efforts most likely late in the

23 morning on the 30th, after first hearing about the radiation

24 release, and then those efforts accelerated significantly
' Ace-Federal Reportes, Inc.

25 after I was informed about the hydrogen explosion.

_
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|

1 Q~ Now, at the time you began to call people to come

I' to the site, you determined.you would' call someone from2
,

3 EPRI; is that correct?'
7_s

4 ' A Yes, I did.

5 0 And you spoke to a Mr. Culler, is that correct?.

.

I am not sure exactly who I spoke to, but that6 A

7 -- it could well have been Mr. Culler.
,

8 Q And assuming it was Mr. Culler, or whoever it was

9 at EPRI, you spoke to them about sending a team of

10 technical personnel to assess core damage, is that correct?

11 A I don't know whether I said it that way the

12 first time. I was knowledgeable about the EPRI people,

() 13 because I had gotten to know them from working on the EPRI

14 Research Advisory Committee.
,

15 I think in my original discussions with people

16 like Dr. Culler, I more or less said: I don't know what

17 we are going to have to do, but I think we need people
.

18 with more fundamental understanding so that we can cope

19 with whatever comes up.

End 7. 20 ,.

'

MS fols.

21

()'

22

23

| 24
! Am-Federal Reportes, Inc.

25
|

|
!
,

-~-e-e.. w..,., ..na - - _ ,--e ,, 7 + , , _ , , _ _ , , , , , , . , , , _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ , . , , _ _ _ _ , , _ ,_
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Sim 8-1 Q Do you remember setting up four tasks that you

wished to complete, one of which you asked EPRI to focus
2

"

/_
3

g

V A By the time Saturday afternoon came around ---

Q No, I am talking about the early conversations.

A No. It was when you make mention of four tasks,

I did outline four tasks to the outside people who we
7

subsegently called the Industry Advisory Group and the first

meeting with them about -- oh, I would say 4 to 5 o' clock
9

in the afternoon of the 31st.10

11 0 Now did you mention in your conversation with

12 Mr. Culler prior to that meeting that you wised EPRI to

Perform one of those tasks, that is core damage assessment?[ 13

A I don't have a recollection of that, of having34

!
said that Mr. Culler. I think that it is true that as it I15

!

16 developed on Saturday, that task indeed fell to I think

Dr. ZeMosh.
17

i

0 Do you remember telling Mr. Culler, or giving j18

19 Mr. Culler an assessment, your assessment of the core damage
;

i

at TMI at the time you spoke to him? !20
!

A Again, when I spoke with Mr. Culler, and I21
I

22 think this is very likely, on the afternoon of Friday the !

:

23 30th after I had become aware of the postulated hydrogen

!
24 explosion, I don't know that I was able to give him an

Am-Feded Reporters, Inc.

| 25 assessment of core damage. I am certainly willing to believe

'

.

| .
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'Sim 8-2
1 that the conversation included or-involved some-recognition-

1

i 2 that if the spike were indeed hydrogen that it would have

.

3 to imply significant damage to the core.'
_

<)'

4 Q Let me ask the question again. Did you give

5 Mr. Culler in this first conversation with him your assess-

6 ment of core damage, whatever that may be?

7 A I have trouble with the word " assessment" because

8 that sounds like I had some studied result, and I don't think

9 that would be a fair characterization of what I knew at that
,

:

10 time.

Il Q Did you give him your opinion on the extent of

12
; core damage?

() 13 A Recognizing that I don't have a direct recollection

14 of that conversation, I am willing,- however, though to
;

4

15 believe that in that conversation later or in the afternooni

|
16 or early evening of Friday the 30th that I must have |

i

17 expressed concern about the implications for core damage, |
t

18 if there were indeed a zirconium water reaction. I think |3

1 !

19 that had to be part of the growing awareness of the problem

! 20 at that time.
i

i !
; 21 Q Did you state to him that significant core '

() 22 damage was apparent at Three Mile Island in your first

i
( 23 conversation with Mr. Culler?
|

f 24 A If you are searching for those specific words,
l Am Feder:3 Reporters, Inc.

25 I don't know whether I used them or not.

1

, . . - - . _ . - - . . - _ _ _ - __,__..--_~-_.,,..,--.<.__~M----,,- _ ,,---,-.-,-.-m------
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Sim 8-3 _i _ Q. .Did you. state to him the sense of'those words,

2 a serious or'significant core damage, whether or not you

, . 3 used.those specific words?.

4 A Again, I-don't know what words I might have used.'
,

5 0 I am asking you now for something different,'

6 Mr. Dieckamp.. I am asking you for the sense of the words.
,

7 Did you indicate to him that-you. believed there was signifi-
i

8 cant or serious core damage at Three Mile Island the first

9 time you talked to him?

I
10 A What I have said this, morning ---

11 MS. BERNABEI: Judge Smith, I would request that
i
!

12 the witness give me a yes or no answer. I-think it is

() 13 obviously a question that is amended to that. If he needs

1

14 to explain the answer. he is free to do so. I think it is
:

4 15 amenable to a yes or no answer. '

1

! 16 JUDGE SMITH: Okay. Let's have the question |

j
,

| 17 ~ exactly and specify the time and the persons and then we I
i !

. 18 will see if it calls for a yes or no answer. But, generally
I

19 speaking, it is very hard to give a yes or no answer when-

20 it went into a question that said the sense of. Necessarily
,

21 he is going to have to explain it. !

;

() 22 MS. BERNABEI: I changed the question.
.

23 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Let's go to the person,

'
24 the time and the actual question.

Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MS. BERNABEI:
3

K
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|Sim 8-4-- j Q Did you state to Mr. Culler in your'first conver-

2 sation with him that you believed there was serious or

3 significant core' damage at TMI?
p

'

JUDGE SMITH: And that first conversation being?4

MS. BERNABEI: On March 30th.5

THE WITNESS: I am not trying to be difficult.6

7 I have difficulty saying yes or no simply because I don't

8 know that you and-I share the same understanding of the

9 words "significant core damage." I have said and I am willing

10 to believe ---

11 MS. BERNABEI: Wait, Mr. Dieckamp, hold on a minute.

12 JUDGE SMITH: Wait a minute.

13 MS. BERNABEI: If he can answer it yes or no,

14 he is free to explain whatever he would mean by those words.

15 JUDGE SMITH: Let's accept your definition of

16 significant core damage, whatever it might be, and not

17 hers. And with that idea in mind, would you state that.

18 THE WITNESS: Then I think I probably conveyed

19 that to Dr. Culler in the sense of the difficulty and the
;

20 need for assistance. It was certainly something other than
,

21 trivial.

22 BY MS. BERNABEI:

23 0 So the answer is yes?

24 A In my definition of significant core damage, the
Am-Feder;;I Reporters, Inc.

25 answer is yes.

i

l
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1

Sim'8-5
11 12 LDid you'use.the words "significant core damage"?

2 A Ms. Bernabei,-I don't know whether I did or not.

3 I may have, but'I can't tell you that I did.

_). . .

4 Q I believe on page 11.of your testimony you-speak
.

5 about your familiarity in the days after the accident with

6 interviews conducted of operators; is that correct?

7 A Oh, the testimony?
-

'

8 Q That is correct.

: 9 A .Yes.

4 10 0 And those would be the interviews that were

11 conducted in part by Mr. Long and Mr. Repert of GPU?

12 A The early interviews, and I am not able to

() 13 categorize them for you in terms of some specific' list or
i
j - 14 some specific activity, but they were the ones that became-

! 15 available for me to see.
1

i i

.
16 Q It is fair to say that Mr. Long conducted some |

! I
1

1 17 of those interviews and he was put in charge of that portion
i

i 18 of the investigation?
I

; 19 A I think as time went on over the first few days

j 20 that became true,,right.
t

21 Q Now did you review portions of the interviews
!

-( ) 22 or portions of any report Mr. Long put out based on these I
i

23 interviews prior to public release?
,

24 A I did not review portions of interviews before
i Ace-Feder::8 Reporters, Inc.

| 25 they were released.

L
l

:
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Sim 8-6 1 Q Did you review portions of any report Mr. Long

2 may have compiled based on those interviews?

3 A I reviewed portions of or I reviewed reports,

b
4 that Mr. Long was producing that did or may well have included

5 material from interviews, yes.

6 Q And which were in fact based in part on interviews,

7 at least in part on those interviews?

8 A Yes.

9 JUDGE SMITH: Does your question follow through

10 on the time prior to release? Is that what you intended?

Il MS. BERNABEI: That is correct, prior to public

12 release. I

g
() 13 JUDGE SMITH: Did you understand that?

14 THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. And my answer was that

15 I did not review or approve any interviews prior to their

16 release. With respect to reports, I was involved in the !

17 review of sequence of events reports and things of that ;

!

18 nature prior to their release.

19 BY MS. BERNABEI '

|
20 Q And it is fair to say that you gave certain orders;

1

21 or directions to Mr. Long and other investigators, GPU

/~)(_/ 22 investigators to ensure that you and other management would

23 review and approve any report prior to public release? It

24 is those instructions that were given to Mr. Long?
Am-FMwd Roomn, W.

25 A I have trouble with the "any report" part of
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.

Sim'8-6 that question.
,

~

0 I am talking now about Mr. Long's operator-
2

: interviews and reports based on those interviews in the.
3(<

immediate aftermath of the accident, the ones which I
4

believe you are referring to at least in part, on page 11
5

f y ur testimony. Are you with me on that?
6

A I am with you on page 11 of my testimony, yes.
7

0 okay. I thought we got to the point where you'

8

said you were familiar with certain operator interviews
9

10 conducted by Mr. Long or those under his supervision; is

that correct?11
:

12 I availed myself of early operator interviews. IA

i O # "'' """'"*"' '' ' ""' ' "" "" ""' ' '"" '"""''3
.

0 Okay. I am pulling away from that for the moment. '

34

~

15 That includes a portion of Mr. Long and people under his

; 16
supervision, their interviews, does it not?

|
0 t

A It may well have.
|4 j7
!

|0 You don't know?
18

t
9
!

j9 A I don't know explicitly because I have not made
:

a list that says which interviews came from whom at what I
20

i i
time and by what means. I am aware that some of the earliestj'

21
i

interviews Mr.-Long was not involved in and later interviews
| 22
t

he was involved in. My testimony doesn't draw any distinction23

24 there one way or the other with respect to Mr. Lorg.

Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 0 So it is fair to say that some of the interviews

i
. . . - . - . - . . . , - - - - . - , - . - - - - . - . - - . - , . - - , - - - - - - - - - - - --
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Sim 8-7
1 to which you referred were ones under Mr. Long's supervision

1

2 or which he conducted?

3 A It may well have been.,-,

V
4 Q Speaking now to your familiarity with Mr. Long's

5 interviews which I think you expressed you had, did you give

6 a direction to Mr. Long that he was at any time in the

7 aftermath of the accident, that he was not to release any

8 report based on those interviews without your review and

9 approval?

10 A I am aware of the transcript that was introduced

II into my deposition that indicates ---

12 Q Mr. Dieckamp, would you answer the question
i

/)( 13 first. I didn't ask you about a transcript. f
.

Id Judge Smith, I ask the witness to focus on the

i

15 specific question. '

16 JUDGE SMITH: Well, yes. You will have the
|

17 appropriate relief. I would like to let him finish what !

18 he is saying and let's see if that isn't responsive. Now !

19 if that is not responsive, then we will see what relief you
;

!
20 are entitled to have.

21 MS. BERNABEI: I didn't ask him about any

) 22 transcript. I asked him about any direction he knows about
I

23 to Mr. Long that he, Mr. Dieckamp, should review and approve

24 any report.
Ace-Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: Right. And then I don't know if |
!

!
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Sim 8-8' he is' answering it or-not because he is alluding to a trans-y

cript and you asked him about his awareness, and let's find.
2

ut if he is aware.
- 3
i s

MS. BERNABEI: I think it is amenable to be a-

4

5
yes or not answer.

JUDGE SMITH: Can you answer it yes or no? If6

you can, you should answer it yes or no.; 7

THE WITNESS: The difficulty with the yes or no8

|- 9 answers to me, Judge Smith, are that the questions imply
i

jo a lot broader participation than I think is appropriate or,

]

| 11 what is accurate, and a yes or no answer in.my mind is
i

12 misleading in that regard. That is why I hesitate about

() 13 yes or no answers.

; 14 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me that is exactly
i-

. 15 the kind of thing his counsel can clear up on redirect.
1

l 16 JUDGE SMITH: Right. If you give your yes or f,
i i
j, j7 no answer and if you feel having done that that further. |

. i

i ; ,

{- 18 explanation is necessary, there are several courses available j |
1 1

,

1 19 to you, and that is explain then or, if you want to consult !
f

> >

d i

j 20 with counsel later, you can. But one way or the other you

I
i - 21 will be assured that you have a chance to explain all of your i ;

i

() 22 answers.

23 It is better, in my view, that the answers be I
*

;

24 explained at the time they are given. Now with that in mind,

| Ase-Federd Reporters, Inc.
J 25 can you answer yes or no?

I

I

I |

__ _ ._._._ _ .._ __ _ __ _ _ _ _
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Sim 8-9 Do you want to give him the questions again?j

THE WITNESS: Yes, please.
2

BY MS. BERNABEI:
3

,

kJ 0 Do you remember the question?
4

A Once more.
5

0 Did you give a direction to Mr. Long in the6

course of any interviews he was conducting or reports he
7

was compiling in the aftermath of the accident that you,
8

Mr. Dieckamp, were to review and approve any such reports9

10 that were publicly released, prior to their public release?

11 A Based on that one transcript, the answer is yes.

*
12 0 Did you ever give any instructions to Mr. Long

13 that the investigation or inquiry he was conducting was to
f()
Ibe contained?14
|
|

15 JUDGE SMITH: Was to be contained? i

16 M3. BERNABEI: Yes. i

I
j7 JUDGE SMITH: Contained in scope, is that what i

ig you mean?
!

i

19 MS. BERNABEI: Well, I am going to ask about
;
;

i

20 the "apparently." !

!

21 JUDGE SMITH: Whose words are you using now?
i

() 22 MS. BERNABEI: Mr. Long's.

23 THE WITNESS: Could you give me the sentence

i

24 that includes that word? i
!

Aa-read amoncs. ine. !

25 MS. BERNABEI: Yes. Well, let me just ask you |
!

___-______________-______ _____ ___ ___ ______-______-__-_--_____-___ - _-____ - _ - ____ __-_- -_- ___ __________________________ _______________
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Sim 8-10 the question, and we are talking now as to scope of the
3

investigation.
2

Did you give Mr. Long or the group of individuals
3

(V) working under his supervision any direct orders to keep his
4

investigation contained?
5

THE WITNESS: Again, the one transcript, Mr. Long6

uses that characterization of my instructions. The purpose
7

of that instruction was to make sure that that investigation
8

had the benefit- of review prior to release, and that is the9

10 only occasion that anyone has ever brought to my attention

11 of that nature.

12 BY MS. BERNABEI:

G Q S it is fair to say you did give him an instruc-13U
ja tion to keep it contained in the sense that you wished to

I

15 review any report prior to its public release?

16 A With respect to that specific report, Mr. Long

37 testifies to that effect, yes.

18 0 Okay. And that is your understanding and belief ,

19 as well; is that correct?

20 A I have no independent recollection of that. I am |

21 g ing nly n the basis of that transcript of Mr. Long's

22 statement.

;

23 JUDGE SMITH: All right. So that was the nature

24 of your answers. You have accepted Mr. Long's characterization.
IAce-Federd Reporters, Inc.
|

25 THE WITNESS: I have no independent knowledge !
t

I

-. - - . _ - . _ _ _ . -- _ _ .
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Sim 8-11
1 of my own. I accept what Mr. Long has said, and the

2 occasion upon which he said it, the context was one within
!

3 which he said it.-s

( )lx
4 MS. BERNABEI: I would like to mark for

5 identification as TMIA Exhibit 12 ---

6 JUDGE SMITH: Well, what do you believe to be

7 the case, Mr. Dieckamp, from everything that you know?

8 In the first place, what do you believe to be the case?

9 THE WITNESS: When I look at the occasion and

10 what is in the Long transcript, it appears to me that those

11 of us that were reviewing this material, and this included

12 myself and Jack Herbein, we were very concerned that the

|
r~

(_) 13 material being pulled together would be accurate and that

14 we could identify the sources and be very clear about the

i
15 sources of the information. i

16 We were under great pressure to get this material:
1

37 out and we gave instructions that said don't use any
,

'
18 conjectures and use only things that you can show and

39 demonstrate from objective facts and then we are going to ;

|

20 release it immediately. But in the meantime, keep it
1

21 contained until we have had a chance to review it.

()'
22 JUDGE SMITH: Contained then means contained

|
l

| 23 within house rather than contained in scope; 1s that how

24 you understood it to mean? |
ArFMerd Reporters, lx.

25 THE WITNESS: Yes. I think it meant do not j
i

t

i
1

1
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,

Sim 8-12 distribute. i

BY MS. BERNABEI:
2

Q Do not distribute prior to your approval and
-_ 3

I \
i/ review; is that correct?

4

A That is right.
5

Q Did you make any changes to any report which6

Mr. Long prepared prior to its public release?
7

A No.
8

Q Are you certain of that?9

A I can think of none that I have made.10

11 MS. BERNABEI: I would like to mark for identifi-

cation as TMIA Exhibit 12. The document number on its12

(O"T 13 cover is TM-0694. It appears to be a transcript of the

14 Robert Long conversation on April 12th, 1979 with Mr. Dubiel

15 Mr. Seelinger, Mr. Hilbish and Gary Miller.

16 JUDGE SMITH: Well, before you proceed with

17 your questioning, give us a chance to catch up with what
|

18 is happening here.

|

19 (Pause.)

20 (The document referred to was

21 marked TMIA Exhibit No. 12
I

(') f r identification.)(/ 22 ;
;
e

INDEXXXXXX JUDGE SMITil: Do you need the front page of this23

24 document? j

Am.FMwd Reporters, lm. | |

25 MS. BERNABEI: That only shows the source which

|
1

|
.
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Sim 8-13 was the NRC. I think that authenticates it if there is
.j

some question about it.
2

If there is no problem with the other parties,
3

I have no problem with removing it.
4

JUDGE SMITH: Are you going to identify it
5

6 by document number? How have you identified this document?

MS. BERNABEI: It is document TM-0694 which
7

is a transcript of an April 12th,'1979 interview by Mr. Long
8

with Mr. Dubiel, Mr. Seelinger, Mr. Hilbish and Mr. Miller.9,

10 JUDGE SMITH: All right, that is fine.

11 THE WITNESS: What was the question?

12 MS. BERNABEI: There is no pending question. We

13 are just letting everyone read it for a minute.

ja (Pause.)

15 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I don't think we should

i 16 take the time to go all the way through it.
|

i
i

17 MS. BERNABEI: Oh, no. I am referring to page !

!
I

18 4 of the exhibit, which is page 3 of the actual transcript,
;

| 19 and specifically the portion in the middle of the page
|

'
:

20 referring to individual three. Itstartsout"Withoutthat,"! i

i

21 and the specific portion about keeping it contained appears |

| 22 at the end of that entry.

23 (Pause.)

| 24 MR. BLAKE: I believe in fact it is the following

| Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

i 25 entry, which is the Long entry, rather than individual three.

:
1

i
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MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.Sim-8-14 1

2 -(Pause.)

3 BY MS. BERNABEI:

'O
4 Q Mr. Dieckamp, TMIA Exhibit 12 is the transcript

5 to which you referred; is that-correct?

A Yes.6

0 And the portion which I specifically directed7

y ur attention, and I will. read it, is, is it not, "And
8

9 I-just got direct orders from Dieckamp that says I have got

10 to keep that contained and not give it to anybody_until we

11 get their approval"? Is that correct? I am just reading

12 it now into the record.

() 13 A Yes, that is what it says.

14 0 It appears there were direct orders from you

15 to Mr. Long in this regard; is that correct?

16 A In this regard, that is right. He says there

end.Sim 17 is. I have no recollection of it, but he says there was.
Sue fols

18

|
19 >

20

21

C:) 22

23
'l

( 24
: Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

| 25

|-

|

i
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1

' #!>-1-Suet 1 JUDGE: SMITH: Mr. Dieckamp, didn't you say that
i

2 that is likely to be the case?

.

3 WITNESS'DIECKAMP: Yes. I'm willing to agree ;

D O.
4 that it's - 'I'm not challenging Mr. Long's statement at

5 the time.

6 BY MS. BERNABEIi (Continuing)

7 0 Did you have any role in choosing who of site
.

8 . personnel.were to be interviewed in~the course of Mr. -
.

9 Long's inquiry?
!

10 A None whatsoever.
r

!
11 Q And you today do not know if you authorized or

I .

.

12j directed any changes in Mr. Long's report?

() 13 A What report are you referring to?

Id Q Any report he issued based on these interviews? .
.

15 A In what time period?j ,

i
|| 16 Q The aftermath of the accident, prior to, say,

1

| 37 July of '79?
,

4

|
I8 MR. BLAKE: Ms. Bernabei, to make -- can we just {

.-

;

!} 39 say the report that is under discussion here, or what Mr.
!

Dieckamp now believes was under discussion here? |20.

|!
'

21 MS. BERNABEI: No, because I think there may

!
1 22 have been several different editions or drafts of this.
i |

|^ 23 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) :

I
' 24 '

0 Did you at any time edit or authorize or direct
Am-Fedoed Reporters, Inc.

}
25 changes to any report prepared by Mr. Long based in part on

!
i
1
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#9-2-Suet- 1 . operator. interviews?

2 A _I have.no_ awareness of changing any report

3 authored by Mr. Long. Mr. Long I think provided material- -_
'

4 to me for my testimony before the Hart Committee in the latter'

5 part of April of '79. I couldn't suggest that I did not edit

'

6 that, but of.any report of Bob Long that he authored and

7 issued I have no knowledge of'me changing anything in it.
,

! 8 -Q Do you know today what interviews conducted in

9 the course of;-- what operator interviews conducted in the
j

| 10 course of the Long inquiry or the_GPU inquiry you were

11 familiar with prior to sending your mailgram to Congressman

; 12 Udall?

13 A I do not have a list that tells me which ones I

Id saw and which ones I did not see.
1

3 15 0 Is it fair to say that it's likely you saw most

16 of the interviews that were conducted prior to May 9th?
| | |

!
17 A In tlie early days, the first week or two or three,

|
18 I think I sati essentially all of the interviews that became

I9
i available. As time went on, I think my immediacy with those
;

20 matters began to diminish. I just can't tell you exactly

I21 which of the interviews in that time period I did see and

22 which I did not see.

.| 23 I do not have a list of --
i

24
| Ass-Feder:$ Reporters, Inc. O Are you familiar with an interview of Mr. Faust
;
.

; 25 conducted on April 6th, 1979? It appears in Joint Mailgram
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#9-3-Suet 'l Exhibit 1-C, Item 8?
:

2 A- I think I saw an early; interview of Craig Faust.

3 If that is the first one of Craig Faust, then that very ),.S
. g

4 likely_is the one that I think I remember.

5 0 Now, is it fair.to say that Mr. Faust in his

6 interview indicates, does he not, that he believes -- at

; 7 least, he gives the impression or indication that he be-

8 lieved the pressure spike indicated a real increase in

9 pressure at the time it occurred?

10 A I recall him saying that. Yes.

II Q Okay. And there is no indication in his inter-

12 view that it was interpreted other than as a real increase'

13 in pressure, or that he interpreted it other.than a real
,

Id
; increase in pressure?

15 A My recollection of the Faust interview is thatj
.

16 he remembers, or he states that he thought that the pressure

17 spike was real. He as an individual. To my knowledge, he
1

18 does not speak about anyone else's conclusions or impres-

19 sions.
,

| 20 Q Now, assuming that to be the case, do you not

21 consider this some evidence that the pressure spike was
4

22 properly interpreted as a real increase in pressure at

23 the time it occurred? That is, at least by Mr. Faust as
4

24 reflected in his interview of April 6th?
Ace Federd Reporters, Inc.'

25 A Oh, I read that to mean that Craig Faust believed

t
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- 1

I
1

#9-4-Suet 1 that the pressure spike was real.4

2 Q Would.it not also indicate that he believed it

3 to indicate an explosion of some sort? That is, the pres--s

( )
v

4 sure spike to'28 psi?

5 A I don't recall whether or not he used the word.

6 " explosion." If he did, he did. But, as I sit here I just

7 don't recall whether he said that or not in his interview.4

8 Q Is it fair to say that the fact that he under-
't

9 stood it as a real increase in pressure was an understanding

*

10 in some respects of the significance of the pressure spike?

2 II That is, that it was not due to an electrical

12 malfunction but was a real increase in pressure to 28 psi?

() 13 A Well, I already said that I accept his statement

14 that he thought it was real. I'm not able to go beyond

15 that in terms of any significance that he might have ascribed ,
!

16 to it. I
i

17 In fact, I don' t read anything in his -- I don' t f
i 18 think I read anything in his deposition that goes beyond I

i

19 a simple comment that it was real. I don't --

20 0 Did he say that he believed it was -- that they j

21 had some sort of an explosion because that's what it looked;

22 like, shock waves?

j 23 MR. BLAKE: Objection. Please read the exact

24 Faust statement before you hypothesize such a question which
AceJederd Reporters, Inc.

1

25 has no factual basis. That is a mischaracterization of this
|

'

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



28675

#9-5-Suet :1 interview.

2 MS. BERNABEI: I don't think it is. And if Mr.

3 Blake wouldn't get so excited, I have no problem with re-

(~
4 peating the question. I think he is way overexcited what

5 the question would warrant.

6 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

7 0 I asked, Mr. Dieckamp, do you know that he stated

8 in that interview that he believed that we had probably some

9 sort of explosion because that's what it looked like, shock

10 waves.

Il Do you remember that in Mr. Faust's interview?

12 MR. BLAKE: Now --

- 13 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I would be happy to look at

Id the interview and see what I think it says.

15 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

16 Q I'm quoting the exact words. Do you have some

I7 reason to believe that that's incorrect?

18 MR. BLAKE: I have some question that it's not

I9 correct. I'm also looking at the interview.

20 JUDGE SMITH: Well, it certainly should be ;

i
21 'resolvable quickly.

22 MR. BLAKE: Yes, sir, that's what I'm proposing.

23 JUDGE SMITH: Can't one of you read the exact

2# words?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
|MS. BERNABEI: That's what I did. I read the

1
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#9-6-Suet 1 exact words. And that's why I sort of find it' astounding

2 that Mr. Blake is=having this problem.

3 JUDGE SMITH: You are reading the exact words
. .s

k,)
4 from the Faust interview?

5 MS. BERNABEI: Yes. On Page 5 of that inter-

6 view: What about'the reactor containment building spike?

7 Faust: We had probably had some sort of explosion, because

8 that's what it looked like, shock waves.

9 Those are the exact words on Page 5.

10 MR. BLAKE: I agree with those words. That's

11 hardly "I believed that we had a pressure spike" or that

12 "we had an explosion." Those are the words that don't

13 appear there which were in each of her questions.

14 MS. BERNABEI: I will restate the question to

15 take care of whatever problem there is.
i

16 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) !

I

17 0 We had probably had some sort of explosion.

18 Do you know if Mr. Faust said they had probably had a type

19 of explosion which he analogized as to shock waves?

20 Do you know that his interview contained that i

2I information?

22 A Yes, I do.

23 0 You don't believe there is some indication that

24 he understood the cause of the pressure spike, that is due
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 to a hydrogen burn or explosion?
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#9-7-Suet I A I see no reference in Mr. Faust's interview to

2 hydrogen.

3 Q Regardless of whether the words are there,
,

( )
us

4 wouldn't that indicate that he had an understanding of the

5 cause, that it was due to an explosion of noncondensable

6 gases or hydrogen?

7 A It does not indicate that to me.

8 MR. BLA1.. : Can we pause here and just read in

9 the portion of the Faust statement so there will be no doubt

10 in the record?

II MS. BERNABEI: I've already read it in. I'm

12 going to really object to Mr. Blake's continuous interference.

O) 13 He has not shown that I have misrepresented in any respect |(_,

I4 the statement.

15 If he wants to rehabilitate Mr. Dieckamp on re-

'

16 direct, he is free to do this. I think this is nothing more

I7 than obstruction.

I8 JUDGE SMITH: I really don' t believe it is neces- I

I9 sary for you to do that. Mr. Dieckamp is addressing the i

!

20 question as he sees it. Unless you are concerned that she
i

21 is -- if -- are your questions now based upon the language i
n

that you read? fk-) 22

i

l23 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

2# JUDGE SMITH: And nothing else?
Arm-Federal Reporters, Inc.

5 MS. BERNABEI: That's right.

- . _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ .
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'i
1

#9-8-Suet 1 JUDGE SMITH: "All right. We can judge for ourself

2
.j

whether that is gern.ane and relevant.

3 I am concerned that you asked this question

4 several different ways. And -- I guess there is no problem.

5 MS. BERNABEI: If I could have a moment to find

6 one of the Jc i.nt Mailgram exhibits.

*

7 (Pause.)

8 JUDGE SMITH: Ms. Bernabei, would this be a good-

9 time to break for lunch?

10
| MS. BERNABEI: That would be fine.

II MR. BLAKE: I wonder if we could get just an
3

12 estimate now of the remainder of Ms. Bernabel's questions

I3 plus the other parties?

Id The reason that I ask for that estimate is thati

15 there was a potential for Mr. Illjes yet this afternoon,

16 and I would need to give him some notice at the plant to

17 be able to come.

j 18 MS. BERNABEI: I would anticipate an hour and a

39 half to two hours more.

20 JUDGE SMITH: So I don' t think we will be getting

21 to Mr. Illjes because we will have examination by Mr. Au,

22 Mr. Goldberg. It doesn't look like it.

23 We will return here at 2:10.

24 (Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 12:55 p.m.,
Ace-Feder$ Reporters, Inc.

INDEXXXXX to reconvene at 2:09 p.m., this same day.) |
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'#9-9-Suet I d F_ T_ E_ R N_ O_ O_ N_ .S_E_YS_11_ON,

4-

2 ?L 4 . (2 : 09 p.m. ).a.,

.3 JUDGE SMITH: 'Are|you ready? 'It's a few minutes,es( .
G'.

4 earlier than.the designated. time. Does'anyone object if
E

5 we proceed?

6 (No reply. )

7 Let us proceed, then.

8 Whereupon,

9 HERMAN M. DIECKAMP

' 10 resumed the witness stand as a witness called by and on

II behalf of.the Applicant, Metropolitan Edison Company, and

12 having previously been duly sworn, was further examined and

) 13 testified as follows: q

I4 CROSS EXAMINATION

15 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

16 Q Mr. Dieckamp, were you familiar at the time you

17 sent~your mailgram on May 9th with what has become known

>

18 as the Bubba Marshall dotes? That is, the chronology of;

I9
i Mr. Marshall's activities, or excuse me, of Mr. McGovern's

20 activities as taken down by Mr. Marshall?

2I A I don' t think so.

("h 22\_/ O I would like to show you what appears as a
:

23 Joint Mailgram Exhibit, Item 1, in Joint Mailgram Exhibit
!

2A ' 2-C.
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 (Ms . Bernabei is showing the witness a document.)
,

"I a.
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4

'#9-10-Suet _1 ' )C3..BERNABEI: Does the Board |need a copy?

2 JUDGE SMITH:- Well, we don' t know. I suspect'

'3 that we might.
-

4 MR. GOLDBERG: We don't have a copy either. Do-"

5 you have your set here?.
,

6 MS. BERNABEI: No.

7 MR. GOLDBERG: We don't either. So it is a
~

8 problem.*

9 MS. BERNABEI: Maybe we can share with Mr. Blake

' -10 since he has got his copy.
,

7

11 JUDGE SMITH: Well, we will' have to proceed very
'

;

! 12 carefully, because we don' t have a sufficient number of

() 13 copies to provide one to each of the parties as we proceed

i 14 so we will have to be very careful.

15 MR. BLAKE: I will'try to arrange to have another

] 16 set of these here tomorrow.
J

17 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

|, 18 Q Mr. Dieckamp, have you had a chance to review
i

19 that document?

20
4 A Portions of it.

21 Q Did you review this chronology that was ap-

22 parently taken at approximately 3 a.m. on March 29, 1979
.

| . 23 prior to sending your mailgram?

24 A I don't know whether I did or did not.
! Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

| 25 0 Okay. It is in the nature though of the interviews

,

4
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#9-11-Suet- 1 which you did review, is it not? That is, the operator

2 interviews that you refer to in your testimony?

3 A Yes. I did review many operator interviews. I,_

4 have never_said that I reviewed all of them.-
~

5 Q I understand. But this is in the same. nature

6 of those you did review, is it not?

7 A In the sense that it's a description of events

8 as a function of time. I guess it's in a similar nature,

9 yes.

10 0 Okay. And it is actually closer to the event

11 than any other interview which currently exists, is it

12 not, having been taken at 3 a.m. on March 29, 1979?

() 13 A It's very early information. Yes.

14 Q In fact, it's the earliest interview or informa-

15 tion concerning the event which we are concerned with, the

16 pressure spike, is it not?

|
17 Do you know of any interview earlier than this

18 one?

19 A I don' t know of any earlier as I sit here, no.

20 It may be the earliest; I just don' t know. - ,

|
21 Q Referring you now to Page 2. This would indicate, |

|

() 22 would it not, that Mr. McGovern who apparently dictated this

23 chronology was aware of both the pressure spike and the

24 actuation of the containment sprays at 1:50 p.m. on March
Ace FederrJ Reporters, Inc.

25 28th?



- -28682-

1
!

#9-12-Suet. I A Yes.

Q It would also indicate',-would it not, that h'e2

3 apparently -- well, he does not question that the pressure-e

Ix-)
4 spike indicates'a-real increase in pressure; is that

5 '

correct?

0 A I don' t ' think he renders a judgment' on it one

7 way or the other.

8 Q It's fair to say, however,Ehe does not -- at

9 least.within this' chronology -- indicate other than it

10 appeared to be a real increase in pressure?

11 A He does not explicitly say it was a real increase.

12 He does not say it --

3
Q He does not explicitly --

A -- was not. He says neither. He just says the

15 definite spike, straight up, straight back down.

16
Q In fact, he-repeats it twice, does he not? !

!
>i 17 At least, according to these notes or chronology?

j

18 A Yes, he does.
a

19
Q And it's f air to say you don' t know today whether f.

I
20 or not you had this information available to you at the ;

'

'

i

21 time you sent your mailgram?

22
j A I cannot state today with any certainty at all

23 that I did or did not look at this before sending the mail-

24
9 *

Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

Q Did you review Mr. Keaten's notes, that is the'
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#9-13-Suet 1 notes which we have discussed .today, 'at any- time prior tos
,

2 sending your mailgram?

.. .3 .It .is his record- of what occurred on March --

,

.

4 well, March:28th and the days after the accident?
'

5 A Are we talking.about what we~ looked'at earlier?

6 Q That's correct.
;

7 A I feel quite certain that I did not see those|
!

$. 8 prior to sending the mailgram.
!'

9 Q Did you discuss with Mr. Keaten licensee's
,

10 awareness'and understanding of the pressure spike at the
,

j time it occurred prior to sending your mailgram?11

.
'

12 A It would be my general belief that I had numerous

() 13 discussions with Bob Keaten in the time period prior to the

{ 14 .mailgram. But I can't tell you specifically what I discus-
i

15j sed on what day or the like.
i

But there was a general effort underway to [
16

17; deduce the sequence of events and to begin to understand

18 what happened and why. And certainly, the --

Q No. Mr. Dieckamp, it was a very --

! 20 A -- pressure spike was a central part of --
|

|
21 0 -- simple question. I --

() 22 A -- the whole business.

23 MS. BERNABEI: Judge Smith, I would ask that the

24 witness be directed.to answer yes or no if he is able.
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

. . . . . - . , . - - . - - , - , - . . _ . . . . _ - . , ~ _ _ .,- -. . - - .-.-, - .
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#9-14-Suet 1 Q My question was a very simple question. Did you

2 discuss with Robert Keaten prior to sending -your mailgram

3 the information contained in his notes for the accident-and
7_
.V

4 immediate aftermath?

5 A' I --

6 JUDGE SMITH: Can you answer that yes or no?

7 That is the information contained in his notes?

8 MS. BERNABEI: Yes.

9 JUDGE SMITH: Now, he had already indicated that

10 he had not seen the notes before the -- or, he didn't think
|

11 he had seen them.
.

12 But, now you want the information contained in
1' () *

13 his notes identified as such?

Id MS. BERNABEI: Identified as information avail-

15 able to Mr. Keaten in this period.

16 JUDGE SMITH: But not necessarily identified as i

17 information from Mr. Keaten's notes?
1

18 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

JUDGE SMITH: Can you answer that yes or no? |19
;

\1

20 WITNESS DIECKAMP: Would you give me the question f
i

21 again now, please?

() 22 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

23
| 0 Yes. Did you speak to Robert Keaten at any time

t 24 prior to sending the mailgram about the information contained
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 in his notes for March 28th through March 30th?4

|

|

_. __ ._._ _ _ _ __. _ _ . _ _ _ _ , . . _ . . . . _ . . _ . _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -. _. _ _._ __ _ , . _ _ _ _ ... _ .,-
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i

1 #9-15-Suet 1 A I will answer that yes, but I would like to go

2 .cn1 and explain that, that I'm sure that conversations with

3 Keaten encompassed the material contained in his notes --, . .

\J
4 Q That wasn't my question.

5 A -- but I can' t be sure that it was absolutely

; 6 everything.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Now that is a fair answer to your

8 question. There is a lot of information in the notes. I
.i

9 don't know how he could answer otherwise.

end #9 10'

Joe flwsr

11

12

'

14
'

15
4

16

17

i

18 |
!

19
i

20 .

i
|

21 |
|

!
( 22

j 23 |

24
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25

.. _ _ _ __ _ . - . - - _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ - _ _ . . _ - _ _ _ . . - _ . . - . . . . _ . _ - _ _ . . _ _ _ , . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ . . _ _ _ _



28686
10-1-Wal

EE MS. BERNABEI (Continuing) |

1 Q Is it fair to say that you have no testimony --

2 your written profiled testimony in this proceeding does

3 not indicate that you received that information from Mr.
7. ,

( ')
4 Keaten, either on March 29th or March 30th, is that correct?'-

5 A My testimony does not make reference to receiving

6 that information from Mr. Keaten.

7 I think my testimony makes reference to a

8 first -- a phone call from Bob Keaten on the afternoon of

9 Friday, the 30th, and I think it includes a mention of

10 -- the notes include the word, ' hydrogen.' That is part

11 -- that is not part of the testimony; it is part of the

!? Answer to Interrrogatories.

() 13 Q But it does not make mention , does it, of

14 receiving the sequence of events, present status of the

15 reactor, on either March 29th or March 30th from Bob

16 Keaten?

i

17 A No, it does not, i

r

18 Q I refer you to the top of page 12, specifically |

19 your testimony that on May 9th you had a clear understanding
!

20 of the delayed recognition and interpretation of the !,
1

21 Pressure spike. !

i
'

( ); 22 A Excuse me, my copy is over here. I would like

23 to get it.

,

24 Q Well, you could perhaps --
Amfederal Reimt=es, Inc.

25 A I will get it.

. _ _ _
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. o

(Witness walks across room to obtain document)1
4 '

2 I have it now. Page 12?

3 Q 12.
7 ,g _

'V
j 4 A What was the' question again,.please?

5 Q On page 12, you indicate, do you not, .that .on

6 May 9th, the date you sent the Mailgram, you had a clear

7 understanding of the delayed recognition and' interpretation
,

) 8 of the pressure spike? ~

9 A Right.

10 Q Now, if I interpret your testimony correctly, on --
i

11 the basis are stated in that paragraph, as basis for your

i

U understanding on May 9th,1979, is that correct?

() 13 A Basis of what?

i 14 Q The basis of that understanding are stated later

j 15 in that paragraph; that is, for your understanding that
i

| 16 there was a delayed recognition or understanding of the

. 17 pressure spike.

|
18 A I am having trouble with what you are describing

! 19 as, basis.''

|
I 20 Q I am just trying to clarify your testimony, Mr.
1

1

: 21 Dieckamp.

() "

22 A What part would you like to have clarified?

- 23 Q Getting through the first sentence, and I think

,

24 what you stated is as of May 9th 1979, you had a clear
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc. .!

: 25 understanding of the delayed recognition and understanding
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j'

1 of.the pressure spike,

k
~

2 A And interpretation of the pressure spike, yes.

3 0- Is that right?

I .

A 'Yes..4
.l. .

5 Q. RNow, I- think you also state in this paragraph

6 that as of that date you saw no indication that on March

! 7 28th the pressure spike was properly interpreted as a

8 product of the zirconium of water reaction, is thati

9 correct?
. .

10 A Properly diagnosed ~, yes.

11 Q Now, we are trying to get the sense Mr.'

12 Dieckamp, so if one word is different, as long as it is
!

() 13 the sense, that is what we are trying to do.

'

14 A We might as well use the ones that are there.

15 Q This will be introduced in the evidence. I am
i,

! 16 trying to lay predicate for some of my questions. It

i
17 also states, does it not, that you had no evidence or

18 no indication on May 9th 1979 that the pressure spike-

;

19 had caused the plant staff to change or adopt a different
;

j 20 strategy for bringing the plant to a cold shutdown.
,

; 21 A That is right.

() 22 Q Now, for a moment, sticking with those two

23 last statements, at any time af ter May 9th, 1979, have

I

i 24 you seen any indication that the pressure spike was, in
! Aes-Federal Resn,Mes. Inc.
! 25 fact, properly diagnosed as a indicator of zirconium '

!

' . _ , . . . _ . .
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,

j ' water steam reaction on March 28th.

2 A I have not seen any information that I interpret :

. 3 to indicate proper recognition of the hydrogen spike on

-

4 March 28th.

5 Q Now, have you since that time, since May.9ds,

6 1979, to the present, seen any information that would lead

7 you tx) change your belief as to whether the pressure spike
i

8 caused the p1 ant' staff to change or adopt a different
~

.
9 strategy to bring the plant to a cold shutdown?

r

10 A .I have not seen anything to the present that ,

11 leads me to believe'diat the Staff recognized the pressure '

12 spike and reflected that recognition in their strategy for i
,

i
,

() 13 dealing with the plant.

14 Q Now, are you familiar with the Nuclear Safety4

.

I 15 Analysis Center Report on the on the TMI-2 accident?

16 A Yes, I am.,

1
1

1 17 0 And specifically, the addition, or the initial
|
! 18 report which came out in July of 1979? |

l
19 A I am less clear with the various versions of the

i

20 report, but I am generally familiar with the report.

21 Q It is fair to say that the report in Appendix i
!

i () 22 TH divides the accident into six major phases, essentially

23 describing the thermol hydraulic behavior of the reactor

i
24j in six different phases on March 28th?

j Am Federal Remrtees, Inc.
'

25 A As I sit here, I would not have been able to say;

|
>

'
-

,

_ . _ .._ _ . ~ ~ .._. _ . _ _ - _ _ - _ . _. _ -.- _.. _ _ , _ , - .. _ .__ _



28690
10-5-W31

1 it was six.

2 I do know that there is one phase that they

3 call repressurization.
[..s~

1

4 Q Regardless of the number of phases, the phases''

5 are intended to represent operating modes or strategies

6 employed to bring the reactor to a cold shutdown, is

7 that correct?

8 A I think that was their intent, yes.

9 Q Now, for the moment --

10 A Pardon me, could you help me with what is the

11 time period for that phase?

U Q Well, I am going to back into that, Mr. Dieckamp.

() 13 There is, is there not, and I am not talking about your

14 general knowledge of the accident, there is a phase of

15 depressurization a short time after the initiation of the
i

16 event from about an hour into the event, and for about j

i
17 two and a half hours into the event? |

18 A I will accept your characterization. As I said, j

|

19 I don't recall the exact breakdown. i
i

20 Q But somewhere in that ball park? !
!

21 A Again, I accept your characterization. |

() 22 Q And there was a second phase, or another phase

23 which followed, which was initial repressurization ef fort,

24 is that correct?
Am.Federot Report *es, Inc.

25 A Ms. Bernabei, I am depending upon you. I do
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1 not recall as I sit here.

2 Q Okay. I would like to refer-you to Appendix TH

3 of the NSAC Report issued in July of 1979.

O, 4 A David, do we have a copy of that with us.

5 0 I can share my copy with you.

6 A All right.

7 (Ms. .Bernabei walks behind witness chair)

8 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Dieckamp just referred to

9 Mr. David Lewis in his comment.

10 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

11 WITNESS: Is there a question before the house?

17 BY MS. BERNABEI:

13 Q Mr. Dieckamp, referring you now to -- there(}
14 are certain phases referred to on pages 2 and 3 of

15 Appendix TH, is that correct?

16 A Yes, there are. |

17 Q And those are phases, as we were talking about,

18 for operating loads, or strategies during March 29, 19797 :

19 A I thi.nk that is right.
;

20 0 Now, Phase.I is the initiation of the accident, [

21 or the initiation of the trip, is that correct?

() 22 A The title is Initiation.

23 Q And is that what it describes essentially?

! :
i24 That is, the original trip and the --

| Ace Federal Report *es. inc.
|

( 25 A Yes, it is.

|
|
---.---- .-- - .. - . - . . . ..
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1 Q And the second phase is a continued depressurization

2 of Phase or mode, extending from out one hour and thirteen

3 minu te s', to two hours and twenty-two minutes into the event?

~ O
4 A Yes.

5 Q Phase III is initial repressurization, is that

6 correct?

7 A Yes.

8 0 And that occurred in the early morning until

9 approximately 8:27, is that correct?

10 A Right.

11 Q Phase IV is the sustained high pressure injection

12 phase or mode, as described on this page.

() 13 A Yes, it is.

14 0 And then we go into Phase V, which is an extended

15 depressurization mode, is that correct?

16 A Yes.

17 Q Now, for what period does that extend?

18 A It says seven hours and thirty-eight minutes

19 after the accident at 4:00 a.m., to eleven hours and

20 eight minutes after the accident. 11:08 for convenience

21 translates into 3:08 in the afternoon. Roughly an hour

() 22 and twenty minutes afer the hydrogen spike.

23 Q Excuse me. You said approximately one hour

24 and eighteen --
Am-Federse Report *es. Inc.

25 A Twenty minutes. Well, eighteen, we will take
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I

that.;

0 Now, that then moves us into Phase VI, the
2

3
repressurization and recovery stage, is that correct?

( ,i
-

A Yes.4

5 0 And that repressurization and recovery phrase

starts with the closing of the block valve at 3:08 p.m.,
6

is that correct?7

A Yes, it does.8

9 Q And it ends with the continuous operation

to of the reactor coolant pump some time in the evening of

11 March 28th, is that correct?

;7 A Yes, it does.

13 JUDGE SMIT!!: Will you tell me what the question
j

ja is again, the question just before this?

15 MS. BERNABEI: About the beginning of repressuri j

16 zation, and I believe he said that according to this

17 report, repressurization began at 3:08 p.m., with closing |

18 of the block valve. |
i

19 JUDGE SMIT!!: Right. And then when did it end?
,

|
2p What was the next question?

71 MS. BERNABEI: I am trying to convert it. About

() 22 7: 50 p.m. , with die continuous operation of the reactor

23 coolant pump started on the evening of March 28th.
)

| 24 JUDGE SMITil: Were you overlooking Phase V?
Ace Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 MS. BERNABEI Where I say VI.

|
|

i

, ,
- .-- -- -, - - - ,
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I JUDGE SMITH: That is right. You went from

2 Phase III to PHASE VI, not taking into account Phace V.

3 MS. BERNABEI: Well, we noted -- we are going to
,

(v
4 talk about that in a second.

5 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

6 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

7 Q According to the NSAC Report, it is true, is it

8 not, that repressurization, or that strategy began with

9 closing of the block valve at 3:08 p.m., on March 28th?

10 A I think it is fair to say that EPRI or NSAC

II chose to break the time period up, starting with the closing

12 of the block valve. It would have been difficult to

) IJ describe repressurization with the block valve still
,

Id open.

15 0 Well, in fact, closing the block valve ceased

16 or stopped any depressurization in the system. You would
i

17 concede that, would you not? |

I6 A Well, I don't know whether that is right or not. !
!

19 It seems to me that the pressures hang roughly constant

20 for a period of at least an hour to an hour and a half

2I there, so I -- I don't want to argue about it.

22 O Isn't it, sir, to say the intention of closing

23 the block valve was to repressurize the system to Class XV,
i

24 and initiate natural circulation?
Ace-Foderet Aemtt es, Inc

25 A I don't really know what the intention was.
|

|
!

- - - .
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1 Q I refer you to Appendix TH, page: 85. At least

2 the NSAC Report found that that was the intention.of closing

! 3 the block valve, tne apparent intention of closing the

'O-

4 block valve at 3:08 p.m.
r

: 5 A Where?
,

.: 6 0 Page 85 of Appendix TH, specifically paragraph

! 7 3.6.1.

|
8 A The sentence says the apparent intention was

i

; 9 to repressurize, yes.
i

10 JUDGE SMITH: Page 85 is Phase VI.
~

!

} 11 WITNESS : That is what we are talking about. ,

1
J

17 JUDGE SMITH: No, we are not; we are talking'
;

13 about the closing of the relief block 'valvo.()
) 14 MS. BERNABEI: We are talking about repressuri-

!
j 15 zation, Phase VI.

i

; 16 JUDGE SMITH: All right. It says what it says, |
<

1

| 17 that is correct. *

; 1

18 BY MS. BERNADEI: (Continuing)'

| 19 Q Mr. Dieckamp, if you know, were there not actions '

1

; 20 taken prior to closing of the block valve to begin a re-
:

!
21 pressurization strategy?*

() 22 A Further actions taken after --

i

I 23 Q Before. Before. Were there actions taken in
i ,

! 24 a repressurization effort prior to closing of the block
; Am.r.dee i n.sn,t.... inc.
j 25 valve at 3:08 p.m? ,

t

I

:

.
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*
,

'
|

; A Well, I don't really know.
,

2 0 Do you know that the heaters in the pressurizer
;

3 were turned on?

O-

4 A I think there is extensive testimony from

!

5 Chuastyk that he relates to starting after Miller left for.
'

I the lieutenant governor's office, and including things6

I like turning on heaters, and what. he describes as trying7

'

8 to draw the bubble. I don't recall his testimony, though,
{

9 as ever identifying closing of the block valve as a major
..

I 10 step, particularly to 3:08 closure.
;

'

11 0 My question to you is a different one. Do you
i
1

12 know, as a fact, not what Mr. Chwastyk says, but as a fact,
2

13 that -- whether or not the heaters were, in fact, turned()
,

14 on prior to 3:08 p.m., when the block valve was closed.
i
j 15 A As I sit here, I don't know that as a fact. I

j 16 think I have some awareness that heaters may have been |
4 1

17 turned on before 3:08, but I couldn't testify to that.

18 0 Okay. Do you know whether or not there were

19 efforts, in addition to that, to draw a buggle in the ,

I
20 pressurizer?

!,

I 21 A Well, again, the principal awareness that I have
i

() 22 is from looking at Mr. Chwastyk's testimony, and he speaks
i

j 23 at length'about his desires to draw a bubble in the
i ,

24 pressurizer --
Am-Federel Regwittes, Inc.

: 25 0 I am not talking about Mr. Chwastyk. I am
!
,

;

. . _ _ . _ _ _
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,.

I talking about objective evidence that, in fact, that

2 was done.

Do you know whether there were steps taken to '
''

3

O draw a bubble in the pressurizer prior to '3:08 p.m?
4

5 A Well, there are a number of things --

JUDGE SMITH: Wait a minute. Where do you get
i 6

f 7 3:08 p.m? I am sorry to interrupt, and I hope I am not

hurting your cross examination.0

MS. BERNABEI: No.9
1
i JUDGE SMITII: But you are switching from times

10

t

11
into the accident to clock times, and overy time you do

,

1

| ;7 that I have to add, subtract, and go back. And I don't

1

13 get closing block valves at 3:08 p.m., by any method(}
! of arithmetic that you have used so far.14

I

End 10. 15{
i MS fois.
i

j 16

| i

j 17

i

j 18

l
I

19
i

$

k 20 g
a

21

( 22

i 22 :
| '

i 24
| Am-Fedevel Resvirt+ee, Inc.

! 25
.

,
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Sim 11-1
MS. BERNABEI: I will back up with Mr. Dieckamp.

BY MS. BERNABEI:'

2

0 Phase V is extended depressurization; is that
3

'

correct?- I have just taken your book away from you.
4

(Pause while Ms. Bernabei approaches the witness
5

with the book for him to look at.)i

We now are on page 3 of Appendix TH.
7

.

Now Phase V is an extended depressurization period;
,

; is that correct, Mr. Dieckamp?
9

A That is how it is labeled, yes,i 10

jj 0 Okay. Now the time period noted below is from

7 hours and 38 minutes into the accident 11 hours and 8 minutesi 12
1

into the accident; is that correct? >

13

A Yes.j4

0 And for the Board could you translate that into
15

! clock time? f16
I

f
JUDGE SMITII: I can do that.j7

'TiiE WITNESS: That is three hours., ,,

!

j9 JUDGE SMIT!!: Thank you,

i BY MS. BERNABEI: |20
!

} A Okay. So that takes us to 3:08 p.m.; is that21

correct?
22

,

j A Right.23

24 0 Now Phase VI, the depressurization and recovery.---
Aco-Federd Reporters, Inc.

| 25 JUDGE SMITII: My difficulty is I understood you

*
. . _ . - - - - - _ - - - . . - - . . . ..-. - . - . _ - . - , - -_--.. -_.-.-. . -.



---

28699

Sim 11-2 to say that initial repressurization, to wit, the closure

f the pressurizer relief block valve,. began at 3:08, and
2

I uldn't ---
3

MS. BERNABEI: Repressurization in the afternoon
4

at 3:08. That is different than the initial pressurization.
5

JLLsE SMITH: Exactly. I know, but neverthless,
6

I heard you set a closure of the relief valve, the block
7 .

va ve a :08, and that is what got me onto this interruption.
8

Perhaps when I reread the transcript I will be
9

10
wr ng, but as I sit here now I believe that you had at one

n in your cross-examination placed at 3:08 the closing of the

r lief block valve.
12

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.
13

JUDGE SMITil: And did that happen?
94

MS. BERNADEI: Yes.
15

JUDGE SMITII: That is where I fall down.
|16

MS. BERNABEI: Okay. Let me refer you a littlej7

farther in the NSAC reports. Specifically ---
18

j9 JUDGE SMITil: Mr. Dieckamp agrees with you and

apparently everybody else understands it.20
|

MS. BERNABEI No, it is confusing. And obviously|21

the Board has not had a chance to review this whole document.22

23 On page 85 of Appendix Ti!.

24 JUDGE SMITil Okay.
Ase-Feder:8 Reporters, Inc.

25 MS. BERNADEI: And I will ask Mr. Dieckamp a

.

.,,m
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Sim 11-3 a question.

BY MS. BERNABEI:

Q This indicates, does it not, in terms of a summary
3

V Phase 6, depressurization and recovery, that that began with
4

a 1 sur at 3:08 p.n. on the pressurizer relief block valve?
5

'

A Yes, but I think the next sentence is meaningful.
6

It says "The apparent intention." I don't really want to
7

argue about that. It is just that it is not black and white.
8

It is the investigators trying to deduce or to find a reason-
9

10 able place to split this time period up.

11 JUDGE SMITil: I think what my problem is is the

12 fact that the PORV was discovered open and the block valve

3 was closed occurred at 2.22 into the accident. -

j 13
|,

TIIE WITNESS: Yes. |ja
|

JUDGE SMITil: So then we are talking about a |15

different closure of the block valve.16,

|
' MS. DERNADEI: That is correct.j7

JUDGE SMITil: All right. I am with you now. .jg

j9 BY MS. DERNADEI:

0 Now it is true, is it not, that this NSAC report,20
,

which you and I have before us, that this was compiled based |21

22 n hard data and indicators from the plant; is that correct?

A Y s, that is true. I think NSAC stated that they23

24 were very careful to base all of their sequence of events j
Am Federd Reporters, Inc. '

25 n bjective data. )
(*

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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|

Si2 11-4 O And it is not based in any part on interviews
,

f p rators such as other investigations, including GPU's
2

int rnal inv stigation? It is not based to any degree on
3

/ms
EJ interviews with operational site personnel?

4

A I have difficulty with that in the sense that
5

I am sure they used a lot of operator interviews, but when
6

they come down to their final statements, they say it is
7

based on objective evidence. Is that fair?
8

Q Let me refer you to the forward of this report
9

10 which appears at small Roman numerals lii, and specifically

11 the fifth paragraph. And this indicates, does it not, that

12 this initial report by intent focuses exclusively on obser-
t

O 13 vable aspects of the accident supported by firm reported |
V ;

ja data? Is that correct?

15 A And the main inference is on the physical course

16 of events which can reasonably be directly inferred or

j7 calculated from known data.

ja 0 Okay. Doesn't that indicate that they in no

19 part based this report on interviews with operatienal
|

20 Personnel?

21 A I guess. I was just having trouble saying that

22 they didn't use them at all.
;

23 0 Do you know if prior to 3:08 p.m. -- and I am i
,

24 going back to my other question when Judge Smith raised
,Vs Fafeed Reporters, Inc.

25 this point -- do you know whether or not there were steps

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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taken to draw a bubble in the pressurizer? jSim 11-5 i
;

2 A I don't know for a fact. As I said, I get the

3 impression from the Chuastyk various and sundry interviews
p_.
( )

4 that he speaks of undertaking efforts to redraw a bubble''

5 starting about the time that Gary Miller left the site to

6 go to the Lt. Governor's office.

7 0 I am talking about objective evidence outside

8 of Chuastyk's interview. Do you have any information outside

9 of Mr. Chuastyk's interviews that steps were taken to draw

10 a bubble in the pressurizer prior to 3:08 p.m.?

11 A No, I don't know of any objective data on that.

12 0 Do you know of any operator interviews which would
I

13 atpport that conclusion that after the pressure spike but f(~)s-

14l' prior to 3:08 p.m. there were attempts made to draw a

la bubble in the pressurizer?

16 A No, I am not aware of any,

i

17 0 I would like to refer you to the McGovern inter- '

18 view which I previously referred to, Exhibit 1 of the Joint ,

19 Mailgram Exhibits.

20 A I have it in front of me.

21 Q Now I would like to refer you specifically to
f

22 page 2, the entry 1500. |()
l

23 A Now we are talking clock time. |

24 0 Clock time, right. That would be about 3 p.m.; |
Aa rwaa n nort.,,, w. ,

25 is that correct? |

- -. - _ _ _
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Sim 11-6 1 A Yes.

2 Q Okay. Now you can read that paragraph. It

3 indicates, does it not, that steps were taken to draw a

4 bubble in the pressurizer prior to closing the block valve?

5 A It says steps were taken prior to closing the

6 block valve?

7 0 Yes. First, let's establish, there is a notation

8 in this paragraph, is there not, that the block valve was

9 closed at a certain point?

10 A Well, this say "about 1500." That is 3 o' clock.

II Are we talking about the time betwoon 3 o' clock and 3:087

12 Is that what we are talking about?

O Is a we ere te1 kine ebeue the time trem the gressure

Id spike to 3:08 p.m. It says "approximately 3 p.m.", is that

15 correct?

i
16 A yes, !

!

17 Q Now in that paragraph there is a notation made !
>

18 about closing the block valvo, is there not?

19 A Is that RCV-27

20 Q RCV-2, right, about two-thirds down the paragraph.;
2I A It says "!!y shutting RCV-2 PZR level started

22 to drop again in about five minutes and dropped rapidly to

23 150 inches"? ,

24 Q Right. There is an indication by shutting RCV-2
As rmws n ,wes, Inc.

25 that the block valve was closed; is that correct in this
|
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; I

:
i

*~1 general time period?

2 A Yes, and the drop of the pressurizer level occurs
|

3 oh, I don't know, it looks like about 10 minutes after 3

: (^)
! 4 in the afternoon.

| 5 0 Okay. 1:ow prior to this notation of shutting

|
6 RCV-2, is there any indication that efforts were made to

! 7 draw a bubble in the pressurizer?
i

| 8 A Gosh, I don't know. The only thing I know about
i

9 that is from looking at Chuastyk's testimony, and I don't

10 know what to conclude from this paragraph, by the way. That ,

II is the first time I have over looked at it.
i
1 12 Could you help me as to what I should read here

() 13 in order to tell me tho. answer to that?

14
i 0 It says " pressurizer heaters on at this time
!

15 with RC-R-VT open", is that correct? !

16 A Is on at this time, and what time is this time?

17 0 Approximately 3 p.m.

18 A I guess that is what that means.

I' O That would indicato that the pressurizer heators ! |

I
20 woro either turned on or woro on with the block valvo open? L

21 That is what that means?

O 22 ^ vee.
,

23 0 And that would be one stop in drawing the bubblo|

!
i 24 in the pressurizer to turn the heators on?
|Am-PesusRepormes,Inc.

| 25 A It would not be one stop to turn the heators on

'
,

|
_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -- -
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S 1 -8
with the block valve open.

|. 2 0 To turn the heaters on and later close the block.
l

| 3 valve would be to draw a bubble in the pressurizer;-is that
t .n
! correct?4

A But I must say that would be a bit illogical. It5

w uld make more sense to close the block valve and then turn6

the heaters on. But, again, I don't know ---7

0 Despite the fact that you may not have done it
8

9 that way yourself, is not turning on the heators and closing

10 the block valve what you do to draw a bubble in tho<

; pressurizer?

12 A I think that is right.

O '' "" " " '" "" " ' " " "" *"' ' '""' '""

34 operators took stops to draw a bubble in the pressurizor
i
i

15 by turning on the heators and by closing the block valvo,

g is that correct, approximately at 3 p.m. according to theso |

17 notos?

18 A I have the fooling that we are making very much

19 in terms of timo precision on something that doesn't have

20 that precision. Again, what was the question?

21 0 Well, you said you have no objectivo evidence 1

22 to indicate when or if stops wero,taken to draw a bubble

i

23 in the pressurizer betwoon the time of the pressure spiko

24 at 1:50 p.m. and the closing of the block valvo at 3:08;
Ass Federd Reporters, Inc.

23 is that correct?
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Sia 11-9 Is that correct, Mr. Dieckamp, that you havej

n bjective evidence of that?
2

A I am not sure that is what I said. I said that3
,.

U I thought I was aware of Chwastyk talks of drawing the bubble4

in this general time period after Miller leaves. I think
5

my testimony says that I don't see anything after the spike
6

that indicated that people reflected an understanding of the
7

spike in the manner in which they operated the system.
8

I think those are the things that I have said9

10 r intended to say.

11 0 Let me ask the question over. Leaving aside

12 Chwastyk's interviews or Chwastyk's statements, do you have

13 any evidence that there was any objective hard data evidence j

y that there were attempts made to draw a bubble in the

!
15 Pressurizer prior to 3:08 p.m.

16 A Well, we seem to have some material here from

37 McGovern that says that some time --- |

gg MS. BERNABEI: I would ask that he answer my

39 question. My question clicits a yes or no answer if he '

20 has any objective evidence.

JUDGE SMITil You are asking him to decide for21

i
himself what is meant by objective evidence. '

22

MS. BERNABEI: liard data, i23

g4 JUDGE SMITil: Now you want to change it to hard
Ace Feder'J Reporters, Inc.

data. |25
|

|

|
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Sim 11-10) MS. BERNABEI: I will change it to hard data.

JUDGE SMITH: Is there anything in your judgment,
2

in Y ur P nion, which was hard data to indicate that therei
3

( ,

V was an effort to draw a bubble following about 2 p.m. and
4

e r :08?
5

Is that the question?
6

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.
7

JUDGE SMITH: And it is up to him to decide what
8

is hard data, right?
9

MS. BERNABEI: Right.10

jj JUDGE SMITH: Okay. And that is as he sits there

" W212

/'3 13
MS. BERNABEI: Right.

V
ja JUDGE SMITH: So really the question is does

15 this page 2 present to him hard data in answer to your

i

16 question? ,

i
MS. BERNABEI: I think his testimony is that ;j7

there is no information available to draw that inference. ji8
i

j9 JUDGE SMITH: And now what you have done is you

20 have pointed this out to him and after having pointed it

!
'

ut to him, the question is put back to him? |21

C; MS. BERNABEI: That is right.22q ,1

BY MS. BERNABEI:23

24 0 Isn't there information that in fact there were
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 steps, specifically turning on the heaters, to draw a
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Sim 11-11- bubble in the prescurizer prior to closing the block valvej

2 at 3:08 p.m.?

.

3 A I have trouble with hard data when it is labeled

A/ as about 3 o' clock. I have trouble because you seem to be4

5 wanting to draw a sharp distinction between about 3 o' clock

and 3:08. I personally ---6

7 JUDGE SMITH: What that your intention?

8 MS. BERNABEI: No.

9 THE WITNESS: I personally do not base any con-

10 clusion of mine on whether somebody was or was not trying

: 11 to draw a bubble at about 3 p.m.

12 JUDGE SMITH: Excuse me. Let's see if we can

13 clarify it.

14 Assuming that about 1500 in here is accurate,

i 15 and I guess the direction of the question is does the data

16 attached to that notation conr,titute, in your view, hard

|
17 data indicating an effort to draw a bubble?

|

18 MS. BERNABEI: Or evidence that in fact there

19 was an attempt to draw a bubble prior to 3:08 p.m.

20 THE WITNESS: I guess I will have to answer
:

21 no, because if the block valve us still open, I don't think

('] 22 that is a meaningful effort to draw a bubble until the block,

23 closed.

24 BY MS. BERNABEI:
AceJederd Reporters, Inc.

25 0 It is fair to say that apparently the heaters,

__- - __ , _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _- . _ . , _ _ _ _ - - . _ _ . . - _
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Sim 11-12
1 according to Mr. McGovern's chronology, the heaters were

2 turned on prior to closing the block valve; is that correct?

3 A That appears to be true.-
! ,\

'w./
4 JUDGE SMITH: Is there any other reason to turn

5 the heaters on, notwithstanding the position of the block

6 valve?

7 THE WITNESS: I think the logical reason for

8 the heaters is to try to establish a bubble. I think it is

9 also true that the operators try to do a lot of different

10 things without necessarily knowing exactly why they were

11 doing them. But, again, I have no -- myself, I don't reach

12 any conclusion and I don't have any argument about whether

O) 13(_ or not in this time period people were or were not trying

14 to draw a bubble. I accept Chwastyk's comments about drawing

15 a bubble in that time period.
,

16 BY MS. BERNABEI:
i

17 Q And isn't Mr. Chwastyk's testimony further that !

;

18 he attempted to draw a bubble and to close the block valve {
i

19 in an effort to repressurize as a result of his understanding j
|

20 of the pressure spike?
,

21 A I think the answer to that is no. In fact --- |

(~)
(_/ 22 Q It is not his testimony, Mr. Dieckamp?

|

23 A It is not as you stated it. I

24 MR. BLAKE: Can we have a citation to the testi-
Am-Feder7) Reporters, Inc.

25 mony to which you refer, Ms. Bernabei?



28710

MS. BERNABEI: It is almost all of his |.

Sim 11-13 1 1

testimony, but we will get back to Mr. Chwastyk ---
2

THE WITNESS: Well, may I-explain why I~believe
3

that, because later in the afternoon ---

JUDGE SMITH: I don't think you have to at this-

Point, Mr. Dieckamp. It is up to counsel to proceed.
6

THE WITNESS: All right.
7

MS. BERNABEI: I would to mark as TIMA Exhibit
8

13, Instructor Notes, Revision 0, which appear to be
9

training materials for TMI-2.
10

(The document referred to was11

marked TMIA Exhibit 13 for
12

* ""'''' "'* "-)O 'a

MR. BLAKE: Ms. Bernabei, are we leaving this34

ne subject area of repressurization?
15

MS. BERNABEI: No.
16

| MR. BLAKE: Thank you.
37

THE WITNESS: Is it an appropriate time then
18

39 to comment on why I answered the way I did?

MS. BERNABEI: I will return to it, Mr. Dieckamp.20

You will have a full opportunity to say how you interpret
21

Mr. Chwastyk's interviews.22

JUDGE SMITH: The way the record stands right23

24 now, Mr. Dieckamp, the only thing we have on Chwastyk is

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.
'

25 what you say, and it is up to her to proceed. Then when

'
_, __ . . . . . -- __ _ _ ._- . _ ._ - - -
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Sim 11--14 that happens thenLyou'will have an opportunity to explainj

2 why you interpret the testimony differently.

THE WITNESS: Judge Smith, she, Ms. Bernabei,3

characterized Chwastyk's testimony in a way which I coul'd4

n t agree with. That was the reason for my "No."
5

MS. BERNABEI: That is fine. I understand that.
6,

JUDGE SMITH: If it is a mischaracterization,
7

we trust that the Board will find out about it and you will
8

have an opportunity to point it out to us.9

10 BY MS. BERNABEI:

11 Q You have before you TMIA Exhibit 13; is that

12 correct, Mr. Dieckamp?

A I don't know whether it is exact. I have some-13

14 thing which says Instructor Notes titled TMI-2 Accident,

15 Revision 0.

16 0 Okay. I would like to refer you now to page 4. ;

j7 I can represent that these were produced by the company in

18 the course of discovery.

19 A You mean the fourth page? .

|

20 Q The fourth page, that is correct.

JUDGE SMITH: Wait a minute.21

22 (Pause.)

23 You may proceed.

24 BY MS. BERNABEI:
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q Mr. Dieckamp, to put a little context on this

'
- , . - - _ - -. -- - .. .



.

28712-

Sim 11-15
1 question, this appears to be Instructors Notes for a lesson

2 plan on-the TMI-2 accident; is that correct?.

3 A- I guess that is what it is.,

(d.'

4 Q Now there are two lesson objectives, are there

5 not, as stated on page 1 of TMIA Exhibit 13? First, to

6 review the TMI-2 accident with operations personnel to

7 ensure an understanding-of the major factors which lead to

8 or aggravated the seriousness of the accident?

j 9 A Yes.

10 Q And the second one being to review with operations

11 personnel the thermal and hydraulic behavior of the primary

12 system and the secondary side during the accident?

*

(.} 13 A Yes.

I 14 Q Now there are certain references, are there not,

15 listed on page 1?

16 A Yes.
..

'

17 Q And those references are, first of all, the

18 NRC original investigation into the accident, the investi-

19
, gative report, NUREG 0600?
1
J

20 A Yes.
i

21 Q Then the NSAC 1 report; is that correct?

I 22 A Yes.

23 Q And that is the to document to which we are

' 24 been referring just prior to this time; is that correct? !
Am-FMed Rworurs, in |

25 A Yes.,
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Sim 11-16
Q The third one is an LER 79-014. Are you familiar

)

with that?
2

A No, I am not. I don't recognize that number, let' s
3,c

\-)\ put it that way.-

4

Q Okay. Can you tell us generally what an LER is?
5

A It is a licensee event report it is filing with
6

the Commission to describe the circumstances of some problem; 7
,

r some event that I think goes outside the technical
8

'

specifications.
9

10 0 .okay. So you would assume, given this lesson

P an, it would be connected to the accident; is that correct?l11

A I guess that is a fair assumption, but I don't12

13 happen to know that, and I don't know it to the opposite()
either.ja

15 Q Now Item 4 is a preliminary annotated sequence

16 f events of March 28th, 1979; is that correct?
|

A Yes.j7

18 Q Now you were familiar at or near the time of the I

j9 issuance of all of these reports of these reports, were you

not? You were familiar with NUREG 0600 at the time it; 20

was issued, or near the time it was issued?
j21

() A Yes, and it was issued towards the end of 1979.22

23 Q Right. Now NSAC 1 I think you have testified

24 you were familiar with at or near the time it was issued?
Ace-Feded Reporters, Inc.

25 A Yes.

;

L



. .

28714

|

iSim'11-17 1 12 And similarly, although not defined, you were

2 familiar with the LERs issued or written with respect to

3 the accident at or near the time they were written?7._s
b

4 A Probably.

5 0 And you were familiar with the preliminary

6 annotated. sequence of events, were you not?

7 A I am not sure I know which one that is, but I

8 probably was familiar with it.

9 Q Now referring you to page 4, it appears to be

10 part of a sequence of events of occurrences and operator

11 actions during the accident; is that correct? I am just

'

12 talking about generally the set-up of these instructor

() 13 notes.

14 A It appears to be that, yes.
>

15 Q Now at 9 hours 50 minutes, or 1:50 p.m. there

16 is a notation of the 28 psi spike in the reactor building;
}

17 is that correct? |
|

18 A Yes, it is.

19 Q Now at 10 hours 28 minutes, which would be
!

20 approximately 2:28; is that correct, clock time?
i

'

!21 A Yes.
|

()ndSim 22'

Sue fols
23

24
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25



.

28715

#12-1-Suet 1 Q Okay. 2:28 p.m.,-there is a notation that the

2 bubble was reformed in the pressurizer; is.that correct?

. _ , 3 A Yes.

4 Q It's also a notation that the OTSG pressure

5 begins to increase; is that correct? At that same time-

6 period?

7 A Oh, yes. OTSG.

8 Q Assuming now these instructor notes are correct

9 about the sequence of events and the actions during the

10 accident, this would indicate that the bubble,'or a bubble,

11 was reformed in the pressurizer at approximately 2:28 p.m.

12 on March 28th, is that correct?

13 MR. GOLDBERG: I would like to state a general

14 and continuing objection to Ms. Bernabei's line of question-

15 ing. The record is going to show that the bulk of the time

16 taken up by Ms. Bernabei's questioning is to get Mr. Dieckamp

17 to restate exactly what is stated in numerous documents.
i

18 The documents speak for themselves. I think if I
i

shewishestoaskMr.Dieckampwhetherheagreesordisagrees|19

|
20 or what his understanding is or what something means, but j

i
i21 to have him item by item agree that that's what the document

22 states I think is objectionable, because the document speaks

23 for itself and it consumes an inordinate amount of hearing

24 time which is not necessary to ask Mr. Dieckamp the real
Am-FederJ Reporters, Inc

25 questions that she wants to get to to make her point.
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4

#12-2-Suet 1 MS. BERNABEI: Well, I've already asked him those

2 questions and he said he had no information~of this fact. '
. .

3 _And I'm attempting to point out to him information that we

O.
4 have within our posession - .the Company apparently has --

5 which would indicate that his conclusion was wrong.

6 And I think I'm entitled to do that on cross-
'

.

7 examination.

8 JUDGE' SMITH: This is a very important part of

9 the issue. We will give considerable latitude to.Intervenors
'

1

| 10 in the cross-examination of Mr. Dieckamp.
;

i 11 Moreover, the documents do not necessarily speak

12 for themselves. And Mr. Dieckamp's interpretation of them

.

() 13 today might be important. Of course, his interpretation of

1 14 them at the time would have been more important I think.

15 In any event, we are going to give the Intervenors!
-

16 a great deal of latitude on this.

17 WITNESS DIECKAMP: By the way, if I may, at the
i

18 time this document is listed it looks like 1981.
1

19 JUDGE SMITH: That's correct.3

I 20 MS. BERNABEI: I think that's right.
.

21 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

1 () 22 O This would indicate, would it not, Mr. Dieckamp,

>

; 23 that a bubble was reformed in the pressurizer at 2:28 p.m.,

i i

j 24 that it's prior to closing the block valve at 3:08 p.m.?-

Ace-Feder:;l Reporters, Inc.

25 A Well, it says bubble reformed in the pressurizer.

t

;
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#12-3-Suet- 1 That's all it says. And --

2 O Now, it's indicated that this sequence of events

3 in this notation as well is based on the references provided

' (,)
4 in Item 3 on Page l? It is NUREG 0600, NSAC, the LER in

5 the preliminary annotated sequence of events.

6 JUDGE SMITH: What's your question?

7 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

8 Q Okay. Wouldn't it be indicated from this docu-
-

9 ment that that notation of bubble reformed in the pressurizer

10 would be based on the references listed on Page l?

II JUDGE SMITH: Is Mr. Goldberg correct, you are

12 just trying to get Mr. Dieckamp to agree with your evaluation

13 of this document?

Id MS. BERNABEI: Well, then I'm going to ask him

15 if it changes his opinion as to whether or not there is such
i <

16 evidence.

I7 JUDGE SMITH: Okay, Mr. Goldberg. Mr. Dieckamp

18 can --

I9 WITNESS DIECKAMP: What is the question again?

20 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

2I Q Doesn't it appear that the notation about the;

22 bubble reformed in the pressurizer at 2:28 p.m. is founded j
.,

'
23 on the references listed on Page 1 of the exhibit?

24 The format of this document would suggest that |A
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 that's the case.
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#12-4-Suet 1 Q Given the fact that the NSAC report lists re-

2 pressurization of the system at -- beginning at 3:08 p.m.

3 with the closing of the block valve, one interpretation of7-

4 the McGovern interview would be that the heaters in the

5 pressurizer were turned on and the block valve closed sub-

6 sequently in the same time frame, and given the fact that

7 instructor notes for training on the accident indicate a

8 bubble was reformed in the pressurizer at 2: 28 p.m. , would

9 that change your interpretation or testimony today as to

10 whether or not the pressure spike caused the plant staff to

11 begin a repressurization strategy after the pressure spike?

12 A No, it does not.

O~ 13 Q So, your testimony is today that the pressure

14 spike did not influence a change in strategy which began a

15 short time after the pressure spike on March 28th? ;

My testimony is that I do not see operator actions!10 A

17 that indicate to me that the operators recognized not only
i

18 what the cause of the pressure spike or the ramification of

19 the pressure spike in their subsequent actions. I don't

20 have any argument about whether they were or were not trying ,

!

!21 to establish a bubble in the pressurizer.
;

22
| Q Now, it is Mr. Chwastyk's testimony, is it not,

23 that he requested and obtained permission from Gary Miller
i

24 to establish, to draw a bubble in the pressurizer, in his
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

| words, due to his understanding of the pressure spike?25

- - , .-. . -_. . , - --,
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;

!

:ll2-5-Suet,1 A' I'm aware of that testimony. And I'm absolutely '

| 2 amazed that he.can feel that hesgot approval attabout 2 p.m.

I 3 and then leave the block _ valve open'for another hour. I'm

.4 absolutely' amazed at that.

; 5 0' Isn't it also fair to say that Mr. Chwastyk
I

6 testified that he sought and gained permission from Gary

7 Miller to draw a bubble in the pressurizer in-order to re-4

:

8 pressurize?~
:

9 That is,'to cease depressurization and go into

10 a repressurization raode?

11 A It's not my reading of this testimony that hej

| 12 speaks in terms of repressurizing. In fact, later in the

() 13 afternoon when he is directed to turn the pump on to re-

14 pressurize he takes exception to that direction and attempts'

i
15j to have it changed. He argues against it.

16 Q Let me just make sure I understand. It's your,

I
17 testimony that he does not see drawing the bubble as anj -

18 attempt to begin repressurization; is that correct?

19 A My real testimony --
d

20 Q No, no. I'm asking you a very direct question,

21 Mr. Dieckamp.

() 22 Is it your understanding of Mr. Chwastyk's testi-
.

|
23 mony that he did not testify that he wished to draw the

!

] 24 ' bubble in order to begin repressurization?
j Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

.

25j A I take his testimony to draw the bubble at face

.

1

3. - _ ,_-3, .,.s -~.v- rw.. e y, - . . . - , --wm+w,,,,,,-y--%-- , - - - ,,,we,.r- +,_ . . , - ,wy,,,,,-,,.,ww. ,w%-. .,,..,,.,,.y.,,-.-.___~,-,y e-,
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#12-6-Suet 1 value for just that.

2 Q And you do not take it --

3 A I do not see --
7._

'

4 0 -- as it's one step in a repressurization strategy?

5 A. I do not see him identifying it that way. In

6 fact, I see him arguing against repressurization as a

7 general idea.

.

8 0 Are you familiar with Mr. Chwastyk's interview or
i

9 deposition in the course of the discovery in this proceeding?'

4

10 A Yes, I'm familiar with all of his testimony,

11 starting in May of 1979.-

12 O Is it fair to say, in any case, you do not argue

() 13 with the finding of the NSAC report that repressurization,

14 began at 3:08 with the closing of the block valve?

15 A I have never said that I agree with that. I

16 said that NSAC --
|

17 Q What basis -- |

18 A -- can --

19 JUDGE SMITH: Wait a minute; let him finish.

; 20 MR. BERNABEI: I'm asking if he agrees or dis-
, !

I

I21 agrees, first of all.

() 22 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

23 Q Do you agree or disagree with that conclusion?

| 24 A What was the conclusion again?
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc. l

25 |j 0 That repressurization began at 3:08 p.m. with
I

i
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#12-7-Suet' I the closing of the block valve?

2 A I agree that NSAC identifies that as a time

3 period including repressurization.
f ..

4 Q Do you agree --

5 A As a matter of fact, when you go to read what

6 they say on the pages that we were looking at earlier;

7 they identify repressurization with the start of the makeup

8 pump later in the afternoon.

9 Q I think that they say that that is a portion of

10 repressurization. Do they not say that it begins with

Il closing of the block valve at 3: 08 p.m.?

I2 A I agree that they choose that as the start of

13 the time period. They --

I4 Q Do you agree or disagree with that?

15 A -- choose that as a start of the time period.

16 They then --

17 Q Do you agree --
1

18 JUDGE SMITH: Let him finish. |
!

19 MS. BERNABEI: I'm --

20 JUDGE SMITH: Just let him finish. You are asking'

21 him to agree or disagree with a very complex conclusion. Let

22 him explain his answer. You asked the question. Let him

23 explain.

24 MS. BERNABEI: I'm asking if he b,'' eves re-
Ace-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 pressurization started with the closing of the t. lock valve.
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#12-8-Suet I I think it only requires a yes or no answer.

2 JUDGE SMITH: Can you answer it yes or no?

3 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I don' t think I can properlyw.

4 answer yes or no. The phase that NSAC identifies, Phase 6,

5 starts at 3:08. They label that phase repressurization.

6 In my mind, and I think NSAC would probably not

7 disagree, the real repressurization occurs later on around

-

8 5:45 when the makeup pump is.left on for an extended period

9I of time. And Phase 6 of the NSAC analysis encompasses all

'

10 of that time period out'through about 8 o' clock at night.,

II BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

I2 O Is there any phrase in the NSAC report about real'

13 pressurization starting at 5:20 p.m. with increase in HPI?

I Id A That's my phrase.

15 O Okay. There is no such phrase in NSAC; is that

fair to say? |16

I7 A I don' t think. Well, I don't see it.
I
!

I8 MR. GOLDBERG: I would like to point'out that to |
!

I9 the extent there is a dispute about the meaning of the NSAC'

:

20 report and when they believe that the real pressurization i

21 began, I think it was for this very purpose that Mr. Blake

22 emphasized that Dr. Zebroski was a witness in this proceed-

ing who could be asked these types of questions, since he |
23

has firsthand knowledge of these matters, and that TMIA'

Ace Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 having passed that opportunity now I think is hard put to
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#12-9-Suet I argue their interpretation of the NSAC report being the

2 correct one.

3 MS. BERNABEI: It's not our interpretation. It'sg,
twJ

4 the report on its face. We did not question Dr. Zebroski

5 because we think the report is clear on its face. It says

6 3:08 is the beginning of the phase.

7 I have a right to question Mr. Dieckamp, because

8 he apparently disagrees with the plain meaning of the docu-

9 ment.

10 JUDGE SMITH: Well, whether it's a plain meaning

II or not is one thing. But you are being allowed to examine

12 Mr. Dieckamp.

(.
13'_) I do wish, however, that there would be careful(

,

Id distinction, if there is any, between a depressurization

15 strategy and depressurization as a plant condition.

MS. BERNABEI: The NSAC report, in my preliminary !16

i

questions to Mr. Dieckamp, I believe I included that the !I7

I8 NSAC report describes mode and strategy as the same. f
I9 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I'm waiting to see if that

20 distinction shines through here. I don't know, but I think '

2I that that distinction might be important. !

/%
(_) 22 MS. BERNABEI: I think both words in the early,

|
23 introductory part to which I referred Mr. Dieckamp, Appendix

i
' 24

9 y, omewhat interchangeaMy.
,

! Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
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#12-10-Suet 1 Q Is that fair to say, Mr. Dieckamp? Do you see

2 any difference in the modes or' phases.which are listed in

3 ~the NSAC' report and a strategy?,,

k_
4 A Well, what I see is that NSAC made judgments

5 about how to split up the sequence of' events into a number

6 of time periods.- I don't think they in turn then say that

7 repressurization started exactly at 3:08.

8 And when I look at the data then that occurs in

'

9 that time period, I draw my own conclusion about when re-

10 pressurization actually occurred and in response to what

II actions it actually occurred.

12 And I don't think that argues with NSAC. I

13 think they simply identify a time period.'

14
| Q Can you answer my question, Mr. Dieckamp? It
1

15 was, do you see a difference -- this is in response to
~

16 Judge Smith's question -- between a strategy or a mode or
!

17 phase as listed in NSAC? f

18 A (Pause.)
, ,

I9 Q Can you answer yes or no?

20 A I'm not sure I know what the words mean.;

21 Q Okay. Let me try once again. NSAC lists

22 certain modes or phases; is that correct?
i

23 A NSAC, in my mind, lists certain phases.

24
Q Okay. And those phases are described as modes

Ace-Federd Heporters, Inc.i

25 of operation in the reactor, are they not?
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#12-11-Sue A I don't know. If they do, fine.. But I just

2 don't happen to know that.

3 Q Did you understand them that way, the phases I,_

$,
4 mean?

5 A I understand the phases. I don' t know whether

6 I know what the word " modes" mean.
.

7 Q Do you also understand the word " phase" to

8 indicate the strategy then being used- or employed to bring

9 the reactor to a cold shutdown?

10 A In that general time period.,

Il Q Okay. Another way to phrase it would be a

] 12 phase as an operating mode of the reactor; is.that fair to.

/~T j3 say?
'

(,j

14 A I don't know what you mean by that.
4

15 Q Okay. Let me refer you now to Page 2 of
t

16 Appendix TH, the third sentence in that first paragraph |

| I7 states, does it not: The intent is to divide the accident

'

18 time into intervals representing various operating modes
.

I9 that occurred during the accident?

20 Is that your understanding, Mr. Dieckamp?
!
I

| 21 A My understanding is that the NSAC report says

() 22 what it says,
a

23 JUDGE SMITH: I think we have questioned Mr.

| 24 Dieckamp enough.on --
, A m-Feder'J Reporters, Inc.

25 MS. BERNABEI: That's fine.,
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l

#12-12-SueTl JUDGE SMITH: -- what they say, but I still have

2 not heard anything from anybody which equates a type of

3 strategy with phase. I think you are asking us to infer,s

L)
4 that each phase listed in the NSAC report, in the Appendix,

5 is the same as a strategy.

6 MS. BERNABEI: I think Mr. Dieckamp testified

7 that was his understanding.

8 JUDGE SMITH: Well, did you? I mean, certainly --

9 MS. BERNABEI: I asked him a question, and I

10 think he stated that.

II WITNESS DIECKAMP: The semantic tussle between

12 myself and Ms. Bernabei is over whether repressurization
fhi

13 begins at 3:08 or some time later. I think it begins at(_)
14 about 5:45 when the makeup pump is turned on and left on

15 until the plant achieves something over 2,000 psi.

16 I think that NSAC identified a time period that !

I7 they called repressurization as starting at 3:08 when the

18 block valve was closed because it could not possibly have j
!

I9 started any earlier than that. ;
!
!

20 Now, the issue between us is, did the re- >

!

21 pressurization start immediately at 3:08 or did it start
r~w
(_) 22 some time later when the plant was given instructions to

1

23 turn on the makeup pump and leave it on.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. And I --
Aa-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 WITNESS DIECKAMP: That's the issue here.
|
1

1
_ _ _ _ _

,
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'#12-13-Suet 1 JUDGE SMITH: I understood that being the issue

2 between you and Ms. Bernabei. What I have not understood

3 is whether each of you in discussing it have equated the
_ 7 _s

o s

\_/
4 beginning of repressurization as intentional repressuriza-

- :

5 tion or functional repressurization. ;
;

6 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I interpret NSAC's phases-as.

7 being nothing more than an arbitrary allocation of the time

8 period of the accident. Just a convenient way to break it

9 up into several time zones and characterize it, not neces-

10 sarily in terms of what happened immediately, but what

11 happens at some time during that phase.

12 JUDGE LINENBERGER: So, in other words, Mr.

() 13 Dieckamp, you are saying that you look at the NSAC break-

14 downs as somewhat -- into phases -- arbitrary labels of

15 activities but not necessarily corresponding in real clock !
|

16 time to the actual accomplishment of the things talked about I
!

17 in those labels?i

t

18 Is that -- |
'

> ,

I9 WITNESS DIECKAMP: Yes, I think that's fair. j

l

20 JUDGE LINENBERGER: There is still another f
t i

21 possibility that I have not heard mentioned, although maybe I

() 22 it's implicit in something that is going on here.

23 It is, to me, possible -- and I'm a newcomer

24 to this proceeding -- that NSAC thought they saw something
.Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 happening about -- what time are we talking about here --
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28728

#12-14-Suet 1 1500 on this Page 2, that they tbought was going to lead

2 to pressurization, that they interpreted it,as operator

3 intent, but.indeed actual pressurization did not occur until
,_

k
4 some time later because the wrong combinations of things

5 were done or not done.|

6 It seems to me that is a third alternative that

7 exists in the gulf between you and Ms. Bernabei.

8 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I think when you look at the

9 words -- and I don't have a copy in front of me, could some-

10 body give me a copy?

II (Ms. Bernabei furnishes the witness with a

12 document. )

13 On Page 3 of whatever it is, Appendix TH, where

14 it defines Phase 6, it says: This phase covers the period

15 from the beginning of gradual repressurization to the

16 continuous operation of reactor coolant pump 1-A, establish-
|

17 ing a stable long term cooling mode, be it a loop-A steam |

18 generator. The operation of high pressure injection pumps
!

| 19 during the middle of this period combined with a venting |
| 1

20 of hydrogen during Phase 5, the prior phase, resulted in

j 21 conditions which set the stage for recovery of the system.

22 And so I'm just saying that out of this conve-

23 niently identified time period, to me the significant re- |
24 pressurization occurs when the plant parameters indeed show

AeFeder:# Reporters, Inc.

25 repressurization.
:

I
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#12-15-Suet I MR. BLAKE: Judge Linenberger, I.have tried to

2 sit on my hands here today, knowing that Mr. Dieckamp is ;

3 an-important if not the most important person here, and I'ves

4 not tried to interject. But I make two observations at

5 this juncture.

6 One is that Dr. Zebroski, who we know to be

7 expert in and knowledgeable .about, and an author of this

8 NSAC repor*., was here to interpret all of these. things. And
,

9 it is a remarkable expenditure of time now that we try to

10 draw out of Mr. Dieckamp what in the world these things
,

II mean.

12 Dr. Zebroski did indeed talk about, from his

~

13 understanding of the accident and the objective evidence,

Id what he thought or didn't see in terms of any strategy

15 or operator actions which resulted from the pressure spike.

16 IIe specifically addressed that.

I7 Finally, I would observe that this is a big
,

I 18 report. And there are lots of statements in it. One of

then, to which we have not specifically referred although f19

|'

20 we read the sentence after it, says: The phases are indeed
|
|

arbitrary. It's the next sentence which refers to operating |21

22 modes which was read.

23 But there are other sentences in this report

24
like: "When the primary syr. tem was later repressurized,

Am-Feder:t Reporters, Inc.

25 beginning at 1323, which is 5:23 in the afternoon, with the

1
,

b
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912-16-SueTI start of makeup pump, MUPlc, remaining hydrogen was com-

2 pressed..." et cetera. I mean, there is a lot of informa-
;

3 tion in here.

' -U;

4 Mr. Dieckamp --

5 MS, BERNABEI: Are we --
|

6 MR. BLAKE: -- is not the person to try now to

7 interpret NSAC.

8 MS. BERNABEI: Are we going to have Mr. Blake

9 testify, because if he is going to testify I --
,

10 MR. BLAKE: No, but I don' t want the Board

| Il misled.

12 MS. BERNABEI: First of all, we did not ask
t

|

13 Dr. Zebroski. We think the report is clear on its face,

14 We are questioning Mr. Dieckamp because we think

15 it discredits the basis for his testimony; that is, that <

j

16 repressurization -- that there was not repressurization in |

17 response to the pressure spike. We have no obligation to

18 put on and ask questions of the witnesses Mr. Blake wants
1

19 i Ius --
I

20 JUDGE SMITil: It depends upon what your ob-
!

2I jectives are. If your objectives are to test Mr. Dieckamp's

22 knowledge and his knowledge of the events at the time dur-

23 ing the relevant periods, that's one thing.

24 But if your objectives are to establish what the
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
| actual plant modes were at the time, directly as evidence
I

|

l i
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1

#12-17-Suet 1 for us to look at, then as we did talk about when Dr.

2 zebroski was here, that may have been the.better-witness.

3 Now we have been allowing you to go about any place you; , , , ,

\-)'

4 want to in the examination of Mr. Dieckamp because I infer

5 what you are trying to do is to test his knowledge.and

6 'probably what you are trying to do is make him concede as

7 he sits there on the witness stand that something happened.

8 MS. BERNABEI: No. It's not what -- le t me,

9 state what we are trying to do.

10 Mr. Dieckamp states in the paragraph to which

|
II I referred him, at Page 12, that not only on May 9th,

12 1979 did he believe that there was not a change in strategy

() 13 in response to the pressure spike but he believes that

14 today. And he knows of no objective evidence -- I believe

15 that was his answer, no objective evidence that would

16 indicate such a strategy began after the pressure spike. |
i

I7 JUDGE SMITH: Now, I understand that. !'

|

18 MS. BERNABEI: So, what I was pointing out to

I9 him is what I consider objective evidence. I think --

20 JUDGE SMITH: Of the strategy?

2I MS. BERNABEI: Of the change in strategy a j

| () 22 short time after the pressure spike.
!

23 JUDGE SMITH: And saying now, look at this

24
* #

Am Feder:1 Reporters, Inc,
i25 objective evidence?'
,

,

4

)
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$12-18-SueTI MS. BERNABEI: That's.right.
,

2 JUDGE SMITH: And where the dispute, looking
j
.,

3 back, began. 'I see -- I'have seen no difficulty in the

4 communication between you and Mr. Dieckamp. I see a

,

5 difficulty in your inserting in your arguments, your discus-
,

1

6 sion, the word " strategy" but the word never appears between;

:

} 7 you and Mr. Dieckamp.

I
8 MS. BERNABEI: No. I did ask a specific question . -

]
-

9 JUDGE SMITH: About mode, operating mode.
.

10 MS. BERNABEI: No, no. I asked'a specific
,

) II question in response to your concern. And I think Mr. --
i

{ 12 we can read the record back, but I'm almost certain that
.

() 13 Mr. Dieckamp agreed with me, yes, I thought of strategy
:

Id ,j , in the same way as the phases are used in this report.
'

\

15 JUDGE SMITH: Well, except that he says that
!

j 16 somewhere within the broad boundaries of a particular
l

17 phase there must be same type of strategy.
!

18 But so far, the exchange between you and Mr.j

M Dieckamp has produced nothing as far as I can see.
i i

! 20 MS. BERNABEI: That is not true, Judge Smith.
;

21 I think you didn' t listen to the answer to the question.

j ( 22 JUDGE SMITH: That's possible. I may not have
4

23 heard it completetly. But I think it's important that
.i

I 24
we understand it.+

Am-Feder:$ Reporters, Inc.,

5 MS. BERNABEI: Yes. Let me ask him the question

.
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#12-19-Suet 1 once again directly.

2 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

, ~ 3 Q Do you interpret the phase'as divided in the
i i
q ,'

4 NSAC report as strategy?

5 Can you answer the question yes or no?

6 A No, I do not.

7 Q Do you interpret strategy in the same sense as

8 operating mode, as that term is used in the NSAC report?

9 A I'm not familiar enough to know exactly what

10 they mean by operating mode.

11 JUDGE SMITH: Let me --

I2 MS. BERNABEI: I'm trying to answer your

n
33 objection, Judge Smith.(_)
14 JUDGE SMITH: Right. But let's take your

.

15 first question. And maybe if I point out some of my

16 problems maybe you can focus a little bit better upon my ;

i

|17 concern about the lack of communication.

18 Now, let's take Phase 1, okay. Forced circula- |

!

l9 tion of primary coolant was maintained in all loops during i

l

|
20 this phase with continuous loss of primary system coolant.

!
'

21 Now, I know from what I know about this accident

/^} 22 there is no strategy to have a continuous loss of primary,

(_/
|

|
system coolant. I know that. See, and so when you say you23

:

24 equate a phase with a strategy it just is not. It cannot
! Acs-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25cnd #12 be it. It is not grasping upon what you are inferring from.
,

'

Jos flws
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' JUDGE SMITH: The primary system coolant continuedj

2 to degrade. I know that was not a strategy.

We are approaching the conditions which resulted
3

4 -in major damage to the core. That was' not a strategy.' ' '

This is the point 'that I think that both you and Mr.
5

.Dieckamp can recognize our concerns and work it out. Now,
6

work it out.7

BY.MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) ;
8

9 Q Do you know of any way that the reactor could

g) repressurize without intentional operator action, in the
.,

11 conditions that existed on March 28th.

jy That is, do you know any way repressurization

-

j3 could occur from a depres?.uri.zation mode wi.thout intentional

14 operator actions to repressuri ze?
J

15 A I think it-did take intentional action to close

16 the block valve, and to leave the pumps running long enough

17 to inject enough water to repressurize the system.

18 Q So, it is fair to say that whatever repressuri-

I

19 zation occurred as described in the NSAC Report on March 28th

20 was the result of intentional operator action, despite our

21 dispute as to when that may have begun?

() 22 A As a result of intentional action which operators

! 23 took, most of which was directed by their supervision.

24 JUDGE SMITH: Let's go back to the question, Mr.
|
| Am-Federal Reportes, Inc.

! 25 Dieckamp, and I think it is important that the record be

s4

L
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1 precise here.

2 She asked the question in exactly the way you

3 answered it, and then I frowned at her, and then -- I
.

4 don't know if you caught it, but then she added to the

5 question, the sine quo non of the question, and that is,

6 intentional operator action, the intention being to

7 repressurize, not to manipulate a valve which is
.

8 intentional, but the intentivu beluy Lv Leptueeurizc,

9 and this is where I would like to be assured that you --

10 her question is directed and your answer is directed.

11 That is the area that I think that the exchange

!? between you still remains in doubt.

/ ') 13 WITNES9: I tried to indicate that the intentional-

14 ness occurred around 5: 30 when the plant supervision

15 directed the operators to take actions which would, indeed,

16 repressurize. j

I
17 That was the intentional repressurization, from |

18 my understanding. j
i
'

19 JUDGE SMITH: However, during this afternoon, I

20 believe that Ms. Bernabei has been questioning you under
1

21 the assumption that the intentional operator actions , the
6
frm

( ) 22 block valve closure and the like, has been a deliberate

23 intent to repressurize by design, a strategy, and this

24 is -- I just wish however it turns out, tha the question
Am-FederPl Reporters lic.

25 be understood and the answer be understood.
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BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing) |

|

1 Q It is fair to say that regardless of if you are

2 right or I am right, Mr. Dieckamp, what ever intent there

3 was to repressurize, whatever action is taken to repressurize
O

#
1

# or intentional action, is that fair to say -- intentional
4

.5 operators action -- directed by management?

6 JUDGE SMITII: There again, I hope the question

7 is carefully parsed.

.UITUECC; What ass tus qucctlan again, please?
8

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
9

10 Q Regardless if you are right or I am right, as

11 to when repressurization began, whatever actions were taken
;

12 to close the block valve or to increasetor start the

/~T 13 makeup pump were intentional operator actions. Is that
\_)

,

'

14 fair to say?

15 A I think that is fair to say. I don't think there

16 were actions which somehow, somebody didn't think was the

17 right thing to do.

18 Q And is it fair to say that you could not

19 repressurize in the conditions existing at TMI-2 on the
,

20 day of the accident without operators taking intentional
i

21 steps to do so, that is, the reactor wouldn't fall in, or

() 22 begin to repressurize on its own?

i 23 A I think that is correct.

|

24 Q And those actions taken would indicate an'

Am-FWerM Rmorms, W. |
'

25 intent on the part of the operators to repressurize? !

i

. -, .- _ _ - _ - - - . - - - _ _ . -_. .
-,-_-.-.._____\
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That specific intent?
1

2 A Well,..there were' actions taken for the specific

3 purpose of repressurizing the system, yes.

- O:
4 0- And whatever action those are represented to

be were' intentional actions to repressurize?
5

6 A There-were specific actions which fit that

7 description. Not whatever, but there are specific ones

that-du f1L Llial.8

9 Q And .those specific actions were done with the

10 intent to repressurize, is that correct?

11 A Yes.

!? JUDGE SMITH: Aren't you having too vague-a

13 question, or did I miss something?
a()

14 MR. BLAKE: I don't think we missed anything.

15 I think we have made these ships passing in the night

16 here with that last question and answer.

17 MS. BERNABEI: I think the NSAC report is

18 going to be a big enough ship to catch whatever we met.
1

19 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

20 Q When did you become aware of the first NRC

!

! 21 interview of Joe Chwastyk?
i

() 22 JUDGE SMITH: Are you done with this point,

23 then? You are satisfied with the record on it.

24 MS. BARNEBEI: Yes.
' Ace-Federel Resv>rtant, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: Okay. Before we go away from
|
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11 it, though, to me it has been very confusing. I would.
,

2 like to consult with the other Board members to see 'if.

3 Lthere are left open items.here.-
.

I XX~ 4 BOARD EXAMINATION
.

5 BY JUDGE SMITH:
;

6 Q Let me ask just one or two more questions to -

make sure there is not a void in this aspect of it.
; 7
.

I understand,.the most recent8 Now, Mr. Dieck ning , as

1

j 9 exchange that yourrecognize that according to the Report'

10 certain actions were taken which in your view were done

11 for the purpose of intentionally repressurizing the

17 system.
,

| () 13 A That is correct.

h 14 Q But you had earlier testified at the very

i

15 beginning of this exchange, that some actions were taken
,

j 16 without really any strategy in mind.

17 A Well, I think, again, my reason for my view

18 on that is Mr. Chwastyk's testimony on this area that
;

! 19 was to re-establish a bubble. My impression is that he

<

20 desired to do that, or his testimony indicated he desired

21 to do that, if for no other reason than to get the plant

f,() 22 into what he considered more nearly a familiar configuratior.,
-

23 and I have no quarrel with that.>

24 Q Okay. But the Point I am trying to get is that
' Am-Federst Reportais, Inc.

25 we have a set of actions, some of which would lead to-

t

i
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-j repressurization.

Of that set of actions, a sub-set of actions
2

are designed to lead to repressurization. Is there a-3
I,m.\
'/ sub-set of actions which would lead to repressurization

4

which in your- view are not necessarily designed to -lead
5

6 to repressurization?

For example, the one that you just alluded to?
7

A I don't think thcrc was anything wrong with the.
8

effort to Traw the bubble. I think the distinction, as
9,

10 I derive it from the principal testifier on this subject,

11 Chwastyk, is that he felt that drawing the bubble itself

17 was sufficient, as indicated by his repeated testimony that
;

13 when directed to pressurize, namely to leave the makeup().

14 pump on, he took exception to that.

15 He tried to argue against it.

16 0 But I am trying to make sure that we understand

i the very end of your most recent -- your latest exchange17

18 with Ms. Bernabei, and that is, as I recall, the earliest
1

19 that you were able to identify an action that you felt,

20 comfortable, was the beginning of a deliberate strategy

21 to repressurize was five something in the afternoon, when

() 22 makeup pumps were actuated.

23 A To me, that is the most meaningful action that

24 results in repressurization.
Am-FederM Report *es, Inc.

| 25 Q And that is one, as I understand the sense of
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-

I your- testimony, is one that at 1 east you can infer at-

2 that point that that is what they had in mind. That is

3 what they were doing.~3
1

4 'A. They had in mind repressurization of the system

5 so that they could operate a primary coolant pump.

6 Q That is exactly why they did it.

7 A That is right.

8 Q They turned on that pump at five something in

9 the af ternoon, with the deli berate idea that they were

going to repressurize the system.

' A Yes.

12 Q Now, are there any actions taken prior to that

I3 time in the afternoon which objectively, looking at it

Id from today's point of view, might have been actions leading

15 to repressurization but from which you cannot infer that

was the operator's intent. f

I7 That is the void that we are trying to plug up

18 in the record, if there is such a void.

A Clearly, closing the block valve would fall in

20 that category. However --

21 Q They would close the block valve without even

22 thinking of repressurization, because it shouldn't be

23 open?

24
#

AeFederal Reportm, Inc.

25 I think that required closing the block valve. The same

1
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action would have been consistent with a more definitive1

2 effort to repressurize.

_
3 So, there is some overlapping interpretations

,''i
4 of some of those actions, and again, the only reason that

5 I focus on this area is to look to see, is there an action

6 there that somebody took or says he took because he under-

7 stood the hydrogen, and therefore, this was the right thing

8 to do.

9 That is the part that I have not been able to

10 find.

11 Q But Ms. Bernabei is entitled to make a case

u as she spent much of this afernoon to do, and argue it,

(~} u that the beginning of an intentional repressurization
.

(-
|

| 14 strategy is an indication that the condition of the
i

!

! 15 plant was recognized at the time it began.

I
16 And much of the afternoon is spent, as Mr. Blake

17 stated, ships passing in the night. And I think that --

18 I can't think of anything else we can ask you on it.

1 ,

19 I think you have indicated the actions that |
|

20 took place before the makeup pump actuation at five

! ,

1 21 something, which fit were equivical on your vicwpoint, or I

(~ ) 22 did not necessarily indicate an af firmative repressurization
Js_/

23 strategy. Would that be a fair summary of your testimony?

24 A I think that is right. I would not describe
Am-FederPI Report + s, Inc.

25 them as repressurization, but more importantly to me, I
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1 don't see them as having been in direct response to

2 understanding of the hydrogen or the zirconium water

3 reaction. That is the part that I do not see.
7_s

)'

'~'
4 Whether or not they were trying to draw a bubble

5 to me is incidental until they say why they were trying

6 to do that.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Now you inquire now, yes, if

8 you wish.

9 BY MS . BERNABEI: (Continuing)

10 Q Is there any way to continue depressurization

II once you have closed the block valve?

!? A Yes. You can continue to lose water through

) 13 the let down system.

14 Q Was that occurring at TMI-2 at the time, at

15 3:08 p.m. , when they closed the block valve?

16 A I think it was. There was no action taken j

17 concurrently to cease water removal through the let down

i

18 system. i

i

I
19 Q Now, it is true is it not, that HPI was on,

20 and continued to be on, although increased at 5:20 p.m.,

21 at the time the block valve was closed?

n

22 A I am not the world's expert on this, but my(w,)

23 understanding of makeup pump 1-B was for the purpose of

24 supplying pump bearing and coolant flow, and not running
Ace Federal Report *es. Inc.

25 at a level sufficient to result in any significant water
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1 additions.

2 Q Let me ask the question again. There was IIPI

3 flow that was maintained from the morning period through
,_

.

(''
4 the time the block valve was closed at 3:08 p.m., is that

5 correct?

6 A Makeup pump 1-B ran rather continuously during

7 most of this time period.

g u They were taking their utder from Gary Miller,

9 is that correct, Mr. Dieckamp?

10 A Gosh, I don't know that, but it was significantly

11 throddled, and really during, I understand, during little

U more than supplying bearing lubricant and coolant.

f') 1.1 Q So your testimony is that the system continued
v

14 to depressurize af ter closing of the block valve at 3:08

15 p.m., is that your testimony?

16 A No, it is not my -- |

17 Q Is it fair to say that depressurization ceased

i

18 at the time the block valve was closed at 3:08 p.m. j

I
'

19 A As I look at the diagram in front of me, on

20 coolant system pressure, it begins to ease upward from

21 the time that the block valve is closed at 3:08.

O

(v) 22 The makeup pump is operated only intermittently.

23 The only time the pressure really begins to move towards
i

i

24 repressurization is when makeup pump l-C is turned on at |
Am-Federal Rervntes. Inc.

25 about 5:30, roughly, then left on.
|

|

_-
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1 Q So, it is fair to say that at 3:08 p.m.,

2 depressurization ceases and the pressure begins to rise?,

3 However, slowly, the pressure begins to rise?

O
.

4 A Sure, I will buy that.

5 Q And isn't it true that.there is no way to re-

6 pressurize the system without closing the block valve. That

7 is a necessary component to repressurization?

8 A _i think that is right.

9 Q Despite that fact -- let me ask you this. Do

10 you believe closing the block valves was a part of a

11 deliberate repressurization strategy on March 28th?

12 A That I don't know.

13 Q You don't know.

14 A I don't know why it was closed. I think it was.

15 the right thing to do. As I said I am surprised that it

16 remained open for an hour after the hydrogen --

17 Court Reporter: Excuse me, I can't take both

18 of you at the same time. i

19 MR. DIECKAMP: Sorry.

20 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

21 Q But you don't know today whether or not it was

O 22 eere e the ae11aerete ereee97 to regre urtze, 1 euee

23 correct?

24 A I guess I can't say to you that I know every
Ace-Federse Rosv>rtees, Inc.

25 last piece of testimony that exists on this case. But for
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the man who testifies most extensively about this period
1

2 of time, Mr. Chwastyk, I don't think I read him to say

3 that we closed the block valve in order to repressurize.

4 I read him to say we closed the block valve in. order to~

5 draw a bubble, and I tak'e no exception to his view there.

6 0 What you are saying is you do not argue -- well,

7 let me ask you the question again. You do not know whether

8 or not the block valve was closed at 3:08 p.m. , in order

9 to reprewsurize the system? Is that your testimony?

10 A I cannot sit here and tell you exactly what

il the operators had in their mind when they closed the block

17 valve.

13 I notice, by the way, that they reopened it()
14 again later at about five p.m. , twice for some reason.

15 I don't know what that was.

16 MS. BERNABEI: I am going to move to strike

17 the last portion as nonresponsive.to the question.

18 JUDGE SMITH: Overruled.

19 BY MS. DERNABEI: (Continuing)

20 Q You are familiar with the Chwastyk NRC interview

21 that took place on May 21st, 19797
1

0 22 ^ vee, e-

! 23 0 When did you first become aware of that

!

| 24 interview?

f Am-Federse Repntess, Inc.
'

25 A I do not know exactly when I first saw it. The

.
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i

i copy that I have available to me says it was typed,,I think,
f

2 in July of '79, but I don't know when I first saw it. |
,

3 Q Did you become aware of.the statements Mr.
#

.O
4 Chwastyk made in that interview any time prior to receiving

,

5 a transcribed copy of the interview?-
f

6 A I don't think so. I don't know. f
*

7 JUDGE SMITH: It seems to me you are going into

8 a new subject matter. -1 tnink we should have taken.'a

9 break at that time. Let's take a' break. Ten minute

,

10 break.
,

I
11 (Short recess taken at 3:50 p.m.)'

;

; End 13. 12
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Sim 14-1 JUDGE SMITH: Back on the record.
)

BY MS. BERNABEI:
2

0 Mr. Dieckamp, my question to you is if you knew
3

' v when the company received either a tape or a transcript --
4

first received a tape or a. transcript of the Chwastyk
5

interview of May 21st, 1979?6

A Do I know now or did I knew when?
7

0 Do you kiivw stuw?
84

A I think I have recently become aware that wo
9

10 received a tape on the day of the interview, but that is a

11 brand new piece of information to me.

12 0 Now did you take an efforts to avail yourself

j 13 of the NRC interviews being conducted in the course of the

ja original NRC investigation into the accident?

15 A I Personally made no effort to follow all those
.

|] g interviews.

j7 0 Did you make any effort to follow the particular

i 18
interview of Mr. Chwastyk, that is the one on May 21st, 19797'

] 19 JUDGE SMITH: Is everyone clear about the time

frame? As of till now are you talking about?20

! 21 MS. BERNABEI: Well, he obviously knows about

it now. I am asking him in the time frame that the22,

23 investigation was going on I should clarify.

24 BY !!S. BERNABEI:
! Am Federd Reporters, Inc.
"

25 0 The time frame of the original NRC investigation

_. .- _ _. _ _____ . _ . _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ . . _ , . _
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into the accident, did you avail yourself of Mr. Chwastyk'sj

interview or any of the interviews?
2

A I just do not have a recollection of which items
3

\ came.to my attention or on what time scales, and if I put'-

4

myself back into that time period, I can't think of any
5

r ason why I would have singled out Joe Chwastyk as somebody
6

to pay particular attention to.
7

Q Well, isn'L il fair to say that some Itave
8

interpreted his interview as indicating that statements
9

10 in your mailgram are false?

jj MR. BLAKE: His interview of May 21st, 19797

MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.12

THE WITNESS: I guess some do, but I find that ibl 13
J

incredible when that interview doesn't even include theja

15 word hydrogen.

16 MS. BERNABEI: We are going to get to the inter-

view in a second.j7 |

BY MS. BERNABEI: i18
i

j9 Q But your statement is you made no special efforts ,
!

to obtain this interview; is that correct? !
20

A I don't think of any. I don't think so.21
.

22 0 And today you don't know when you first became |
|

aware of it? !231

24 A No, I do not.

Acs-Federr) Reporters, Inc.

25 'O You were present on May 7th for a Congressional '

. _ . . . _ __ _ _
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Sim 14-3 site tour that was taken of TMI on that date; is that-

correct?
2

A Yes, I was.
3

0 Now what did you understand the purpose of.that
4

site tour was?
5

6 I don't know that my understanding went anyA

deeper than simply one of enabling a tour that the Udall
7

committee had requested.- 1 don *t relate to any deeper8

9 understanding in their purpose for being there.

10 0 Now the Udall committee is an oversight committee

y of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; is that correct? Just

12 to put the tour in context; is that correct?

A I guess that is right. I guess I don't know13

ja enough to be able to say exactly which committees of Congress

15 have what oversight over what, but I also don't have a

16 reason to argue with that.
|

j7 0 Okay. There were Members of Congress as well

I

18 as Congressional staff on this tour on May 7th; is that

j9 correct?

20 A Yes, that is right.

|
21 0 Now Commissioner Gilinsky was also on that I

22 tour; is that correct? Then Commissioner Gilinsky,

A I think that is right.23

24 0 And do you remember any conversations with
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 then Commissioner Gilinsky regarding GPU's management

i

..

,
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Sim 14-4 reporting of the pressure spike to the NRC?
]; .

A I have no present recollection of that conversation
2

r that indicated conversation.3-s
t ,

'

4 0 On that date or on any subsequent date did you'

5
indicate to Commissioner Gilinsky that your management

6 learned of the pressure spike on Thursday instead of Friday

7
morning?

A well, wait a minute. hy knowledge or tne learning
8

9 of the pressure spike occurred late in the night of March

10 the 29th.

11 0 I am talking about GPU management now.

A Well, now we have to define who are GPU management.12

O 13 0 Okay. Yourself, Mr. Arnold and Mr. Wilson.
G

14 A I learned about it sometime on Friday. I don't

15 know when Bob Arnold learned about it or Mr. Wilson. I

16 0 Did you tell Dr. Gilinsky at that site tour or

17 at any subsequent time that GPU management, including yourself,

18 learned of the pressure spike on Thursday and not on Friday?

19 A I did not learn about it on Thursday. That much

*

20 I can ---

21 0 So it is fair to say that you have never told

f) 22 Dr. Gilinsky that you or GPU management learned of the {v ;

23 pressure spike on Thursday? |

24 A It is conceivable that I said we the company |
Aa-Federd Reporters, Inc. I

'

25 learned about it on Thursday night. I as an individual did
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Sim 14-52

.1 not learn about it. I do not know which individuals.in the
i

2 company learned about it. contemporaneous 1y with its discovery
7

3 by Bill Lowe.
A-

U
4 0 .Do you remember any discussion with Commissioner

'

5 LGilinsky on.that date about GPU or the licensee's failure

6 to report the'information promptly to the NRC?

7 A I don't recall any discussion of that sort. It
;

; 8 may have occurred, but I just have no recollection of it.
f
'

9 Q Did you do any drafts of the mailgram, that is
!

10 prior to sending the final copy which you sent on May 9th?
i

11 A I probably did. I think it is sort of incredible

12 that I ever write anything once and once only.
l

() 13 Q Okay. And when did you compose the mailgram

14 or any drafts of that mailgram?
,

!

[ 15 A I think I started composing it sometime in the
, ,

i 16 morning of May the 8th, 1979, sometime after becoming j
'

|
17 aware of the newspaper article, but even then I am kind i'

!
3 '

18 of guessing at that. I don't have a clear memory as'

19 to when I sat down to write it. j

; 20 0 And what was the purpose of your mailgram?

21 A To inform Congressman Udall and others that .

J

I

f () 22 I took exception to the implications of the New York Times
1

23 article.

24 0 Who specifically, other than Congressman Udall,
; As -r.s.es n. port.rs, Inc.

| 25 did you wish to inform that you took exception to the
.

. - - . . , _ - , - . . . , . _ , , _ , _ ~ _ , ._ ., __-_..~ . -~- .- ,_-,._..--,,...,,,_,-,.,..-_m .,_.-~ _ ~ m. . , . . , , . _ _ . _ , _ . .
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Sim 14-6
1 New York Times. article?

2 A The mailgram is addressed to Congressman Udall.

3 To the extent that Mr. Gilinsky gets a copy, I think that

4 is a' reflection of the fact that he was present at the

5 same time.

6 Q Did you at any time consider sending the mailgram

7 to the full Commission?

8 A I don't think so. It was not a communication

9 to the Commission, and it was not intended to be a communica-

10 tion to the Commission.

11 MS. BERNABEI: I would like to mark for

12 identification as TMIA Exhibit 14 a cover letter to

/ 13 Mr. Dicckamp and what appears to be a draft of the mailgram.

14 (The document referred to was

15 marked TMIA Exhibit 14 for

16 identification.)

|
INDEXXXXX 17 BY MS. BERNABEI:

18 Q Mr. Dieckamp, if you can, this document comes

19 from your files, does it not? ;
I

20 A I think that is right. |
|

21 0 And it appears to be a letter from or a note l

() 22 from a Lee to you concerning the mailgram; is that correct?

i 23 A Oh, that note came to me just within the last
!

| 24 two monthu as we tried to track down exactly where was I
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

! 25 when the mailgram was composed.
i

i

L
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|

Sim 14-7 1 Q. Okay. And who is Lee that mentioned in the

2 note on the first page.of the-mailgram?

3 A That is my secretary in Parsippany.

O,

4 0 So this is a note from your secretary to you

5 describing the conditions under which the mailgram was sent;
4

'
6 is that correct?

7 A Well, it simply says who typed it. I don't

8 know if that is conditions or not.

9 0 It is one condition, is it not? Mr. Dieckamp,
,

i 10 can you answer the question?
.

i

| 11 A Yes, I guess it is one condition.

| 12 Q Okay. Now there is.a draft of the mailgram

() 13 attached to that note, is there not?

i 14 A Yes. *

a

i

| 15 0 And this draft indicates that you intended at

16 this time to send the mailgram to all NRC Commissioners,
i

| 17 does it not?
I

! 18 A I think it can be read that way. -I don't --- i

i i
'

19 0 There is a carbon copy: NRC Commissioners at

20 the bottom of the page, is there not?
I

21 A Yes. !

() 22 O Wouldn't that indicate that you intent at the

23
| time of drafting this version of the mailgram was to send
|

24
| it all NRC Commissioners?

Am Fede,:$ Reporters, Inc.

25 A I think it could be interpreted as my intent, but

. . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ . . . _ .._.,..___ _ _. _ , _ .._..___._, _



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

- _

28754

,
-Sim 14-8 1 'I don't know whether it was or not.in the sense that ---

2 Q It says carbon copy: NRC Commissioners, does
,

3 it not?

~O
'4 A Yes, it does, but, you know, if we want to be

;

5 that way. I didn't type this, but I may have had that

6 on the rough draft.- I just don't know.
i

7 Q Now at some point, assuming that was your
'

i

j 8 intent at the time this was typed, at sometime you changed

| 9 to send the mailgram only to then Commissioner Gilinsky;
4 ,

10 is that correct?

! II A I think it is correct that the mailgram only
i

; 12 went to Gilinsky.

} () 13 O Now do you today have any understanding of the
{

reason why you changed from sending a covering copy of the !14

!!

|
15 mailgram to all NRC. Commissioners to only then Commissioner

i i

16 Gilinsky? | I

i

| 17 A No, I don't have a reason today because I
,

18 can't reconstruct what might have gone through my mind.
!

I9 Q Would it be because Commissioner Gilinsky had |
.

j 20 expressed to you any special concern about GPU's failure
:
4 1

]
21 to report information during the accident? !

() 22 A Again, Commissioner Gilinsky was the only one
| i

j 23 on the tour with the Congressmen.
.|

2d Q I understand that. What I am asking you was
3 Ass-FedertJ Hoporte 5, Inc,

j 25 the fact that you sent Dr. Gilinsky a copy of the mailgram
!
:

I

!
i

- _ _ _ _ . _ . . . . _ , , , _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ , _ _ -__.,
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Sia 14-9 while not sending it to the other commissioners indicate youry

2 concern -- or his concern about GPU's failure to report

3 inf rmation during the accident?
m

I )
" A I guess that is conceivable. As I read the4

5 New York Times article, Dr. Gilinsky expresses the most

6 concern about the fact that the NRC peoplo didn't inform

him. But, you know, there may well have been some conversa-7

g tion with him about the company's notification.

9 0 on pages 12 through 20 of your testimony you

10 discuss the various interviews, specifically of Chwastyk,

11 Mehler and Iljes which have been indicated to be some

12 evidence of site personnel interpreting the pressure spike
I

13 in terms of core damage; is that correct? |(]
14 A I think maybe I would phrase it which some

i

15 interpret as evidence, yes. j
i

16 0 And in general your testimony is that this does

17 not rise to the level of some evidence sufficient to question i

18 your integrity; is that correct? j

19 A That is correct.

I
20 0 And I believe the testimony here today is that

21 these interviews, at least the ones you discussed in your

h 22 testimony, are not evidence that anyone interpreted the

23 pressure spike in terms of core damage at the time of the |
|

24 spike; is that correct? I

sks Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 A My testimony says --- |
!

!
I

_ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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<

Si:a 14-10 Q No, no. I asking if this is a correct characteri-j
i

'

*"'I "*
2 .

A .My testimony says they do not ---
3

, -

4 ~Q Mr. Dieckamp ---

JUDGE SMITH: Wait, wait.- Both of you stop,
5

lP ease.4

! Disregard the question and ask the question I
7

again.
8

.

BY MS. BERNABEI:
94

;

f
0 Is it fair to say that your testimony states10

it that today you do not believe that the Mohler, chwastyk and i

12 Iljos interviews cited are evidence that anyone interproted f
3 i

O '" "" """' ""** *" ' """ '"" """' "' '" '** '

!'a
'I ja the spike?

15 A That is not my testimony.

i 16 0 okay. Is that your belief today? |
|

17 A It is my belief today that those interviews i

j .

j
18 and that information which is sometimes cited as evidence

i r
j 19 does not convinco me that the mailgram is falso, t

I
f 20 0 okay. Let mo ask the question again, and if

,

i |

21 y u can answar yes or not, please do, Mr. Dieckamp.
.

t

22 You cito cort.ain Mohler, Chwastyk and Iljas
.

23 interviews in your testimony, do you not?

24 A Yes, I do. t

!Am1.swsnoorwei.Inc.
'

j 23 0 What is your belief today as to whethor thoso

!

i

(
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Sio 14-11
1 interviews indicate some evidence of interpretation of

2 the prensure spike at the time of the spike in terms of

3 core damage?
i ;

4 A I think one has to, and I have to agree, that

5 perhaps they constitute evidence. The second question is

6 whether the evidence is sufficient to convince me that

7 indeed they understood it, and the answer to that is they

8 do not.

9 Q For a moment, getting back to the words of

10 your mailgram, you stato in your mailgram "No one interpreted,
!

II the pressure spiko interms of reactor coro damage" is that

12 correct?

O 13 A On the day of the spike, at the time of the
v

Id spike, that is right.

15 0 What was the meaning of core damage as you used

16 it in your mailgram?

17 A When I looked at the New York Times article

18 from which this need aroso, I got the feeling that the 1

19 article is saying that the company understood the degree

20 of coro damago and that such information would have been
,

21 very helpful to thoso making decisions concerning the

O " evecuetio#- t

23 That right there tends to describo for me

2d a degree of coro damago, a degroo which would have boon i
Ace Fafer) Reporters, Inc, f

25 sufficient to interfere with tho ability to positively cool !

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sia 14-12 the core and thus contain or restrict the degree of the;

accident. So in that sense it means to me, coro damage
2

3 means to me sufficient mechanical disruption so as to
c

! i
'#

4 modify or interfere with the ability to positively cool

5 a reactor on a continuing basis.

6 0 Now it is fair to say that today wo know that

7
such core damage did oxist at 2 p.m. on March 28th?

A Yes, that I think is true.
8

9 0 Now in the senso you ased coro damago, you

10 used the same words with Mr. Arnold in a conversation with
i

it him in the early morning of March 29th, did you not, coro

12 damago, at least according to Mr. Arnold's testimony?
!

|O 'a ^ '" r *" " "t" 9"="' ' = ""i"9" ' ' '" "

| 14 two words. |
| !

15 0 You used those two words, regardless of the

16 meaning, in your conversation with Mr. Arnold to describe

17 TMI-2 on the morning of March 29th, did you not?

18 A Dut I certainly did not think of them in ,

|
'

19 relationship to the way the New York Times article says
|

20 it, and I think Mr. Arnold's testimony or deposition also |
.

21 says that he did not think of it in those terms. Ito thought
|

|O 22 e t' 1" ter=" = re "e"rty r re tea r"et-

23 0 The same words, not failed fuel, but coro damago. !
i
'

24 A I agroo that the two words are the same.
A. rea.,a n.co,e.... anc.

25 Q You also used the words coro damago when you

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - ___
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Sia 14-13 spoke to Mr. Culler, did you not, of EPRI in requesting
i

EPRI's assistance in assessing the accident?
2

A I have no record that I used those words with
3

O) Mr. Culler. I have no memory that I used those words!

4

with Mr. Culler.
5

0 I think your testimony is you may have.
6

A It is possible that I may have, yes.
7

Q Chay. And th;;. wurde are nut failed fuel,
8

but core damage; is that correct?
9

A Again, I don't know exactly.
10

0 Now you did not uso in the mailgram a statement

about understanding the degree of coro damage, did you? Thoro
12

is no such statement in your mailgram? I

(^] 13 '

'
A No, there is no statement, but I don't think i

14 I
!

there would be an issuo if the degree was trivial. i
15 '

O If I understand your testimony correctly, and

now I am focusing on your profiled written testimony, pages |17 >

13 through pages 20, you stato that "The interviews of

Chwastyk, Mehler and Injos have not convinced you that they

understood from the prosauro spike that there was core
20

damayo," in that correct?
21

A That is correct.

O If I could refor you, first, to Mr. Mohler's
23 e

'

interviews, some of which you cito.

^" ' ** d A 'D*"'"' * - First of all, is it fair to say that you are {25

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _
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Sim14-lj familiar with all of Mr. Chwastyk, Mr. Mehler and Mr. Iljes

. interviews on this subject regarless of whether you cited
2

them in your testimony?
3

A I am most familiar with Chwastyk, second most
4

; familiar with Mehler and less familiar with Iljes. In the
5

ase f Mehler and Iljes, I have taken advantage of those
6

other investigators who have summarized their testimonies.
, 7
<

Q Have you at any time prior to today read all
] g

of the interviews conducted of Mr. Chwastyk, Mr. Mehler and;
9

!

Mr. Iljes?
10

ij A I think I have read, or I have read all of the
,

! 12
interviews of Mr. Chwastyk that I am aware of. I can't say

13 the same thing with the degree of confidence with respect

to Mehler. I know it is not right with respect to Iljes34

15 that I have not read all of his testimony.
,

| 16 Q And yet you read a substancial enough amount
I !

I that you feel comfortable with the statements in yourj7

l i

18
testimony; is that correct?

j9 A Yes, I do.

I' 0 Referring first to Mr. Mohler, the way you I

20
!

21
vi wed his testimony is that you did not believe there isi

. 22 ovidence through his testimony that an instruction was

| 23 given n March 28th not to activate equipments is that

I

| 24 Correct?
| Ass Federd Reportets, Inc.

4 25 A No, there is evidence to that offect in his

i

'
- ___ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _______. _ _ _____---_ _ _-____-_ -_____________-_-- _ -_---__-_- _ _.
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8 " 14~I
; testimony, but he waivers on'that subject as time goes on

2 is my reading of his testimony.

3 Q But~is it fair to say that at least in his

4 earlier interviews he affirms and reaffirms that it was
.

5 March 28th on which an instruction was given not to activate

equi ment for fear of another explosion?P6

A And in his later testimonies he takes a less7

8 Positive view. ,

9 Q Now it is true, is it not, in his interview of

10 May 17th, 1979, his initial NRC interview he states his

11 awareness of the actuation of the containment sprays and

12 talks about believing that the explosion was caused by

13 a spark?

14 A I think that is true. There is a lot of

15 testimony to the effect that operators, including Mehler,

16 tended to correlate the pressure spike with operation of i

17 the block valve I think. They were looking for some sparking

ja mechanism as the way to explain the ignition or the setting

19 off of the explosion, whatever caused it.

20 0 Okay. So generally you have understood from

21 Mr. Mohler's interviews that he believed the pressure

22 spike or explosion was caused by a sparking of a gas,

23 that is a non-condensible gas?

24 A No, I don't think that is right.
! Ace-Feder:$ Reporters, Inc.

25 0 A sparking which caused an explosion; is that

il
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Sim 14-16 fair to say?

A I think that is a lot closer.
2

Q It is true, is it not that in Mr. Mehler's
3

(3
() first special inquiry group interview on October 10th that

he once again reiterates his understanding of the association

of the pressure spike with an operation of the elt.ctromatic

valve?
7

A I don't recall that interview in that level of
8

detail, but I think that my general impression of Mehler

is that throughout he continues to think in terms of a

fairly strong or a strong correlation between the spike andg

the operation of some electrical equipment.

O IIe also states, does he not, in this and later

interviews that he connected the actuation of the containment

sprays and understood the logic of those sprays?

A Yes, he does. :
16 :

0 And his understanding is that it would require i
17

|

two independent sensor pressures simultaneously to indicate |
18 |

high pressure to actuate those sprays?
'

g

A Yes. |

JUDGE SMITil: Do I understand this exchange

n now that he believed that it was necessary to have two
22V

independent sensors to actuate containment sprays?

I

MS. BERNADEI: That is correct.
24

Acs-Federd Repnrters, Inc.

25 |
,

I
|
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'Sim 14-17 0 And that was in part the basis for his beliefj

that the pressure spike or explosion was in fact a real
2

increase in pressure; is that correct?
3

; ;
''' A I think he relates it to the pressure spike4

being real. I don't know whether he relates it to a real
5

explosion or not. In fact, my memory tells me that he does
6

not.
7

O Doesn't he state explicitly in this interview
8

that he believes the instruction not to activate equipment9

10 was probably given because they, supposedly his supervisors,

11 believed there was hydrogen?

A I am not aware that he says that. I would like12

('') 13 to see a citation to that.
\, /

_

ja Q Let me refer you to page 16 of his special

15 inquiry group testimony of October 11.

16 (Pause.)

end Sim j7

due fols
le j

|
19 .

|
|20
|

21

m
(_) 22

23

!
24

Acm-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25
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j

;

l
1

#15-1-Suet I WITNESS DIECKAMP: What's the question now?

2 MS. BERNABEI: Let's allow the Board a minute.

3 It's Exhibit 89.-s

4 (Pause . )

5 BY MS.-BERNABEI: (Continuing)

6 Q Mr Dieckamp, on Page 16 in response to a

7 question, does not Mr. Mehler say that he believes that

8 they were told not to start the equipment shortly after the

9 pressure spike and the instruction was given probably be-

10 cause there was hydrogen in there some time after 1:50 p.m.?

II A Yes, that's what it says here.

12 JUDGE SMITH: When you come to a suitable inter-

() 13 ruption in your cross-examination we will give Mr. Dieckamp

14 the option as to whether he wants to continue for a while
'

15 or not.,

16 MS. BERNABEI: I can just tell you, I was plan- |
|

17 ning to go through a series of interviews now. |

18 JUDGE SMITH: Well, Mr. Dieckamp, you have been

| I9 on all day. Are you ready to quit for the day or can you

20 go until perhaps 6 o' clock?

; 21 WITNESS DIECKAMP: I am prepared to continue.

22 JUDGE SMITH: Okay. We will plan on continuing

23 until about 6.,

24 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
Q Mr. Dieckamp, doesn't Mr. Mehler indicate in his

|

|

9

._ _ , __ _ , . _ , _ _ ._..,.__,_r _ , _ _ . , . . _ . _ . . , . _ . _ _ . . ~ , . _ _
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#15-2-Suet 1 interview he thinks the spike or explosion was caused by

2 a chemical reaction?

3 A Again, I'm not sufficiently familiar with this3

4 that I can cite that to you. Is there a citation for that

5 that I could look at?

6 Q I,ook at Page 15. I believe it's Page 15.

7 A (The witness is looking at a document.)

8 Yeah, I notice on Page 14, he says: I know Joe

9 and I talked about it later on that day, about what could

10 have caused it. And I don't think hydrogen entered into

11 it. We thought maybe some kind of chemical reaction or

12 something happened because it was 'up and down so quick.

13 Q Could chemical reaction, couldn't that indicate

14 an understanding of a noncondensable gas or hydrogen?

15 A I don't think so.

16 0 What else would chemical reaction indicate to

17 an operator, Mr. Dieckamp?

18 A I just don't know what all he might have had in
i

19 mind. But I --

20 Q Isn't it true that Mr. Mehler later in this same

21 interview affirms that he believes he received the in-

22 struction concerning -- that is, the instruction not to

' 23 activate equipment prior to running the reactor coolant

24 pump at approximately 7:20 p.m. in the evening?
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc. )

25 A Well, do esn' t he say anmat-hi ng about --

,

- .-. - .. - - . . - . . - - . . - . . . . . .
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#15-3-Suet 1 Q Mr. Dieckamp, if you could answer my question

2 then you will have a chance to say whatever you would

3 like.
,s

U)''

4 A My reaction is that at one point he says: Well,

5 it's too late. I've already done something. I've already

6 started the oil pumps for the --

7 Q Let me go back to my question.

8 A Yes.

9 Q And please listen carefully.

10 A All right.

II Q Do you remember in Mr. Mehler's interview that

12 he testifies that Gary Miller gave an instruction prior
;

(}
'

13 to running of the reactor coolant pumps not to activate

14 equipment in order to avoid sparking?

15 A I think there is general testimony to that

16 effect. I could not be positive about Gary Miller. I

17 couldn' t be positive about the time.
;

18 Again, whatever the testimony says is -- |
|

19 Q Would you look at Page 25 and see whether or not
.

20; he indicates on Page 25 that testimony? i
i'

21 A Yes.

() 22 (The witness is looking at document.)
!
1

23 Yes. He relates it to Gary Miller and starting

24 the reactor -- it says here reactor coolant pump. I assume
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 that means primary reactor coolant pump.

. . . - -- .- -. . - . . . . . . .- - . - . -
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l

,

fl5-4-Suet 1 Q So he does testify that on March 28th prior to

2 starting the reactor coolant pump, presumably in the evening

3 of March 28th, Gary Miller gave an instruction .not to
c)
O '

4 activate equipment to avoid sparking?

5 Is that correct?
i

6 A I think that's essentially right. Yes.

>

7 Q Okay. Then, Mr. Mehler goes on later, does he

8 not, later in the interview to. describe a conversation he
!

9 had in which he stated to Mr. -- apparently to Mr. Miller:

10 Well, it's too late. I've already stopped the lif t and

11 back pumps to prepare for starting the reactor coolant

12 pump?

() 13 A Yes.
,

14 Q And doesn't that information indicate to you a

15 concern or information on Mr. Mehler's part about hydrogen

16 or noncondensable gas in the system? j
1

17 A This piece of testimony indicates that_he seems |'

I

18 to remember that someone else imparted that view to him.
i.

39 Yes.

20 Q And doesn't that -- that was Gary Miller, is ,

!

21 that correct? At least, in a portion of his testimony on

(v~h 22 Page 25?

23 A That's what this appears to be saying, yes.

24 O It's fair to say Mr. Mehler's testimony indicates
Aca-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 a concern on the part of Gary Miller for hydrogen or

_ - . -. .. . . _ , . . .__ -,. . _ . _ . _ _ _ - - ._. , _ - . _ . . , , _ - , _ _ _ . , . _ .-
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#15-5-Suet) noncondensable gas in the system?

2 A I'm of the impression that Gary Miller does not

3 sign up for that, so that's -- l

[) l!

4 Q I just --

5 A -- why I would hesitate on that. I would be
!

6 careful --

7 Q I'm just talking about Mr.-Mehler --

8 A -- on drawing a conclusion from this one state-

9 ment.

10 Q I'm just talking about Mr. Mehler's testimony.

11 It supports the fact, does it not, that there was concern,

12 presumably of Mr. Miller, that there was hydrogen or non-

( ) 13 condensable gas in the system?

14 A Well, it says here: Someone did tell us not to

15 start anything. Someone told us. And I remember. telling

16 Gary: It's too late now. I have already started.

17 JUDGE SMITH: Where are you reading from?

18 WITNESS DIECKAMP: That was about Line 15 to

19 17 on Page 25.
.

20 JUDGE SMITH: Where are you getting this informa-

.

21 tion about hydrogen or noncondensable gas in the system?

() 22 MS. BERNABEI: That's the only reason for giving

23 that kind of -- I should perhaps clarify.

24 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

,

.
Q Is it your understanding that the concern about25

. . . . __ _ _ _ - - _ . _ _ _ , - _ _ _ _ _ . __ _ _ . - _ . . - _ _ .
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Jil5-6-Suet 1 avoiding sparking was a concern about hydrogen or non-

2 condensable gas, a burn or an explosion?

3 JUDGE SMITH: In the system?
7-
O)

4 MS. BERNABEI: In the system, that's correct.

5 In the reactor building.

6 JUDGE SMITH: In the reactor building?

7 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

8 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

9 Q Is that the --

10 A It is my understanding from a number of inter-

Il views of operators that there is some question about

I2 instructions to not operate equipment for fear of the

() 13 presence of hydrogen in the reactor building. There is

14 some question about just when that instruction was laid on.

15 I guess I do not think I ever saw any testimony

16 that directly correlates that instruction with hydrogen I

17 from the pressure spike.

18 Q Is it fair to say that the reason for the
.

I9 instruction, whatever date it was, was concern about i,

l<

20 hydrogen or noncondensable gas in the reactor building? !
!
i2I A I think it was concern about --

O) 22( Q Could you answer my question yes or no? Was

23 the basis for any instruction, regardless of when given,

24 a concern about hydrogen or noncondensable gas in the
1Am-FMwal deporters, im. j

25 reactor building?

|

|
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;

#15.7-Suet .1 A .Yes, it was.

2 JUDGE SMITH: Why are you using noncondensable-

. 3 gas.in'this context?-

7m,,

\
-

-

' - '
.

Because there may have been an4 MS. BERNABEI:

I 5 understanding other than it was hydrogen. We can stick
t

: 6 to hydrogen. That's fine with me.
?
.

7 JUDGE LINENBERGER: .I share the~ Chairman's con-

1 8 cern that is reflected in his question. In the first place,
!

i 9 hydrogen is condensable,.to set that-point correctly.

10 In the second place, is your concern that there
'

; 11 might have been a combustible gas in the system?
1

I 12 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

13 JUDGE LINENBERGER: Okay. So, is -- or, is-it

i 14 your concern there might have been a noncondensable gas in

15 the system? Which?

16 MS. BERNABEI: That it's combustible.

) 17 JUDGE LINENBERGER: Thank you.

18 JUDGE SMITH: And you have earlier referred to
:

t

19
j_ the -- a system, and now all of your questions are directed

10 toward the containraent building or the reactor building?

21 MS. BERNABEI: Right.

22 JUDGE SMITH: Which is, in a sense a system,

23 but it's --
|

24 MS. BERNABEI: No, we are talking about the reactor
Am. Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 building.
.

4

I
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#15-8-Suet 1 JUDGE SMITH: Now, we are talking about hydrogen

2 or combustible gas in'the reactor building --

3 MS. BERNABEI: That's right.
7s
t i
%./

4 JUDGE SMITH: -- which is also the containment

5 building.

6 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct. I understand

7 noncondensable gases though are the ones we are worried

8 about in addition to hydrogen, in terms of being combustible.

9 That was the basis for my question. I will stick

i 10 to hydrogen.

II BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
,

12 Q Mr. Dieckamp, is it your understanding the basis
1

) 13 for the instruction, whenever it was given, not to activate

Id equipment in the reactor building was the possible sparking

15 which might cause combustion of hydrogen?

16 A I think the testimony indicates that. But, I

17 say I'm not sure the testimony reflects a source of that

18 hydrogen.

I9 I
Q Is it fair to say that Mr. Mehler's testimony

20 insofar as it indicates an instruction was given on March

21 28th not to activate equipment in the reactor building is

22 some evidence that site personnel interpreted the pressure

23 spike in terms of production of hydrogen sufficient to

cause this concern?
Ace-Federc! Reporters, Inc.

25 A I don' t reach that conclusion from Mr. Mehler's

.. .-_. . - - . _ . . _ . . . - - , - . . . - - - ..-. --- . . - - . .
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#15-9-Suet-1 testimony.

2 .O Even though he states that on March 28th after

3 the pressure spike he was given an instruction not to
_g)%,

4 activate electrical equipment in the' containment?

5 A I read it as the pressure spike only being a

6 matter of time orientation and not a cause and effect

7 relationship.

8 JUDGE SMITH: In fact, as I understand this

9 line, the pressure spike could not be related as a cause

10 and effect. Presumably the pressure spike, if known to
,

Il be hydrogen, would have consumed the hydrogen.

12 MS. BERNABEI: No t . totally.

'

13 JUDGE SMITH: Well, that's your concern?

14 MS. BERNABEI: Well, that was their concern.

i 15 It's not my particular concern. It's their concern that
i

16 in fact there might still be hydrogen present in the |

17 reactor building.

|
18 JUDGE SMITH: And still being generated from

19 whatever source --

20 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

21 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

22 Q Mr. Dieckamp, referring you now to Page 15 of

23 Mr. Mehler's testimony, doesn't it in fact state that

24 someone in Mr. Mehler's mind connected the pressure spike
- Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 to the instruction not to start any pumps, not to do

1

1
'
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..

#15-10-SueTl- anything that could give an ignition?
J

2 :Specifically, Page 15, starting with.the

3 question on Line 10. Let me read it to you. The Question:
[- }'*

v
4 Did you connect the spike with the fact that it just hap--

,

5 pened after'the vent valve had opened? Answer: No, later

6 on, yes. Two days later when everyone became concerned., ,

7 Yes. Question: But not on the 28th? Answer: We were

8 told someone must have connected it because we were told
:

9 not to start any pumps, not'to do anything that could give
i

10 an ignition.
i

II Now, isn't Mr. Mehler's testimony that someone --

12 not him, but someone -- who gave an instruction not to

() 13 activate equipment in the reactor building made a connection
~

I
14 between the pressure spike and the possible presence of

i

15 hydrogen in the reactor building? f
i i

16 A That's a real mixed bag, that series of questions.'

i 17 Q How about on Line 15 --
'

1

18 JUDGE SMITH: Could you restate that question

19 again?

20 MS. BERNABEI: I certainly will. I will read'

!

'
21 the whole thing in the record again.

() 22 JUDGE SMITH: Fine.

f
23 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)|

24 Q Starting on Line 10, and this is what I would
| Ace-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 like you to focus on.

l
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#15-ll-Suet l' A Could we take it in parts, by the way?

2 Q No, I would like to take it.as a --

3 A Oh.
.s

\-]
4 0 -- series, because I think he answers it that

5 way, Mr. Dieckamp.

6 The Question: Did you connect'the spike with

7 .the fact that it just happened after the vent valve had

8 been opened? Answer: No. Later on, yes. Two days later

9 when everyone'became concerned, yes. Question: But nob

10 on the 28th?
.

Il Mr. Mehler's answer, and this is what I would

12 like you to focus on: We were told someone must have
|

{} 13 connected it, because we were told not to start any pump,

14 not to do anything that could give an ignition.

15 Now, my question to you is, isn't Mr. Mehler's .

!
'

\
16 testimony that someone gave an instruction not to activate f

'

17 electrical equipment in the reactor building because they

18 connected the pressure spike with possible generation of
',,

. ,
'

19 hydrogen in the reactor building?

! 20 A I don' t think he says that. He says someone

21 must have. He doesn't say someone did.

() 22 O Okay. Someone must have. That's his understand-
;

23 ing of the basis for the instruction, is that not correct?
t

24 A That's what it says here.
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: What it says is: Two days later

|
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#15-12-Suet 1 everyone -- in the first place, the connection referred to

2 as I read the exchange was a connection between a spike

I3 and the timing of the spike which was just after the vent

4 valve had been opened. That's what the first question.says:

5 Did you connect the spike with the fact that it just hap-

6 pened after the vent valve had been opened?
,

7 And he says: No, but later on, yes. But not

8 on the 28th. And he answers: We were told someone must

9 have connected it.

10 -Now, the connected it, the antecedent of connected

11 it being back up to the --

12 MS. BERNABEI: To the pressure spike.

13 JUDGE SMITH: -- spike being connected to the

14 vent valve.

15 MS. BERNABEI: That's correct.

! 16 JUDGE SMITH: Right.

17 MS. BERNABEI: And then he says -- the cause

18 and relationship comes in when he says: Because we were

39) told not to start any pumps, not to do anything that could

20 give an ignition.

21 The understanding being that the cycling of the -

22 valve, or when the vent valve had been opened caused the

23 initial pressure spike.
,

24 JUDGE SMITH: I understand. Yes.
! Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.
'

25 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
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#15-13-Suet'l Q Mr. Dieckamp, do you know when Mr. Mehler operated

2 .the lift pumps and back pumps in order to prepare for operating

3 the reactor coolant pump on the evening of March 28th?

(V'

4 A No, I do not.

5 0 Is.it fair to say that those pumps, the lift and

6 oil pumps, are in fact activated to prepare for operation

7 of the reactor coolant pump?

8 A I think that's right.

9 Q Therefore, if things were proceeding in the

10 normal course of events he would have activated the lif t

11 and oil pumps to prepare prior to operation of the reactor

12 coolant pumps?

13 A Yes, and he did that not knowing that there was

14 any restriction on their operation.

15 Q I'm asking you, do you know for a fact whether

| 16 or not he in fact operated lift and back pumps to prepare

17
j for starting the reactor coolant pumps on March 28th?

18 A I don' t know it for a fact, but I think he

19 testifies -- we've just been over it -- where he told Gary:

20 Is ve already done it.

21 Q Doesn't it also indicate that given the fact

22 that he spoke to Mr. Miller about how he had already done

23 it and there was no longer concern for a spark that the |
|

24 instruction was given at some time prior to his operation
Ace-Federd Reponers, Inc.

25 of that equipment?
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,
_ . . . __ . .__ __ . . - . . _ ~ - . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

28,777

+ #15-14-Suet 1 That is, at some time prior to.their operation-

'2 on March 28th?
l'

i 3 A I guess I would conclude two things,.that, yes,

'

4 it says the instruction was given. Two', it says the
,,

i

;. 5 instruction wacn't' generally given.
!
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i l:16 l Wal!

f1 Q Mr. Dieckamp, my question to you was given the

fact that Mr. Mehler indicated- the instruction was |2
1

3 outstanding at the time he operated-the oil and lift

pumps prior to operating the reactor coolant pumps, doesn't4

that indicate the instruction was given on March 28th?
5

,

6 A I am less certain about that.
..

7 Q No, I.am just asking you if his testimony would
,

8 indicate that.

9 A I am not certain it would, because I think there

was a subsequent problem when the pump tripped and had to104

be restarted, and I guess I am just not sure .of that11

12 timing. What I am saying is, as I sit here I don't know
.,

that that is the only occasion upon which he could have() 13

14 had a basis for correlating those two actions. I just

8 15 don't know that, that is all.
I

It is fair to say that on March 28th he did,16 0
,

j in fact, operate the lift and oil pumps in order to starti 17
i

| 18 the reactor coolant pump?
.

!
19 MR. BLAKE: Objection. Asked and answered.

20 The witness' answer was, he didn't know.

! 21 JUDGE SMITH: No.
1

22 MS. BERNABEI: I think he said that there may
) ()
1 23 well have been.

| 24 JUDGE SMITH: We lost where he is. I thoughti

Ass-F*d Reportwo. Inc.

you had an affirmative answer to your question, and then25

r-
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1 , 'he gave yonu an additional answer, but'you wern't happy.
l

2 You should have just kept the answer that you got. But

3 then you asked it in a different way, and I don't believe
7_

~

4 the witness understood your question on the second time

5 around.

But I think Mr. Blake is correct that the6

7 question has been asked and answered. But the difficulty

8 is he gave you too much of an answer.

9 So, it is the fact that the instructions were

10 .not uniformally distributed that you didn't like, and that

11 is why you asked the question again, is that correct?

12 MS. BARNABEI: No.

13 MR. BLAKE: There is a question on the table,()
14 Judge, as to whether or not Mr. Dieckamp knows --

15 MS. BARNABEI: I really resent Mr. Blake'

16 restating my question. My question is whether or not

17 Mr. Dieckamp knows of any day other than March 28th when
,

i 18 Mr. Mehler operated the vacuum lift pump?

19 JUDGE SMITH': That is the quesion on the

: 20 table?

I

21 MS. BARNABEI: That is the question.

() 22 MR. BLAKE: That is not what I thought the

23 question was, but let's just have the witness answer it.

24 And get on.
Ace-Federd Reportass, Inc.

,

25 WITNESS: Can we have the question one more time,

;
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y please.

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
2

0 Do you know of any day other than March 28th
3. -

''L in which Mr. Mehler activated the vacuum lift pump in order
4

to prepare for starting the reactor coolant pump?i
$

t

A. I have no direct knowledge. I have no memory,'
6

as I said here, that would be . able to speak - to that.
7

0 Is it fair to say throughout his October lith
8

1979 interview, Mr. Mehler insists that the instruction
9

10 was given on March 28th? That is uniformally his answer

11 throughout this interview.

MR. BLAKE: I am sorry. Is that a statement,
17

or are you asking now Mr. Dieckamp to review the entire(} 13

ja statement.

15 MS. BERNABEI: He discusses this particular |

16 interview. He discusses a number of interviews. He

17 said he reviewed them, and I have given the representations
i

18
on what these interviews represent. I am entitled to

19 question him on those portions that he has not chosen to

20 include in his analysis of these interviews.

21 WITNESS: I don't think I discuss this specific

() 22 interview. I think I say that Mr. Mehler 's tes timony --

23 MS. BERNABEI: Objection.

24 Court Reporter: Excuse me. No more cross talk,

Aes-Federal Reportws, Inc.

25 please.
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1
MS. BERNABEI: I understand there is no |

-

2 pending question.

3 JUDGE SMITH: There is no pending question?'

4 Then there is nothing for us to rule ~on.

5 MS. BERNABEI: I will restate the question.

6 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

7 Q In your October 11, 19 -- excuse me. Mr.

8 Mehler's October 11, 1979 interview with the Special!

9 Inquiry Group, he insists throughout that he received

10 this instruction not to activate equipment in the reactor

11 building on March 28th, does he not?
4

17 . MR. BLAKE: My objection is, you are askingi

13 him about a Mehler October 11, 1979 interview, and you(}
14 want him to characterize what it says throughout the

15 interview. Is that what you are asking the witness?

16 MS. BERNABEI: The entire interview. My
;

17 specific representation is Mr. Dieckamp says that his

18 reading of this testimony, Mehler's testimony, indicates

19 to him that Mehler is uncertain about the timing of
,

20 equipment limitation.,

t

21 WITNESS: Ms. Bernabei, that is all of Mohler's

)

() 22 testimony. My composite impression, not just from
i

23 October 11th.

24 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
As -Fasere nenm, inc.'

I 25 Q I am just talking about October lith.
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A I am not in a position to characterize his
- I

)

October 11 testimony. It may be as you say. I am just
2

3 not sure.

O- My impression from looking at all of this --
4

my impression from looking at all of his testimony is
5

that he becomes uncertain about this question.
6

JUDGE SMITH; Uncertain as to day, as well as
7

hour?8

WITNESS: Yes.
9

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)
10

11 Q All right. I would like you not to review

12
the October 11, 1979 testimony, and state whether or not

he consistently throughout that testimony states March() 13

28th was the date on which he received that instruction.14

15 JUDGE SMITH: That is 58 pages. 59 pages of it.

16 MS. BERNABEI: I think Mr. Dieckamp knows the

17
answer without reviewing it.

18 JUDGE SMITH: You are just asking him to review

19 it.

20 MR. GOLDBERG: In my opinion, it speaks for

21 itself.

22 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me this man has()
23 offered testimony, his reading of the testimony indicates

24 Mehler is incertain about the timing. I think we are

was Repon .. inc.

25 entitled to establish Mehler is not uncertain as to the !

I

i
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1
timing.

2 JUDGE SMITH: Well, Mehler will be here.

3 MS. BERNABEI: That doesn' t mean that we can' t
[ ]

4 impeach this witness by his testimony.'~'

You know, we objected originally to Mr.
5

6 Dieckamp's discussion of these interviews. We objected,

7
the Board said no, this is the man that charged the line,

1

he should be allowed to analyze it. |8
|

9 I think, therefore, we should be allowed to

10 cross examine and attack his analysis, that is not

11 supported by the underlying interviews.

12 JUDGE SMITH: Right, and we are allowing you

~'t(G 13 to do that, and that is what you have been doing most

14 of the afternoon, but not you are -- you run into a big

15 Problem here, and that is you are asking him to characterize

16 a large piece of interview -- it looks more like an interview

17 -- and categorically eliminate from it any possibility

18 that he was referring to a date other than the 28th, is

19 that what you are doing?

2p MS. BERNABEI: That is correct.

21 JUDGE SMITH: It seems like a sloppy procedure.

(n) 22 I appreciate what you are trying to do. Let's see if we
v

23 can come up with a better way of doing it.

24 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me this man has
Ace-Federd Report +es. Inc.

25 Presented testimony, and if there is no basis for it then
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|

1 he should say it.

2 If he doesn't know the basis for it, fine.

3 JUDGE WOLFE: Why don't you, I think, JQdge
. /.s3
V

4 Smith is correct. If the document is 57 pages long,

5 you can precisely target what you know is in that

6 document, and you say, you ask the witness in light of

7 this specific page number, isn't it a fact that -- and

8 go on from there.

9 Let's not have him stand 57 minutes reading

10 57 pages.'

I 11 MR. GOLDBERG: And she has already asked the
i

i 12 witness the question. She got his best answer. She

() 13 can certainly impeach him with the document itself, and

~

14 with Mr. Mehler's testimony when he is here.

15 JUDGE SMITH: Well, she has a particular

16 problem that I think we should be sympathetic to -- with,

17 and that is, it is her view that the context of all these
,

!

i
18 interviews is that -- or at least this interview, is that

19 there is no uncertainty.

|

| 20 So, she is trying to establish a negative, and

21 it is -- no, she is not. She is trying to establish a

; () 22 certainty, and it is very hard to do to establish that

23 there is no part of the document inconstent with her

24 view of it. That is very hard to do.
, wFedera poportas, inc.

' 25 You have undertaken a difficult task. So your
,
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1 purposes are legitimate, but you are going to have.to come

2 up with a better way of doing it.

.
3 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

'

4 0 I refer you to page 13 of that interview.'-

5 MR. BLAKE: Ms. Bernabei, I wonder if I could

6 make a suggestion. You are the only one who can estimate

7 whether or not Mr. Dieckamp will be done today. It does

8 not look like he will be. Why isn't that an assignment

9 for him overnight to take a look?

10 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I don't even like to

11 burden him with that, reading 59 pages. You know, I

12 don't think it is his job. Well, maybe it will boil

f'/) 13 down to that is the only way it can be done.
x-

14 MR. BLAKE: It sure beats sitting here while

15 he reviews all the pages. That was my --

16 JUDGE SMITH: Almost anything beats that.

17 WITNESS: Judge Smith, may I comment on what

18 I thought I already said. I thought earlier on --

19 JUDGE SMITH: Maybe he can be helpful.

20 MS. BERNABEI: There is no pending question.

21 I am trying to -- I don't think the witness should be

( }) 22 allowed to give speeches to the Board. If there is no

23 pending question -- I am attempting to reconstruct my

24 questioning in accordance to Judge Wolfe's suggestion.
Am-Federet Reportars, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: It is your problem, and if he has
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1
a solution to it, and he can go to it -- let's hear from

2 him. I want to hear from him.

3 WITNESS: I thought that earlier on in this
|

-( )
*

<

4 section onLthis subject, that I had said that Mehler

5 starts out identifyint the equipment limitation on the

6 28th, and ends up towards the latter parts of his

L 7 interviews becoming uncertain about what date.

| e And I think my testimony only says that he

9 becomes uncertain, or he is uncertain. I do not cite

10 the October 11 testimony in any specific way.

11 It may be that this one has him still thinking

12 in terms of the 28th. I am only saying that as you go further

(} 13 through his testimony, you find that he reflects

14 uncertainty.

15 JUDGE SMITH: Through other testimony, or

16 through this --

17 WITNESS: No, further on. He next is interviewed
, ,

'

I

18 on October lith, and then he is interviewed, I think,

19 in the Fall of '80 by the NRCI I&E people, and as one

I

20 threads through these things, I reach the conclusion i

21 that he is less certain about this.

() 22 JUDGE SMITH: I think we are going to have to

23 be practical about it. On the one hand, Mr. Dieckamp havinc

24 made the statement that it becomes less certain, it

| Aerenne nw>nees. tnc.

| 25 certaintly is a legitimate area for you to inquire.

- _ - ~ _ . - _ _ , _ - . _ . - . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . . _ , _ . _ _ - _ _ . . - _ . _ _ . - _ - _ _ _ _ - -
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At the same time, we accepted Mr. Dieckamp's
1

2 testimony. Not so much for the truth of what he believed
;.

3
-- the truth of Mr. Mehler's statements, but as to what

.

he perceives Mr. Mehler's statements. And that is, of
| 4

5 course, appropriate for you t6 touch upon. Now you

6 call upon him: Now, justify that statement.

7
- Well, as a practical matter I don't know how

8 we are going to do that. Apparently there were a lot

9 of interviews, and he has read them through and he believes
,

! 10 it becomes less uncertain. I think that we can move along

11 and justice be served -if we develop whether or not Mehler,

; 12 is certain or uncertain based upon Mehler's own testimony.

; () 13 MS. BERNABEI: It seems to me that he is being

;

i 14 offered in some kind of analyzer of all these interviews.
4

I 15 JUDGE SMITH: Who? Dieckamp?
i

! 16 MS. BERNABEI: Sure.
1

l 17 JUDGE SMITH: You bet.
<

18 MS. BERNABEI: That is right. And it is his

19 characterization, the distortion of the record. It seems

20 to me we are entitled to point that out, and we are
a

: 21 attempting to do that by pointing out specific interviews
:

() 22 and specific statements in the interviews which show that

| 23 that is a distortion of the record.

I

< . 24 JUDGE SMITH: Well, all right. That is another
Ass Fedsres Repmus, Inc.,

25 matter. If you' have specific parts of the interview,,

!

!

- . - - - _ . _ _ - - . - - . . - . . - - - - - . - - ._ -...,..-. -
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1
and then -- that is okay.

2 MS. BERNABEI: What I was trying to do was

!-
3 in accordance with Judge Wolfe's suggestion.

,
,

' '' JUDGE SMITH: But then we go on, he says: Well,'

4

5 maybe this one doesn't, but he has read a lot of them. I

6 don't know.

MR. GOLDBERG: Chairman Smith, Mr. Dieckamp has
7

stated his reading of the succession of interview that
8

9 Mr. Mehler has given on this subject, and I understand

10 that TMIA does not necessarily agree with Mr. Dieckamp's

11 interpretation of how the uncetainty became greater as

12 time went by, and further interviews accumulated on

(v') 13 furhter interviews.

14 However, I don't know whether all of them,

15 but certainly a lot of these interviews are a part of the

16 joint stipulation, and Ms. Bernabei can cite them to

17 support her argument that Mr. Dieckamp is wrong, that he

18 didn't become more and more uncertain.

19 And I don't know why -- if they are testing

20 Mr. Dieckamp's reading of those and his opinion and he

21 stand by it, why she can't impeach him to the extent she

, ~)
(G 22 wants with the interviews themselves , which are

23 evidence.

24 MS. BERNABEI: That is what I am trying to do.
Ace-Federst Reporters, Inc.

25 We have a right to cross examine this witness on the
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i

basic -- this is the gist of his testimony today, that |j
l

he still does not think there is much evidence, and he !

2<

points to these interviews, distorts what they say, and
3

. q\ / we are not entitled to cross examine him.-

4

JUDGE SMITH: Nobody ruled that. ' We are
5

searching for a practical, reliable way that you can6

accurately test his perception. And toward the end of a ,

7

reliable and complete record. And I don't know what it is
8

9 yet.

10 It certainly is not for the Board to read all

11 these to see if he distorts it. It certainly_is not for

12 him to sit here this afternoon and read them all, and

13 come up with justification. I don't know.(~)';%

14 Mr. Goldberg's idea has some merit, that you

15 cite portions consistent, and you impeach him that way.

i 16 I am only looking for a practical solution.

t

17 MS. BERNABEI: Well, what I was going to propose,

! 18 adopting Judge Wolfe's suggestion, that I cite particular

19 part of the interviews. I think it is incredible that

20 this Board would foreclose cross examination of major

21 witness --

22 JUDGE SMITH: We have not foreclosed cross(}
23 examination; therefore, it is not incredible that we have

24 foreclosed cross examination. We are working very hard
m Reporters, Inc.

25 with you to try to develop cross examination, and we are4

,

n - n -n- - - . - - - - . , - - .g-, -.-- - , , , . - - , , , - - , - - - - - , , - - -
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1 not foreclosing it.

.2 MS..BERNABEI: I understand. What I am talking

3 about is Mr. Goldberg's suggestion that that would be
(.s)v

4 appropriate, that we can argue what we want in our
4

5 brief.

6 This is the gist of Mr. Dieckamp's testimony.
4

7 MR. GOLDBERG: That is exactly the appropriate

8 way to impeach a witness. You lock him into a position,

9 and if you have evidence that contradicts it, you put it

10 in the record and you will make your arguments, and that

11 is all I am suggesting. You have tested him, and tested

12 him and tested him, and he maintains that the uncertainty

'f'T 13 becomes greater as the interviews proceed.
V

14 JUDGE SMITH: Why don't we proceed. Some time
|

I 15 this evening, and you confront Mr. Dieckamp for a

16 limited time, and see where we go, with statements that

17 you perceive be inconsistent with his conclusion. But

!
18 we will have to put a practical limitation on it.

19 Incidentally, when I was inquiring about the
,

20 time, I had read my watch to be one hour later than it

21 really is. That is how I perceive time moving.

() 22 You want to approach it that way.

23 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)'

24 0 On page 15 of Mr. Mehler's October 11, 1979
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 testimony, he states, does he not, that the instruction

_ .-. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ , _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ __ __ ,_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ ___
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not'to activate equipment in the reactor building was
1

2 given on March 28th?

3 A Line 19.

k
4 Q On page 16, he repeats that, does he not, in'

stating on the first answer on that page that the
'

5

instruction was given some time after the pressure spike
6

occurred, because they assumed it would happen again?
7

I am referring now to Page 16, lines 3 through 6.
8

' JUDGE SMITH: All right.
9

BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)'

jo

11 Q Mr. Dieckamp?'

A Yes.12

Q I refer you now to Page 24. Did Mr. Mehler,(} j3

14
near the end of the page, Line 21, not affirm once again

15 that the instruction was given on March 28th?'

i

16 A Yes, he does.

17 Q Doesn't he affirm, on that same page, in

O .Doesn't he explain,a Question: Why are you so surP
18

19 yes, it was the 28th, and * 1 .cv because it was prior

20 to the reactor cooling pugp startang?
.

A Yes.21

(} JUDGE SMITH: Isn't it unlikely that in this
72

interview, in the beginning to end of it in a matter of23
,

24 presumably less than a few hours, that he is likely to
Ass-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 be conaistent in his memory that the order was given on'

-- .~ . - _ . . - . . . , - - - - - - - - , .. . .. . - . - . _ . ..-. ,.
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1 the 20th.

2 Mr. Dieckamp has alluded to the possibility

3 that it was later interviews that supports his conclusion
,_

4 that Mehler became increasingly uncertain.

5 I think that you have established from selected

6 points here, that probably_throughout this interview he

7 is putting it on the 28th. And, as a matter of fact,_

8 lets say that is the case unless Mr. Blake wishes to

9 develop it to the contrary when Mehler comes.

10 I really am not sure that this is the best

11 approach. Can you go to , say , -- j ump to the las t>

12 interview and see if you can, for example -- how many

13 interviews are there, by the way, and depositions?()
14 MS. BERNABEI: I think there is five all

15 together of Mr. Mehler.

16 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Take for example --

17 take the last one. Can you go to that one, and demonstrate

18 question and answers in which it is apparent that he is

19 still certain about the order being given on the 28th?

20 MS. BERNABEI: No.

21 JUDGE SMITH: No?

(} 22 MS. BERNABEI: No, but I think I am entitled

23 to impreach the witness through the documents to show that.

24 I don't have to present the licensee's evidence to
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 support it. I am trying to show Mr. Mehler on certain

- . _ _ - - - -. _ _ ~ - _ . ,. -,, - , .



.

116-16-Wnl 28793

1 occasions was very certain-about it.

2 JUDGE. SMITH: And I don'tLthink that is in

3 dispute by Mr. Dieckamp or licensee that --
j'D

U
4 MS. BERNABEI: It apparently was, because Mr.

5 Dieckamp would not answer the question whether or not-

6 Mr. Mehler insisted throughout that interview that the .

7 instruction was given on March 28th.

8 JUDGE SMITH: Well, you have pointed out

9 several times in this deposition that Mr. Mehler was
,

10 definite about the 28th'. So, I think that with respect

11 to this document, the ball is now in Mr. Dieckamp's court.

12 Now, I am suggesting that you go on to later

() 13 interviews, if you can, and do the same thing.

14 I mean, granted it is not the classic cross

15 examination, but the classic cross examination would keep

16 us here forever, and I am really trying to help you.

17 MS. BERNABEI: I understand. Okay. I will go

18 on to a later interview.

19 JUDGE SMITH: Right now, yo u have made it on

20 this one.unless they come back.

End 16. 21

fols.ir

j 22

23
,

!

24
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 :

i
: ,

'

i
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1 BY.MS. BERNABEI:
|i 1

.O On October 30, 1979, a special inquiry-group $

2

interviewed Mr. Mehler. IX) you have that before_you?
3

fs() A No, I do not.
4

JUDGE SMITH: Well, not only that, but we may
5

even move along a little bit faster and we don't have to
,

6

perhaps make Mr. Dieckamp agree each time. If_you will just
7

zero right in on the language, we can all be reading it
8

and somebody can say, okay, gotcha, and move to the next one.
9

BY MS. BERNABEI:
10

0 Okay. On pages 11 and 12 I will read to you
11

what Mr. Mehler says.. He was asked about -- I will read
12

a question on page 11, line ---
'

JUDGE SMITH: Do you want to give a citation
14

other than the ---
15

THE WITNESS: I think I want to see it. :

16 |
MS. BERNABEI: October 30th, 1979.

17

JUDGE SMITH: All right. Go over there with !

18

him.
19

(Ms. Bernabei takes the document over to show
204

the witness.)
21

(Pause.)
,

JUDGE SMITH: He prefers to have counsel do it.
23

Is that your preference? I just want to get a quantity of
,
- 24

AeFWwdRewan,W. these things and move along. So whatever way you can do'

25

._. _ ~ _ _ -. -. __. . . . _ - - _ . _ . - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - . _ _ - _-
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i
Sim 17-2 i

that efficiently.would:be the better way. i
1

MR. BLAKE: The interview we are now referring

to would be 98 in the Joint Mailgram Exhibit.
-

3
.

w" JUDGE SMITH: All right,'that is fine, 98.
4

MR. BLAKE: I will plan to. bring two extra
5

iP es of the Joint Mailgram Exhibit tomorrow, and the
6

next time I will wait and distribute them at the time of the7

hearing rather than trying to hand them out in advance. I8

will try and bring two extras tomorrow to alleviate this9

4 10 Problem.

11 The page number again, please, Ms. Bernabei?

MS. BERNABEI: Page 11, line 17.12

BY MS. BERNABEI:13.,

Q " Question. In your interview with Mr. Mehler on14

15 October lith you talked about receiving an instruction not to

16 start the oil pumps or other electrical equipment that might

37 cause a spark and your. response to it.

18 "First of all, I would like to ask you to recount
1

19 everything you can about the conversation and then we will !*

20 g to the question of when you think it may have occurred.

21 " Answer: At some time there were instructions

22 given in the shift supervisor's office not to start anything

23 electrical, and previous to that I was trying to check out

24 the oil lift system on the reactor coolant pumps, the
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 oil Pumps, the back-stop pumps, et cetera for the reactor

- . _ _ _ _ . _ .._.- ._ __ ._. _ ___ _ _ _ _ - . _ , . - _ _ _ _ _ . _ ..._ _ _
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j coolant pumps.

' " Question: Those are the pumps that would be necessary
: 2

3
. to run a reactor coolant pump?

'

.

;4 " Answer: That'is. correct."'

That is-correct, is it not, Mr. Dieckamp?
5

J 6 - JUDGE SMITH: What is the date? Did I miss

it?7.

BY MS. BERNABEI:
8

9 Q Now it is your testimony, is it not, that you
+

do not know of any.date other than March 28th that Mr. Mahler'

- jo

i . 11 operated'the lift and oil pumps in prepartion for operating
:

3-

- 12 the reactor coolant pumps?'

MR. BLAKE: Objection. That is a mischaracteriza-
(} 13

ja tion of the witness' prior testimony.
1

15 MS. BERNABEI: Well, I asked him, do you know

16 of any'date or than March 28th when Mr. Mehler operated

!

17 the oil and lift pumps prior to operating the reactor. coolant!,

18 Pump.

19 THE WITNESS: As I sit here, I don't recall that,

20 but I would like to have you read a little bit more of

21 this.

22 JUDGE SMITH: Assuming that his answer is no,j (}
23 does that command the inference that you would have us

i
24 draw that if he knows of no other day in which Mr. Mehler

Ace-Feder:! Reporters, Inc.

25 was told not -- that the two pumps came up, does that command

:

4
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Sim'17-4 the' inference then that the conversation must have referred

to.the 28th?
2

I

MS. BERNABEI: Yes, because there is-no other
3

O- evidence on the 29th. or 30th: that Mr. Mehler operated those:

4

'

5
Pumps.

JUDGE SMITH: That is a non-sequitur. I think
6

u

7
. you had better go to dates.

.

THE WITNESS: Dates come up on the next page.
8

MS. BERNABEI: Mr. Mehler's testimony is that9

10 his conversation and the instructions given prior to his

i

11 Operation of the oil and lift pumps, that that was done

12 Prior to starting the operation of the reactor coolant pumps.

13 The only record of his operating those pumps(),

is on March 28th.ja
.

15 JUDGE SMITH: The only record, right, okay. I
-,

16 understand that. That does not mean, however ---
;

37 MS. BERNABEI: If they can provide information

'

18 that Mr. Mehler did this on some other date, fine.i

!

19 THE WITNESS: May I simply read the next few

lines of the same stuff?20.

!

! MS. BERNABEI: There is no pending question.21
!

() 22 THE WITNESS: Ms. Bernabei, would you read the

23 next few lines that go onto the next page? |

24 JUDGE SMITH: Well, what are the next few
Am-FWwd Roormo, W. )

;

25 lines?

i

,
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THE WITNESS: They-refer.to March the 29th.
~

3
1

|JUDGE SMITH: Do they?
2

MS. BERNABEI: Do you want me to read them in?
3

O
V Well, I think we should read a whole portion of the deposition.

4

I w uld prepose that we read a great deal of it. If we
5

g ing'to go on reading testimony that the witness wants in,
6

I think we should read a great deal of it.into the record
7

8
at this point. I don't think it is appropriate for the

witness to be giving directions as to what portions of the9

10 interview should go in the record.

11 JUDGE WOLFE: Well, what the Board had in mind

12 and what I certainly had in mind, Ms. Bernabei, was not

13 a selective reading from the deposition. I thought it

14 would be a fair reading from the deposition to establish

15 our premise and not a selective reading.

16 MS. BERNABEI: It is. That is a fair reading.

37 JUDGE WOLFE: It is not a fair premise in that

!
18 I understand from the witness that two lines later there

19 is a date appearing, a spoken date of March 29th. 'If that

20 is not a selective reading from the deposition, why ---

21 MS. BERNABEI: I will continue reading. I mean

22 what I will do is read the portions -- I don't think it

23 is appropriate for the witness to be arguing to the Board,

24 first of all. But since you are allowing this, let me
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 read in what I think supports our position as well as
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Sim 17-6 what Mr. Dieckamp wants read in.
1

MR. BLAKE: But you;do think it is fair to

get all the evidence before the Board, do you not? |
3

O
.( ) MS. BERNABEI: This is before the Board and I

4

think you are completely capable, Mr. Blake ---
5

JUDGE WOLFE: Well, no, because I was relying
6

on you to pinpoint directly from your reading from the4

7

deposition into the record, and that is the reason I*

8

suggested it.
9

Now let's get with it and read not selectively
10

and have the witness answer the question.
11

MS. BERNABEI: I will start at the top of page
12

11 and I will get to the part Mr. Dieckamp suggested.
-

" Question on line 4: Did you in your own mind
14

or in conversations with Mr. Chwastyk connect the possibility
15

of an explosion with the opening or closing of the PORV '

16 |

block valve?
17

" Answer: That I don't know. It was associated i

18

with that some time later. I don't know if it was that
i 19

day or the next day that that is what could have been the
20>

source."
21

" Question: What do you remember about your4

conversation with Joe Chwastyk?
23

" Answer: We were both highly concerned and

MW:8 Rgman, Inc. really a little scared, but it happened and it was over
25

,
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Sim 17-7 with and there was nothing we could do any more and we were-
,

n t concerned ~with trying to get the core stabilized."
-

2

MR. BLAKE: I am sorry. She skipped a portion ,

3 I

{d of the transcript-in reading it probably inadvertently.D
4,

.MS. BERNABEI: Oh, well, I will read the
5

whole question.-
6

" Question: What do you remember about your
7

conversation with Joe Chwastyk? Were you guys pretty
4 8

upset about this or were you puzzled? How would you
9

characterize the conversation?
10

'

" Answer, line 13: We were highly concerned and
jj

really a little scared, but it happened, it was over with
12

and there was nothing we could do about it any more, and
13

we were more concerned with trying to get the core stabilized. *

ya

We then go into the question and answer which
15

a

I just read with Mr. Dieckamp. I will repeat it.
16

" Question on line 17: In your interview on
37

i October 11 you talked about receiving an instruction not i
18

to start the oil pumps or other electrical equipment.that1 19

might start a spark and your response to that.20
4

"First of all, I would like to ask you to recount
21'

everything you can about that conversation, leaving aside
| 22

the day and time that it may have occurred and then we will
23

get to the question of when you think it may have occurred.i
24

Ace.Federd Reporters, Inc.4

" Answer: At sometime there were instructions
23;

, -- . - - - . _ _ - . , _ - - - - - - . , . - - . _ _ - . . . . . - - - . - . - - - . . - . . , . _ - .
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Sim 17-8; given'in the shift supervisor's office not to start anything

2 electrical, and previous to that I was trying to check

3 ut the oil lift system on the reactor coolant pumps, the
(s
\- oil pumps, the back-stop pumps, et cetera, for the reactor4

5 coolant pumps.

6 " Question: Those are the pumps that would be

7 necessary?,

|

8 " Answer: To run?

9 " Question: To run a reactor coolant pump?

10 " Answer: That is correct. So when the

11 instruction was given not to start any more equipment, I

12 informed them that I have already tested them all. And the

() 13 comment was made then well, then, I don't see -- I don't

i _14 think we have anything left in the building. Now what date
j

| 15 that was, I don't know.

16 " Question: When you say the instruction came
;

37 out of the shift supervisor's office, do you remember who

18 was in there at the time?.

19 " Answer: I believe the instruction came from
i

20 Gary Miller.

21 " Question: From Gary Miller?

() 22 " Answer: I believe.

I 23 " Questions: You pretty much remember it was?

| 24 " Answer: And I believe I answered him, I have
I Ace-Federet Reporters, Inc.
'

25 already started the pumps and it is all over with.
:

i

. - _ . . . _ - _ . ,_ ._. . -_ - - - - - , _ _ _ . - - . - . - _ . - - - _ - _ _ _ _ - . - _
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1 " Question: Do you recall saying that to him?

2 " Answer: Yes.

3 " Question: So you recall someone saying well,,,

)
'

'"
4 if it. -- and I am missing a page here."

. .

5 "So if you recall someone saying well, if it

6 going to happen, it would have happened already?

7 " Answer: Yes, in effect.

8 " Question: Do you recall the substance?

9 " Answer: I don't remember him mentioning

10 hydrogen at that time. Since the seven months have gone by

11 the word enters into every discussion.

12 " Question: Do you remember whether you were

(~) 13 the one who said that or Gary Miller said that?
x_ ,

14 " Answer: I don't remember. I don't believe

15 I did at that time.
i

16 " Question: Do you remember whether other people

17 around you were aware of the instructions?
,

!

18 " Answer: I believe. I don't know who all

19 was at that time. There were other people in the room. They

20 would have been aware of the instructions.
;

i

21 " Question: Going to the question of when this I

{

(m) 22 instruction and conversation occurred, let me ask you this.x._s

23 When you were interviewed on October 11 you think, as you

24 said, before we started today, you we: e fairly clear in
Am-FMad Reporters, lm

j

25 your own mind that you thought this hnppened on March 28th? |



28803

Sim 17-10 " Answer: That is correct.;

" Question: What were the things in your
2

r 11 ction that made you think this was on the 28th?
37s

;-

' / " Answer: Because I remember starting the
4

lift pumps and the back-stop pumps on March 28th.
5

" Question: Which would be a precedent to
6

starting the reactor coolant pump?
7

" Answer: That is correct, and we did start
8

one on the 28th. We have also started lift pumps on the
9

29th, too.
10

jj " Question: Do you remember what it was that

12 made it necessary to start a reactor coolant pump on the
,

I
29th? |('') 13

L./

" Answer: We didn't start one that I remember34

15
n the 29th, but we were making plans in case the one that

;
f

16
was running tripped or malfunctioned and we would have {

la backup one available. ;j7

" Question: Do you know what time that was onjg ;

!
j9 the 29th from records or other conversations? '

I,
" Answer: No, I don't. f20

i

" Question: When were you in the control room
|21

1 1

(~] PProximately on Thursday the 29th?22 i

x_/ j
" Answer: I believe I was on the swing shift ;

23
I

I

24 which would have been the 3 to 11 shift.
Acs-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 " Question: 3 to ll?
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Sim 17-11- " Answer: Yes, and I arrived somewhat early.
I

that~ day. I don't know if it was one.o' clock,_but most
2

of us -were working,- you know, coming in a couple of hours

^ O, ) early.and staying a couple of hours late..
4

" Question: During tha' period would'you have

been the shift supervisor in charge of the control room

or the panels?

" Answer: Well ---
8

" Question: Was that the way the thing was

set up at the time?

" Answer: The first three days there were moreq

than one of us there. I was in charge, just like the

other gentleman that was there, and I don't know who thatQ 13o
would have been at the time. There were quite a few jobs

14

going on and it was more than one man could handle.

I " Question: Since the interview that our group
16q

j did with you on October 11, as indicated by Mahler Exhibit
; 17
,

: No. 2, you have become less certain that this instruction
! 18
:

in the conversation you had with Mr. Miller was ong

Wednesday _the 28th?

" Answer: That is correct.

i " Question: What is it that has caused you
! 22

to doubt the recollection that you had before?

" Answer: I have talked to some people that
24

( Ace-Feders Reporters, Inc.

.

E



28805

Sim 17-12 1 know, I cannot be certain that it did happen on the 28th.

2 " Question: In talking with other people, let I

3 me ask you, who did you talk to about it?
i )

4 " Answer: I have talked to Gary Miller, Mike |

5 Ross, Joe Chwastyk, Bill Bill Zewe and none of them recollect

6 that instruction being given on the 28th.

7 " Question: Do any of them recollect such an

8 instruction being given on the 29th? '

9 " Answer: I don't think they would say specifically

10 that it happened on the 29th either, but I do believe some

11 of them recollect it being given.

12 " Question: Do you remember which ones?

( 13 " Answer: I think Joe does.

14 " Question: Any of the other people?

15 " Answer: I don't know. !

16 " Question: In your conversations with them, !
i

17 what is it that you have said that has made you think that I

18 your recollection is probably wrong that it was the 28th?

19 " Answer: Well, they would have been in the room

20 the same time I was to hear the instruction and it seems j

'

21 funny if I would be the only one that remembered j
i

) 22 it happening on the 28th when there were other peopic in

23 the room that don't remember it.

24 " Question: So this is in part conversations
Ace Feder:3 Reporters, Inc,

25 with other people that you have had and in part sort of a
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Sim 17-13 1 general reconstruction of events that made you think that

2 you are wrong in thinking it was the 28th; is that fair

_ 3 to say?

'~'
4 " Answer: That is fair to say, and also, you know,

5 quite a bit happened the 28th and I did come back the 29th.

6 It could very well have been the 29th, and I wouldn't even

7 say for certain it was the 29th right now.

8 " Question: It is conceivable it could have been

9 the 30th?

10 " Answer: I wouldn't want to get definite and

11 say it was, you know. I am just not certain right now

12 which day it was.

( ) 13 " Question ---

14 JUDGE SMITH: All right. We have heard enough

15 to know that there is at least some basis for Mr. Dieckamp's

16 testimony that ---

|
'

17 MS. BERNABEI: I don't disagree with that.

18 JUDGE SMITH: You are not? i

19 MS. BERNABEI: I am saying that the characteriza
;

!

20 tion in his testimony of the testimony of overall is not ;
i

2I correct, and that is what I am tr ing to get at. I don't '

(~)
(_,/ deny that there is some scintilla of --- t'22

23 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Do you want to move

24 on to another subject then?
Ars-Federd 14eporters, Inc.

25 (Pause.)
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Sim 17-14 JUDGE SMITH: Or do whatever you want to do.j

You don't have to go on to another subject if you want to
2

pursue this one.
3

! ;

'/ JUDGE WOLFE: In fact, that was my suggestion-

4

to you. But if you are satisfied with just going to the
5

latest deposition and reading from that, fine. I mean
6

you are handling your case.
7

MS. BERNABEI: I understand. Thank you.
8

JUDGE SMITH: Well, I think we plan on closing
9

10 r adjourning this evening at 5:30. So if you could plan

11 your cross-examination accordingly.

MS. BERNABEI: Sure.12

BY MS. BERNABEI:
; 13

a

34 0 Now you have not noted in your testimony, have

15 y u, the testimony of Mr. Iljes, that he remembers a discussion
I

16 about hydrogen on the evening of March 28th?

A Towards the bottom of page 13 I thought I did. |j7

0 Did you say that he remembers such a discussion, j18

!

j9 that he remember such a discussion in two interviews and not
i

20 nly his May 23rd, 1979 interivew, but his NRC interview f
.

f S ptember 24th, 1980?
21

.

f) A I don't know whether he does or not, but ---22v

23 0 You didn't make mention of that in your testimony,

24 did you?

Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 A No. I state simply that he recalled a hydrogen
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Sim 17-15 1 explosion at the same time that_he was removing the pressure

2 spike chart from the recorder, which fact of itself is

,
3 inconsistent with the physical evidence or data.

4
4 Q He also states, does he not, that he remembers.

5 a discussion of hydrogen, and he says that separately from

6 the Xeroxing of the pressure chart on the evening of
1,

1 7 March 28th? I am talking now about his testimony which
!

8 you cite of May 23rd, 1979.
d

9 (Pause.)

10 Do you understand the question?

'
i Il A Let me have it again.
<

12 Q Sure. He states that there was a discussion

|() 13 of hydrogen and does not link it necessarily to Xeroxing

14 of the pressure spike on the evening of March 29th; is that
i

15 not correct?
l '

16 A Wait a minute now. What I characterize as i,

j
!

17 his testimony of May the 23rd where in my reading he |
1

!
'

18 identifies the time of this discussion about hydrogen with

19 his concurrent action of removing the chart in order to

20 Xerox it.

i 21 Q Okay. He does not specifically in his testimony

() 22 link those two events, that is, he does not indicate he

23 knows the time for discussion of the hydrogen explosion
i

24 from his understanding of the time of Xeroxing the chart,
Am.Feder:$ Reporters, Inc.

1

25 does he?
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Sim 17-16 -A .That is my reading of it.

Q I w uld like to refer you to page 6 of
2

Mr. Iljes' May 23rd, 1979 interview.
I 3

; 4
A Okay

JUDGE SMITH: Could you give us a number?
5

:

(Pause.)6

MR. BLAKE: We have too many books out. We can't
7

find the number.
8

(Pause.)9
,

) 10 MS. BERNABEI: It would be listed in chronological

11 order on the stipulation.

JUDGE SMITH: I think we have identified it on the17

index.
13

MR. BLAKE: It is No. 36, I believe.j j,

!

i JUDGE SMITH: But we don't have 36 in our books.15 .

16 (Pause.)
;

JUDGE SMITH: Item No. 36.17

MS. BERNABEI: Here is Item No. 36. We are| 18
!

j y9 talking now about page 6, Item 36. ;
i

I

20 (Pause.)
;

BY MS. BERNABEI:
- 21
!

- 22 0 Now there is a mention on page 6, is there not,

) of Mr. Iljes' member of a discussion of a hydrogen explosion23
i

| 24 on March 28; is that correct?
I Aas-Federd Reportees, Inc.

25 A Yes.

!

i
j

i.
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Sim 17-171 Q Now Mr. Iljes in his statement back on that

2 page does not link that with the time of Xeroxing the

3 pressure chart, that is he does not depend on the time of

4 Xeroxing the pressure chart ~to derive his conclusion on page

5 6?

6 A On page 6 I do not see a discussion of the

7 Xeroxing time.

8 0 He did not in' fact rely on Xeroxing of the

9 pressure spike to indicate the time of the discussion of

10 hydrogen, does he?

11 A It is not on page 6. I believe he does otherwise

12 because I have checked that citation several times to be

() 13 sure that I was properly characterizing it.

14 JUDGE SMITH: I think in fairness, Mr. Dieckamp,

15 Mr. Iljes -- the basis for your characteriztion of Mr. Iljes'

16 testimony should be clarified.

17 THE WITNESS: More explicitly, in more detail.
,

i

18 JUDGE SMITH: So that your inferences that

19 you draw -- so that we can look at it and see if we draw
i

I
20 the same inferences so you can be cross-examined on it. i

I,
21 You seem to have done that on the others, but i

I

() 22 I think with respect to this statement that there is a failure

23 of a citation. But I think we can do that tomorrow morning

24 perhaps.
A -Fas=w narwes, Inc.

end Sim 25 So what do you say we adjourn tonight?

-

-
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#18-1-Suet I MS. BERNABEI: Let me ask one more question

2 along that line, the very same question.

3 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.,

( )
4 BY MS. BERNABEI: (Continuing)

5 Q On Page 10, Mr. Dieckamp, it's mentioned there

6 again a discussion, is there not, between the investigator.

7 Mr. Illjes about a discussion of hydrogen burn and again

8 Mr. Illjes' answer on Lines 10 and 11 do not indicate, do

9 they, a linkup between the time of the discussion and the

10 pressure spike?

II I'm referring now to Page 10, his answer on

12 Lines 10 and 11.

( 13 A On Lines 10 and 11, there is not. !!ovever,

14 higher up on that page, the first few lines of the page,

15 there is a reference to the timing in relationship to |
!

16 the chart removal.
!

17 JUDGE SMITH: Would this be a good point to |

18 break, then?

I9 MR. BLAKE: Can I get, for purposes of other

20 witnesses and my own preparations tonight, an estimate

21 of the time that we now have yet with Mr. Dieckamp so I
|

22 know where we are going tomorrow?

i
23 JUDGE SMITII: Do you need this on the record? !

i

24
'

MR. BLAKE: No.
Ace.Feder:J Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITII: All right. We will adjourn until

1
1



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

28,811

i

| , #18-2-SueTI 9 a.m. tomorrow.
,

i 2 (Whereupon, the hearing is adjourned at
i.

3 5:31 p.m., Monday, November 19, 1984, to resume at 9:00 a.m.

O >

4 on Tuesday, November 20, 1984.)
4

i 5 * * * * * *** *** **
I

'
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