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The '.learing in the above-entitled matter resumed,
,

14 pursuant to recess, at 9: 07 a.m.
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.Sim. 1 C_ O N T y N_ T_ Sy

'
WITNESSES DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS BOARD-

2

JULIEN M. CHRISTENSEN )A 3

Q .ERIC'F. GARDNER )

4 .

)FRANK L. KELLY
WILLIAM-R. KIMEL )

' ROBERT E. UHRIG ) ,

3
(REBUTTAL EXAMINATION)

:6 By Ms. Bauser. 33,319
By Mr. Jordan 33,321
By Ms. Wagner 33,324.7
.By Mr. Au. 33,347
By-Ms. Bauser 33,349p
By Ms. Wagner 33,353

> 9 -

10 RONALD A. KNIEF )
- and - :. )

.i1 BRUCE P. LEONARD )

112 _By-Ms. Bauser 33,362"

2
- -13 By r- u ,

,
By Ms. Wagner 33,376

~

,,

14
,

: . 2. 15,,w
_.

''
16'

LAY-IN DOCUMENTS-'m-

'17 " DOCUMENT' IDENTIFICATION- .FOLLOWS PAGE-

'18 ' Corrected Rebuttal Testimony'of
~

'
,

' Reconstructed OARP1Committe'e 33,~320
. :19

Rebut!tal LTestimonyi of M'essrs. Knief
,

20 " and ~. Leonard 33,364-<

'21
'

--

y ;..
.

b 1~ -h j.' 22 - "

4
r

, .f23
'

(None)'
.
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:
I

1 P _R O_ C E E_ D_ _I N_ _G_ __-

2 2 (9:07 a.m.),

3 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Jordan,.have you seen the .

-4 corrected testimony? Have you had a chance to look at it?4

-
,

5 .MR. JORDAN: I am looking at it right now. We

6 .did,. discuss it on the phone. I just wanted to look it over.
'

.

7 (Mr. Jordan _ peruses document) ,

<

Ig JUDGE SMITH: Is everyone ready to proceed. I.
,

,

9 was waiting to see if you had a chance to look at the corrected ;

;

|. 10 . testimony. ,

11 MR. JORDAN: I have,- Your Honor.
p

12 JUDGE SMITH: Is everyone ready to proceed?-

- 13' (No~ response)

| . 14- JUDGE SMITH: .All right. . Is'there any preliminary'

|
.

- .15 -business?
'

'

16 MRR JORDAN: - I guess-I-should say as'' corrected,.

-

o 17 we'do'not'obje'ct-to its admission.

^

.18 MR. AU:J I have one; matter of preliminaryinature.-*
.

- 19 -JUDGE SMITH: All ~ right. '3
'

20 MR. ; AU:' Just to let'the Board.know,.I have signed
;

.

m . 21 off on a' Motion to Disqualify this morning, and' expect;, copies~

.

*
T

,

I '.

(f.:
' 22 Lwil1~be._ delivered here.in about an hour, a

.

p . 23 ~ JUDGE SMITH:^~All right.. Thank you.s
.w,

:MS. MOROSHOW: ' Judge Smith', Ms. t Bradford- will 'not24 .

- Am Federd Reporters, Inc,
-

'
r

-

L 25 lbe' attending the hearing..today. She-had. thought.she.would be'

iz
- , . ,

,

.

. . -.

'f "$y .r a rw- sgr.i.-- -g y g- y g- e fr-B n g g- g- ~gJg 9-r e .A ? err,Q..Te+ . -9 9 rpcy p,y- 99 y s-M.-- +g.ye,e- g-meg 4y99 g 99 g erv ry g- p. gyg-%.i4 y
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able to'last night and had prepared for today, but she is iny

2 considerable pain this morning, and I have indicated she will

n

3 not.be able to come, and it would not be worth it for the

4 panel to return just on her behalf if they are completed today. ;

5 The_ cost involved in having that done would be significantly

6 ' greater than the benefit of her questioning. At ledst, that'
y

7 is what she indicated. So that is her position on that, and
e

'

8 it will not be possible for me to conduct an' examination.

9. I may also not be able to attend all the morning

i 10 . session because.of other commitments. r

11 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

!

12 MR. GOLDBERG: I have a brief preliminary matter.-

13 ~In connection-with the TMIA' request that an interview be added-

. . ..~ . .
--

. 14 to the Joint Mailgram exhibit, I informed TMIA of-the additional
- y

,' 15 ~ interviews which the-. Staff'would want added if proposed-

-16 int erview that TMIA would like' added is, in. fact,15tdded.
-

n
^'

~

17 TMIA does ~ not have those, . so is' 'not -in - a positionH>

'
.

L18 ' ~ to state whether theylhave any objections-toLadding~ additional-

^
^19 ' ones - that the Staff would add, soLwe'are'just not able to'

s

,

' ~201 (resolve it at..this time.'

$4p
- .. 21: I-will.make copies of those-additional interviews "

'

-

.

(/; 22. available to TMIALand we will have to. resolve''it some-time~

~

,

<

_ |23 cafter today.
x

' * '

J - 24 ~ JUDGE' SMITH: -All right. Anything further?:#

Am-Federd Reporters /Inc.p

'25 - (No response)

.,
--

% ~
'

. ,

a
.-. . _ _
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JUDGE SMITH: All right. So we are ready for;

2 your : testiraony.

e- 3 Whereupon,
t

'

JULIEN M. CHRISTENSEN,
4

- and -
5,

ERIC F. GARDNER,6

- and -
7

FRANK L. KELLY,g

- a nd -9

10 WILLIAM R. KIMEL,

11 - and -

12 ROBERT E. UHRIG,

; - ) 13
were recalled as witnesses on behalf of the Licensee, and

ja having been previously duly sworn, further testified as'follows:"

-XXXX INDEX 15 DIRECT EXAMINATION

16 BY MS. BAUSER: (Continuing)

.17 Q I~would ask the Committee whether they have had

f
'

18 .an opportunity-to review their rebuttal testimony, dated

Up November 28,.1984, which has now been marke'd ' Corrected' up
.

120 in the right hand ' corner, and has -- on pages 8, 11, 12, 13,
.

-21 and 14, believed penned modifications to the testimony.

.j

( ,) z 22 -Have you had an opportunity, gentlemen, to see

23 this document?

24 .A' (Simultaneously) Yes.
' Ace-Federd Reporters. Inc, e

-25 Q As corrected, . does this document represent:the
,

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

I testimony prepared by the reconstituted OARP Committee, or under

2 its supervision'for this proceeding? o

.3 A '(Simultaneously) Yes.

.O--
4 Q I will ask each of you gentlemed to affirm that

5 this is the -- that the rebuttal testimony is true and correct
a

; 6 to the best of-your knowledge and belief?

|
7 A (Simultaneously) I do.

8 MS. BAUSER: Mr. Chairman, I move that the rebuttal

9 testimony of the reconstituted OARP Committee, as corrected,

10 be--admitted into evidence and incorporated into the record

'I as if read.

17 JUDGE SMITH: You have no other objections?

f)' (_,j . 13 (No response)

14 JUDGE SMITH: The testimony is received.

xx INDEX 15 (Corrected prefiled testimony of the recon-
2

16 structed OARP. Committee follows)

'tl !

18

-19
.

20<

1

21

. j"j\ .
'

(_ . -22

23

24
Ace-Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25

. _ .- . . . _ . _ , _ , . . . - - . , . . . . . . _ - . _ . _ . , _ , , ~ . . _ _ _ . _ . . _ . . _ , ~ . ~ - - ,
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|k November 28, 1984

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
f- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
N3)

*

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-289 SP
) (Restart-Management Remand)(Three Mile Island Nuclear )

Station, Unit No. 1) )

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF THE
RECONSTITUTED OARP COMMITTEE

Q.1.
.

Has the Committee reviewed the " Testimony of
Julius J. Persensky, Joseph J. Buzy and Dolores S. Morisseau on

the Remanded Training Issue from ALAB-772"?

A.1. Yes.

Q.2. What is the Committee's view of that testimony?
7, A.2.
g- -

The Committee believes the testimony is based to

~ \ }_ -a significant extent on a lack of understanding of what the'

.a. , er -

jE.; , JCommittee has done, as well as what the Committee intended to
:.4Yt:Oc* gN.%do in reviewing Licensee's TMI-1 licensed operator training

5a

., . -Program. The Committee considered it unproductive to expend

time over the last four months describing its activities in de-

tail in a report or in testimony, preferring instead to spend

(} its time reviewing ficensed operator training at TMI. However,

at this juncture, in order to clarify the record, the Committee

considers it necessary to respond to the Staff's testimony.

~

-



:. .

,, , .D . fe' .

!Q.3. The Staff witnesses identify in their testimony
|..

(A.15) a list of documents they believe the Committee should i

have reviewed "as background" in order to evaluate the licensed
operator training program. Do you agree with this belief?

s

(s)~

A.3. Generally, yes.

Q.4. Were these documents reviewed by the Committee?
A.4. For the most part. All but three of these docu-

ments (NUREG-0680 (June 1980), Supp. 1 (Nov. 1980) and Supp. 2

(March 1981)) were reviewed as background material, along with
other documents, by one or more Committee members.

Q.5. Why didn't the Committee refer to all of these
documents in its prefiled testimony?

A.5. Some of these documents were not referred to in
the Committee's testimony precisely because they were reviewed
as background material. The documents were used for orienta-
tion purposes. They were not relied upon in the sense of being
the basis for the Committee's conclusions, as reflected in the
testimony.

,

-Q.6. The Staff states in its testimony (A.17) that

die Committee's evaluation should have included (a) review of
O' training procedures and training materials relevant to the

issues in ALAB-772; (b) interviews with training managers, in-

structors, users and on-the-job supervisors of trainees; (c)
systematic observations of classes, simulator instruction and

(} instructors, as well as the administration of exams (written,
simulator and oral); and (d) keeping in mind that the Committee

-2-
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was an independent reviewer. Does the Committee agree with

these four Staff views as what it would have been appropriate
for the Committee to do?

A.6..O The Committee believes all of these activities
are appropriate. However, the Committee does not believe all

; of these activities were necessary in order for the Committee
to evaluate the training program. Nevertheless, the Committee

has had the opportunity to do most of the activities identified
by the Staff.

(a) With regard to training procedures and materials, Mr.
.

Kelly reviewed the ATOG training summary, walk-through program
and procedures. Dr. Kimel reviewed the ATOG training summary
and walk-through program. Dr. Kimel, Dr. Gardner and Mr. Kelly

pr reviewed the RO and SRO initial and requalification training '. -

() program descriptions. Dr. Gardner and Mr. Kelly reviewed the '

2

GPUN Instructor Development Program, the Instructor Indoctrina-

tion / Qualification Training Program, the Instructor Evaluation

Procedure, the Leonard Memo (Jan. 1984) on Exam Construction,
,

-

the procedures on e: cam control and recent RO and SRO examina--,

.
tions. The Committee has familiarized itself witn the work ofscc u :

~~ the T&E Advisory Council. The Committee also, of course, has:

read the testimony of Licensee's witnesses, which describe the

licensed operator training program and related issues, as well
as the depositions of Licensee's witnesses and Licensee's '

() interrogatory responses on this issue.

:

| -3-
,

I
.- - , -- _ .--. - - - - - - - - - - . . - .
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(b) With regard to interviews of appropriate personnel,
Dr. Gardner, Mr. Kelly and Pr. Christensen interviewed 5

licensed operator or simulator instructors and approximately 27
, g3 licensed RO's and SRO's and 4 replacement operators, includingV

all six shift supervisors who are the on-the-job supervisors.
All five Committee members have had significant interaction

with the Vice President of Nuclear Assurance, Dr. Long, the Di-

rector of T&E, Dr. Coe, the Manager of Plant Training, TMI, Mr.
Newton and the Operator Training Manager, Mr. Leonard. Mr.

Kelly and Dr. Uhrig spent time with the new Supervisor,

Licensed Operator Training, Mr. Maag, discussing training
issues with him. The Committee met as a group with Mr. Hukill.

In addition, Dr. Uhrig and Dr. Kimel met separately with Mr.
Clark and with Mr. Hukill. Mr. Kelly, Dr. Gardner, Dr. Chris-

tensen and Dr. Kimel reviewed simulator training with

Mr. Irizarry, Simulator Training Manager and with Mr. Boltz,
Supervisor of Simulator Training at TMI. The purpose of these

interviews was to gain a first-hand impression of the quality
-of and personnel involved in the licensed operator training

; ' program and to get all of these individuals' views about andsn;
,k attitude towards the program.

(c) With regard to classroom observations, the Committee

endeavored to sit in on a cross-section of classes given to

TMI-1 licensed operators or given by TMI-l licensed operator
~

/ ') instructors. Mr. Kelly and Dr. Gardner were able to observev

about 15 classes for licensed operators (as well as a sample of
f

i

U
-4-

1

|
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non-licensed operator classes) and two BPTS classes. In addi-.

tion, Dr. Kimel and Dr. Christensen each observed several
licensed operator classes.

g-]x Dr. Christensen went to the B&W simulator in order to ob-L-
serve implementation of the TMI simulator program and, particu-
larly, the instruction given in the classroom and at the si-
mulator to TMI-1 operators. Mr. Kelly also visited Lynchburg
for this purpose. All five Committee members were briefed on
and observed the use of the BPTS. In addition, Mr. Kelly ob-
served four hours of BPTS training and four hours of demonstra-
tion of specific B&W PWR operating characteristics. In addi-

tion, Dr. Gardner, Dr. Kimel and Mr. Kelly observed the TMI-1

control board mockup while it was being used as a training de-
vice. Mr. Kelly, Dr. Christensen, and Dr. Gardner observed the,,

|( administration of several exams and verified compliance with
the control of exams procedure.

(d) The Committee has never lost sight of the fact that
it was an independent reviewer.

Q.7. The Staff testimony (A.22 and A.23) identifies a
' [ 7'. 1 general evaluation process for evaluating Management /Communi-
.{3|"%. - cations /Att$tudes.Do you agree with this process?

..

~i .

A.7. Yes, although perhaps not in the formal quality
assurance manner suggested by the Staff. Specifically:

(1) As background or preliminary information, the Commit-
(~') tee has reviewed organizational documents to ascertain thev

structure of the organization.

-5-
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'

(2)
The Committee has reviewed communication mechanisms

through interviews with training managers, personnel and opera-
tors.

,3 (3) The Committee has determined the GPUN position onLj>

communications by reviewing management memos on the importance

of this issue, referred to in the Committee's initial testi-
mony, and by discussing these issues with Mr. Clark, Mr.
Hukill, Dr. Long, Dr. Coe, Mr. Newton, Mr. Leonard, Mr. Ross,
the licensed operators and the instructors.

(4) Members of the Committee have reviewed training man-

agement and staff resumes, employee performance reviews and in-

structor evaluations, paying particular attention to individ-
uals highlighted by the Appeal Board and individuals in
licensed operator training.y

||( (5) Members of the Committee have reviewed documentation

of the instructor development program, as well as GPUN training
instructor criteria and procedures for evaluation. Instructors

have been evaluated in particular by Dr. Gardner (education

specialist) and Mr. Kelly (subject matter expert). Dr. Gardner
and Mr. Kelly also attended portions of the most recent in-

m
. structor development program and observed first-hand its struc-

ture, content and execution. During this time, Dr. Gardner and
Mr. Kelly had the opportunity to obtain several instructors'
views of the instructor development program. Dr. Christensen,

; ' Dr. Kimal and Mr. Kelly also observed the training of two in-v

structors on the use of the BPTS as an instructional device.
/

-6-
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The Committee has not performed a quality assurance check
f~

l on which instructors have participated in the instructor devel-

opment program; however, the Committee considers it reasonable

,[ ) to rely on Licensee's statement that all but one of the current

TMI-1 licensed operator instructors have participated in this
program.

Dr. Gardner and Mr. Kelly have reviewed instructor evalua-
tions. As previously mentioned, a number of operators were in-
terviewed by Committee members. The quality of instruction was

discussed.

(6) The TMI training facility has been visited on a num-

ber of occasions. Committee members have observed its use.

Q.8. The Staff notes, in particular, that the RHR

/' TMI-l survey data and Supplement 4 to NUREG-0680 should be re-

viewed (A-24). Was this done?-

A.8. Yes. The Committee reviewed these documents.

However, the Committee did not rely on theco documents in for-

.

mulating its views because it felt its first-hand observations
were more pertinent. It should be noted that the Committee
(Mr. Kelly and Dr. Gardner) also reviewed the notes of Ms.,

. y. o

?' Morisseau, which we understand form the basis for the conclu-

sions about operator attitude in NUREG-0G80, Supp. 4, and Ms.

Morisseau's deposition, in which these notes were discussed.

The Committee also reviewed and placed reliance on GPUN's memo-
'

randum responding to the RHR Report.'-

(
t

-7-
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Q.9. Were classes monitored to observe attitudes com-
municated by instructors and students?

A.9. Y e s . L0 e. mom 4end. c.lm 4o observe o.hhh M,
;-I- Q.10. / What was' that^ attitude? \

', ,
,x

U I / hIps[tructor \
and'studentswereseriou]s-mindedand

N /A. .
'

/
reflected comm/

'

Rapp/k / \ / \

itment o the process5 ort and-instruc-j'
tor /stude/ K N/ / \

nt intbr tion we(e excell t. /
_

Q.11. Did the Committee's interviewc of operators par-
allel the survey question format asked by RHR?

A.11. No. The Committee members did not feel it was

necessary or the best alternative to follow the RER survey for-
mat in interviewing operators.

Q.12. How did the Committee check operator pride and
enthusiasm?

k A.12. The Committee asked questions designed to obtain

a sense of operators' pride , enthusiasm and morale, generally.
The Committee also asked operators about their perception of
other operators' morale.

Q.13. Was instructor professionalism, pride and enthu-
. siasm considered by the Committee?

. . . <-

'

A.13. Yes.

Q.14. How was instructor professionalism, pride and
enthusiasm considered?

A.14. The Committee reviewed instructor resumes, per-
) formance evaluations and observed most licensed operator in-

structors in the classroom. The Committee did not consider it

-8-
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necessary to evaluate the instructors against GPUN's evaluation '

form. However, the GPU Nuclear criteria were taken into ac-
count.

[}. Q.15. In their testimony (A.34), the Staff witnesses

identify the methodology they consider appropriate to generally
evaluate issues in the category of Training Systems / Programs.

Do you agree that this approach was the appropriate approach
for the Committee to use.

A.15. No.

Q.16. Why not?

A.16. The Committee endeavored to review comprehen-

sively and assess the licensed operator training program and
process in place today at TMI. The Committee did not attempt

ye to nor could it have " validated" the program, that is, indepen-
(k dently establish that every aspect of the program is meeting

its intended purpose or is being implemented effectively. The

Committee does not believe that, in seeking the opinion of the

Committee, the Appeal Board intended the Committee to "vali-

date" or do a quality assurance check on the licensed operator
,

training program. Rather, it is the Committos's impression, in
reading ALAB-772, that the Appeal Board sought the collective

judgment of a group of individuals each of whom brings to this

process considerable expertise in an area of relevance to the
issue. The Committee also does not believe that the Appeal

() Board intended the Committee to perform an accreditation of the,

licensed operator training program, and the Committee did not ^

\- _g_

.
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do so. The Committee is well aware of the Licensee's commit-
I

ment to and current involvement in the INPO accreditation pro-
(

The Committee also is aware of the accreditation-typecess.

review of training conducted by Data Design Laboratories (DDL),c~

Q
which resulted in a multi-volume assessment of the status of
training vis-a-vis the IbdO (then applicable) accreditation
guidelines. In addition, the Committee is aware of some of the

numerous positive NRC Staff reviews of training conducted over

the last several years reflected in ceports such as NUREG-0680,

Supp. 5, the SALP Report and the restart readiness evaluation
(84-05). The Committee familiarized itself with these docu-
ments. However, the Committee did not consider it necessary or

appropriate either to base its conclusions on these independent

p assessments or to engage in this type of assessment itself.y

||( Rather, relying on the individual backgrounds and experiences
of each Committee member, the Reconstituted OARP Committee has

provided its professional judgment of the quality of the TMI-l
licensed operator training program as requested by the Appeal
Board.

Thus, in response to the Staff's testimony, the Committee

is aware of but did not review the job / task analyses for TMI-1

licensed operators or compare these specific tasks to proce-

dures, to on-the-job training or to the behavioral learning ob-
jectives utilized by the training department. The Committee

l) has seen the job task list and various INPO documents, and has

been briefed by GPUN on the status of the accreditation

b -10-
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process. The Committee has sampled lesson plans and hand outs

for those classes members of the Committee attended. This sam-
pling was not a quality assurance check. The Committee also

has reviewed the ATOG procedures, has reviewed the process used

by Licensee for on-the-job training and has observed a sample
of simulator training (B&W and BPTS). There are no employee

performance reviews of control room operators (CROs), and the
:

Committee did not consider it necessary or appropriate to re-
:

view shift foremen or shift supervisors' reviews. I

Q.17. Does the Committee agree with the Staff's meth-
.

odology for considering the issue of whether training enhances
operators' knowledge or encourages memorization for test-taking
purposes?

f A.17. No. The Committee does not consider it neces-
[ sary to do all of the activities suggested by the Staff in

order to reach a judgment on this question. Mr. Kelly has ex-

tensive experience reviewing licensed operator qualifications.
.

'

h Cem.. net d us not- wiR M ,

Dr. Gardner is an educational specialist., eitheroyhaj{ [*D
individuals nor any other Committee member saw any evidence

suggesting an inappropriate reliance on memorization in the

TMI-1 licensed operator training program. ,The Committee is
I

aware of the so-called Category T quizzes which the Committee
,.

believes were the basis for this original concern. The Commit-

tee believes current procedures, which limit repetition in test
IO questions, and the current TMI-1 exam matrix procedure facil-V

,

we, owuve,L. wa, e la whicAitate a proper mix of exam questions, jllassroom instruction
!

-11-
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Wo2Md , M +4. w A w kick .5% A+ Natr_ M D.,
tam 4

'

attended hy -Cummittee members certainly wer&nni- drill scsai4as'

b N. c)a44veem ,
but, retheu, weremonducted in-a-di-seussian famat dani r ned to

We.<ev w ed.
enhenue uncerst W . 'ATOG procedures, which focus on symp-"Ap toms rather than events facilitate conceptual understanding.d 3Wr. obsuveA. W uu, o

fueBPTSisuniqu$ely suited to teaching " basic principles,"g
wWeh

obsuved.i.e., understanding the fundamentals of PWR operation. e B&Wwhisk ^
isimulator

Lkau'mg M, is utilized to provide " hands ori" PWR station experi-e h" wctA..&, h M > -k CoasJeeence so cne operators. j in summary,} Lii= Cwm.a tter helie :: nu =l
indicate s sugg :t there is net 2n inappropriatehencour-)$g% . m m .t,. y 4 g .,.m

*

ag8 ment ed memorization in lieu of enhancing operators'
.

,

N
kknowledge.

Q.18. Does the Committee agree with the Staff's meth-
odology for assessing the training facilities?

r A.18. No.
L, Committee members have visited the TMI

training facility on a number of occasions and have observed

the use of a variety of equipment and facilities by the
training personnel. The Committee has reviewed and observed
portions of the instructor development program, which addresses
the proper use of training equipment and facilities. The com-

obswvuL .ns. m 4 w_m %'mittee has found-ne evidence of improper or inemequ.La4 k myuse of% m d A W.rmr-1 Aaw 4 e paradra-- * *

pre p ,tra4ning :Taipment, to the uvuLrary, the1emmitta ,a avperi-

ences-evidence e hividy appuvpri.La usewf *his eselemeuL by-
%4 Cemma 04a C#W4* Sty'4el, wheQtraining possuuusi. In particular,,the use of equipment is

effectively integrated into the program.

(mv) Q.19. Did the Committee use the Staff's methodology
for evaluating GPUN's examinations?

(
L

-12-
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|A.19. No. '. - (-
!( Q.20. Why not?

A.20. As previously indicated, the Committee did eval-

{~} uate the examination process. However, the Committee did not
,

compare the exams to the specific training behavioral learning
objectives or to the TMI-1 operator task list. Instead, the

Committee gained a first-hand impression of the quality of that

process by familiarizing itself with the applicable procedures,
(exam security, construction and grading), by reviewing repre-

sentative examinations for scope, content and structure, by
evaluating Licensee's simulator programs and testing process,

and by gaining an understanding of the on-the-job training pro-
gram and the oral exam process. In particular, the Committee

f- noted the involvement of Operations management in the examina-

(f tion process. Eased en LL luforastion, it 1: +he onmmittee's

jud7- n* *k=* *ha avam process is apprepriate.

Q.21. Does the Committee have any comments on the

Staff witnesses' conclusions (A.56, A.57)?
A.21. Yes. The Committee has endeavored to specify in

more detail its review of training at TMI-1. The Committee
-

collectively has expended over 190 man-days in its Committee

work and considers its judgments to be well-founded. It is.

noteworthy that the NRC Staff considers the approach it recom-

mends to be "similar to that employed by DDL." As previously-

' (_)g indicated, DDL did a quality assurance check on training at TMI

by correlating the program to INPO's (then applicable)

{
.

-13-
.

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



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

.
.

, . , . ,; ,
.

accreditation guidelines. Their work was extremely detailed in
j[k nature and is reflected in a multi-volume report.

'

It is one of

a number of studies of training at TMI conducted in the last
several years. Others include SALP, NUREG-0680, Supp. 5, 84-05
and the INPO annual evaluation. The Committee did not intend
to nor did it embark on this kind of a quality assurance ef-
fort, nor is its judgment based on the findings of these re-

sppu @ w-~d .Ltsports. However, the Committee believes itjf independent collec-
1% bgd ef what it beheses += ks. ^

tive judgment ;dd.; te the favorable record, %
exemplified by

these reports, on the quality of the TMI-l licensed operator
training program.

Q.22. Has the Committee read the " Testimony of D(r].
James J. Regan on behalf of the Union of Concerned Scientists"

g prefiled in this proceeding on November 15, 19847
(g A.22. Yes.

Q.23. Does the Committee have any comments to make in
response to this testimony?

A.23. Yes. The Committee would like to make a few
comments about Dr. Regan's model, developed through his re-

search activities, and its applicability to the situation at
hand.

Q.24. What is the Committee's view of Dr. Regan's
model?

A.24. The Committee considers Dr. Regan's model to be() one (of many) methods for validating a training program, par-v

ticularly when the program is being designed. The Committee
(
L

-14-
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disagrees with Dr. Regan that all of the issues he raises "must.

be examined in evaluating a training program such as one for a

nuclear power plant," or that these issues must be examined in
^1 the precise manner he describes. The Committee believes thatJ

it can make reasonable judgments about the quality of the pro-
gram based on the information, documents, observations and dis-
cussions described above.

Q.25. Does the Committee believe it is necessary for a
training program to document or standardize all of the informa-
tion suggested by Dr. Regan?

A.25. No. Documentation and standardization can be
useful. However, in a relatively small program, such as the
TMI-1 licensed operator training program, where the same

fr training managers and on-the-job managers are exposed to a lim-
|[ ited number of trainees over a continuous period of time, these

managers gain a first-hand appreciation of the weaknesses and

strengths of the individual students which frequently tran-

scends information obtained from predetermined formal question-
naires and checklists. It is therefore unnecessary and counter
productive to require these managers to spend a considerable

period of their time engaged in the administrative task of doc-
umenting all of their activities and interactions with the
operator-trainees, or documenting all of the trainee's activi-
ties. This regimen is to be expected in military training pro-
grams which have large student enrollments and frequent turn-

,

In a program such as the relatively small, stableover.

-15-
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!
' licensed operator training program, it has much less applica-, - (n

! -tion.k
Thus, for example, the skill and knowledge level of incom-

} ing students is usually well understood by Training and Opera-

,

.tions uanagers because individuals have either nuclear Navy or
auxiliary operator experience. Both of these environments are
extremely familiar to management. Similarly, on-the-job per-
formance is observed continuously, as is classroom, simulator
(BPT and B&W) and test (written and oral) performance. The

f

composite of this information, which constitutes a picture of

each individual's strengths and weaknesses, is continuously re-
viewed by Training and Operations. Group or team performance
is also evaluated. From this composite, the managers have a

je sound, although not necessarily standardized, basis on which to,

) judge performance. In this process, the standard of perfor-
4

mance method used by management includes elements of behavior-

to mastery, systems analysis and statistical comparisons, .

re-1

ferred to by Dr. Regan (page 8). However, none of these meth-
*

ods is used exclusively, nor need it be.
Q.26. Does the Committee agree with Dr. Regan (p. 12)

that Licensee's performance evaluation form ratings "are-likely
to be unreliable because it becomes very difficult to determine
what the ratings actually mean?"

A.26. No. Dr. Gardner and Mr. Kelly have reviewed a
. () number of these forms and consider them to contain useful per-

formance criteria which are quite detailed and comprehensive.
.

f
.
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Dr. Regan focuses particularly on behavioral anchors. However,
..

the GPU Nuclear performance evaluation form is accompanied by

rating definitions, which are very useful behavioral anchors.

([ } Moreover, detailed comments are provided on these forms by re-

viewers to indicate what the reviewer means. Also, reviewers

have the opportunity to discuss their comments with other mem-

bers of management with whom they regularly interact if there
*

is an issue of concern reflected in the form.
Q.27. Finally, on pages 18 through 21 of his testi-

mony, Dr. Regan outlines the process he would use to answer the
questions raised by tre Appeal Board. Do you endorse that pro-
cess?

A.27. The process outlined by Dr. Regan includes ref-
/' erences to a number of the activities in which the Committee/T

( J. participated over the past four months. This includes (1) re-
viewing training material and instruction to assess program

content and administration; (2) reviewing instructor qualifica-

tions (evaluations and resumes, not mentioned by Dr. Regan);,

(3) observations of simulator instruction; (4) review of new

(ATOG) procedures to determine how they are implemented (con-
_

sideration was given to whether the training department was

sensitive to learning interference problems, referred to by Dr.'
Regan); (5) examinative review (content and structure); (6)
consideration of. feedback mechanisms; and (7) assessment of at-A

. (_) .titude (management, trainers and trainees). However, with re-

gard to some of Dr. Regan's proposals, the Committee did not
f

k
-17-
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undertake nor did it consider it necessary to perform all the.. '

suggested procedures.

Q.28. Has anything in the prefiled testimony of the

Q NRC Staff or'Dr. Regan changed the Committee's " bottom-line"

conclusion, expressed in its Special Report, that the licensed

operator training program is adequate to support the restart of
TMI-1?

A.28. No.

i

6

o
(
,
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MS. BAUSER: The panel is available for cross
j

,

'

' 2' ' examination.

3 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Jordan?
-

.

.

'

4 MR. JORDAN: Thank you.

!XXX INDEX- 5 CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. JORDAN:-6

7 Q . Gentlemen, you mentioned in your rebuttal testimony

-that you spoke with Mr. Maag. When did you do that?g

A (Witness Uhrig) I spoke with him at TMI, and I
9

- 10' believe it was' November. I could probably dig up the exact

,

11 date. _ I~ am not sure exactly what the exact date was, but it

12 - was November.. That general time frame.

:f ) --13 Q I take it it must have been after your. testimony

- u .was filed. Your original testimony was filed.

IS A Yes, that'is correct.

-16 Q I am afraid I' am unable to turn to' the exact page

17 . number, but is..it the -- is it'your testimony, Dr. Uhrig,

18 that you are the. one who spoke with Mr. Maag? 1

19 A 'I believe there were two of us.
.

20 A (Witness Kelly) I also spoke with Mr. Maag,
t

21 Q Was that at:the same time?
,

P (d -~ 'j 22 A ' That'was in October.' We were not together. -

> 23 'Q I s'ee. .But those are the two.

24 A (Witness Uhrig) Yes.
hFereerd Reconets, Inc. -

25 _ Q You refer to subject we spent.some time on yesterdaye
L

-+-4 u - > ~4 - ,g,.

Ia _. . _ - - --
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j I guess. NUREG 0680, Supplement 4, and Ms. Morisseau's notes.

!
2 When did you -- this would be Mr. Kelly and Dr. Gardner

3 according to page 7 of your rebuttal, when did you first
,O.

4 see Ms. Morisseau's notes?

5' A (Witness Gardner) I believe I responded to that

yesterday, and my recollection, and I haven't tried to confirm6

that, but my recollection was around the first part of
7

October.8

Lend 1.. 9
SunT'fois.

10

11

12

-p) . |(_ 13

14

15

16

17

~

18

19

20

21

I 22
.

'23

24
Ass Faserd M* porters, Inc.

25
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42-1-Suet 1 Q I'm sorry. I didn't realize that was a particu-

2 lar issue that had come up yesterday as opposed to some others,

3 To your recollection, was it before or after --

o0-
4 let me put it this way. At the time you saw her notes, did

5 you also see her deposition?
.

6 A (Witness Kelly) No. I saw her notes about-the

7 .same time Dr. Gardner did and that was before her --

8 (Witness Gardner) No, I don't believe so.

9 Q And was this about the same time that you first

.

10 saw Supplement 4?

11 A Yes.

12 Q n Page 14, Question and Answer 23, the Committee

) 13 states that it would like to make a few comments a' bout Dr.

14 Regan's model developed through his research activity and its

15 applicability to the situation at hand, and then you go on in

16 24 to discuss the model.

17 Are you referring to the so-called IQI model?

18 A I believe so. He mentioned several models but

19 he did talk extensively on the one that you mentioned.

20 MR. JORDAN: That's a,ll I have.'

21 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au?
.

(,) 22 ~ MR. AU: I have no questions.

23 JUDGE SMITH: Ms. Wagner.

24 _ CROSS EXAMINATION;

was neponere,Inc.

25 BY MS. WAGNER:

.
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,#2-2-Suet 1 Q Sirs, you indicate on Page 10 of your rebuttal

2 testimony that the Committee is aware of, but did not review,

>~{ 3 .the job task an'alyses for TMI-l licensed operators or compare |

~

4 the task to procedures on the job training, et cetera.

5 A (Witness Christenson) I'm sorry. I cannot

6 hear you.

7 0 Oh, I'm very sorry. At the bottom of Page 10

8 of the Committee's rebuttal testimony, it is stated that the

9 Committee did.not review the job task analyses for TMI-l

.10 licensed operators.

11 Could you explain why the Committee felt that

12 was not necessary?

() 13 A Well, I had a briefing by Mr. Gaines on the

14 process they were going through. And he had in front of him

15 fat that time,'and disclosed to us, the INPO generic task

16 analysis which they-were in the process at that time of

17 modifying in order to make'it consistent with the jobs-at-

'18 .TMI. And, as I: recall, they were working on five jobs at that

-19 time to.make them-TMI specific.

'20 -I understand that that exercise has now.been

121 completed. They do'have|a specific job task analysis for
/~

' (_) ,
.

I have not. reviewed that final product.-22 TMI.-
%

23 Q Do you know when it .was completed?

| 24 A No,.I'do not.
Ass.eeans nenwis, , Inc.

25 0 Is it your testimony that it was not completed as |

.
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|@2-3-Suet 'I _of the time of your review?'

2 A At the time Mr. Gaines and two or three other

PeoP e there with him reviewed this for us, it had not beenl-3

4 completed.- They were in the process of completing it or

5 -working on it.

6 Q Do you~ recall the time frame of that? Was that

7 back in June.or is that --

8 A I think that was our first visit to the TMI,

9 which'would have been the end of May or the first of June.

10 that we got that briefing.

11 -Q Do you recall when you were told that the task

12 'had been completed, the analysis had been completed?
--

O
- (_) 13 A |It would have had to have been either at our

.

14 August meeting or-when I was there in October. But I'm

'15 sorry, I don-t know which of those two it was.

L 16 (Witness Kimel) I believe it is germane to add

17 that we were very' conscious, certainly I-was, since INPO is-

18 very concerned,-and one of its paramount objectives is to put

.

the nation's utilities on alert that their training program19
.

20 should be performance based. I believe that's the root of

-21 'yourfquestion.

( 1!2 Land so.that wasLcertainly-before us all through

23 our. work. And I've'already testified to the fact.that we

24 .noted the behavioral learning objectives and the large nine-
' Am-Federal Reportersf inc.

'

25 volume Plant Operations Manual andethat those looked like

_
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J 2-4-Suet 1 tasks to.me. Now, I'm not a psychologist but I think I
. ..

2 understand the performance based training quite well these

r,--q. 3 days,;and that's what I.was looking for. I then looked to
;\ l'

4 'see'where this Plant Operations Manual existed throughout

5 the plant because we've already testified to the various
,

6 procedures that are used to keep changes into the Plant

7 Operations Manual which is distributed not only in Operations
s

8 but also throughout the training, throughout that plant.

.9 And it seemed to me perfectly obvious that that

10 training program was performance based for yet another reason,

11 and I want-to comment on that.

12 When we talked with Phil Clark at a meeting of

)- 13 November 8th that Dr. Uhrig testified to yesterday that he

14' and I _ had with Dr. Clark, one of the reasons, of course, that

15 Dr. Long was promoted was because of his -- and this is

16 unusual in-engineering education, especially at the' time I

17 knew him, in the early 70s Dr. Long became very interested

18 in-performance: based learning in his own courses at the
'

-19 . University, and that's quite new for a nuclear engineering

~

20 educator.; And.we had many discussions about it at thct time.

'21 So, it wasn 't surprising when he took over the

22
.

,
job in'1980 that one of-his first' tasks'was to put that whole.

;23 training program on a performance base basis. And tie method

24 he chooses is'slightly different perhaps than job task analysis,
n Ace-Federal Reporters,Inc.

25 :but:1etime_ assure you that I am assured -- and I believe the

.
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,92-5-Suet 1 rest of the members of our Committee are assured -- that that

2 performance is one of the first in-the nuclear industry to

- 3 become -- maybe the first, I can't document that -- performance
'v

4 based.

5 And I've tried to go into the background, why

6 that wasn't a surprise to me personally, because I've known of

7 Dr. Long's interest in that regard for so long. So, I hope

8 that casts some light on what you are talking about.

9 The job task analysis is, in my own opinion --

10 and I have seen the task lists, not only the generic INPO

II task list but also the plant specific editions for the

12 operator training programs, I have not gone back to check
n

13 the validity that the tasks and skills that are derived and
"

14 associated with those tasks are back into the curriculum. I

15 have not done a QA check.
16 I am confident that TMI does have in place a

I7 working performance based training program.

18 (Witness Christenson) What Bill said reminded

I9 me of one other thing that I thought we were referring specifi-

20 cally to the INPO generic analysis and it's modification.

21 Before that they did what they called -- and'I've engaged in

7t'
'22 some of these, not here, but other places -- table top task

23 analysis and walk-throughs.

#
Well, the table top task analysis essentially is

Am-Fasww neponm,Inc.

25I getting all your extras together, examining whatever operations

- . . _ . . _ . . , . - _. _ . .
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-#2-6-Suet 1 you are looking at, whatever scenarios, and with the collective

2 intelligence you have there you can'come up with a pretty fair

r 3- ' set of tasks and what the people ought to be doing.3

.AJ.

4 Now, that was done long ago. I don't know when

5 that was done. But I remember Dr. Knief telling me at one

6 time that they had done this table top analysis. I also have

7 observed them, actually observed them, doing walk-throughs and

'8 talk-throughs. And if those are conducted properly, you can

9 .get a pretty good idea of what's going on in the job.

10 I guess what I'm saying, I'm going to be surprised

11 if the new task analysis seriously modifies -- I'm sure there

12 will be some modification,'but I'm trying to say I think they
/^%-

A ,) . 13 had a pretty sound program which will be refined by thiss

14 specific task analysis they have now developed.

END #2 15

-Miry f1ws .16
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18

19

20

21
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23

-24
Ass Federal Reporters, Inc.
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^

Sim;3-l'
1 A (Witness Gardner) I would like to add just one

2 more comment, and that has to do with the questions involving

3 when the task analysis was comp'leted.. y~s
t ).u

4 A task analysis is essentially never completed

5 because it-is constantly brought up to date as there are

6 ! changes in the plant, as there are changes due to examination

L7 of the cirriculum and instruction Where improvements can take,

8 place.

9 This would be re#1ected in the job and task

10 . analysis. So it has been and will continue to be an ongoing

'I process.

12 O My question was really to determine whether,

1(q
.

13 .although it is an ongoing process, whether there was anything._/

14 that the committee would have considered complete enough to

15 revisw'at the time of its review?

16 A (Witness'Uhrig) I think the answer to that is

17 no.

18 A- (Witness Kimel) I don't find myself very often- '

19 in a position where I disagree with my colleague. I would
~

20 have.to-amplify again that'the basis that'I was looking-

21 at personally,.and all of us were looking at is whether it
-r.

$_ - 22 is a performance based training program.-

23 There is more than one way to do that than the-

24 job task | analysis' formalism. Another one is be'..avioral
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 learning objectives,'through behavioral learning objectives.e

<
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* - '' And thah'is a methodology that Dr. Long and Dr. Kneif chose

2
- to use, kind of a pioneering effort, as I saw it, in the

j(
~4

training effort of nuclear power plants, for which I think

they should receive enormous credit.
s

5
Now that isn't the particular words that are

6
used to describe the performance based training program

7
- methodology that INPO. likes to see,. job task analysis.

8
My point is that they are translating what they

-9
have done from the behavioral learning objectives technique,'

-.10
as it were, Dr. Gardner, to the job task analysis methodology,

11
and.that did not occur. The=latter.did notnexist at the

12
' time of our:May/ June meeting. But I believe that is for

, , . _)_-
13

: t'
T" ''< the operat'orLtraining program now complete.-

14
Q Did'the committee look at the process for trans-

' 15' - -

'

lating job task analysis data to-behavioral learning objectives'

16
and examination questions?-

17
A' (Witness Gardner) Would you repeat the question?

- 18
I-want to make sure that I get all of the kind of_ things

19
that are' associated with it.

'

O Okay. -Well, why don't I do it in two parts.

21
Did the committee look'at_the process for trans-j_s

( I - 22 .

" . lating job task analysis data. to behavioral learning-' '

23
objectives?. I will stop there.

- 24 . .

; 4.4.s.re n ,.,,, ine. A' As described by Dr. Kimel a few moments ago, one

"25
i

_
way of looking at what takes place in the control room in

,

'
a - -,- x.- _
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S 3 3-3
1 terms of jobs and tasks is exactly determining what kind

2 of behavioral objectives are important that be taught and
s

x 3 also learned in order to operate the control room effectively.
.)

4 So I guess I would see the question that you are

5 asking as one where the problem could be viewed both from

6 the point of view of behavioral learning objectives looking

7 directly at the job in terms of translating those into

8 behavioral learning objectives and the formalized job and

9 task analysis, which, incidentally, has been taken over by

10 INPO.

They have given it certain characteristics of |
II

12 their own and as is common with psychologists, there is
s

13 a tendency for psychologists to exercise a certain proprietary

|
14 right on certain developments and attach their own nomenclature

15 and their vocabulatory to it..

16 So I would say then that yes, that when looking

17 at what takes place in the control room and looking at the

18 behavioral learning objectives which are expressed in the

19 manual that has been described before, operations manual,

20 and looking at INPO's definition and using its way of

21 describing job and task analysis, that these two things
.

22 were considered.

! 23 A (Witness Christensen) May I add to that?

24 Q Certainly.
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A I have got a little different connotation from

:
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Sin 3-4
your question than Dr. Gardner did.j

The process that was going to be used was
2

described to us by Gaines and by others, and it included
3

.)
'~' such things as not only were they going to develop behavioral

4

learning objectives, but they were going to try to assess
5

the best way to teach these things.6

In other words, should it be taught on a simulator,
7

should it be taught in a classroom lecture, what kind of a
8

job age should be used and so on.9

10
And, further, I was shown another matrix which

ji tried to deveiop information as to whether the particular !

task was particularly a memory task or was it a decision-
12

_

making task or what was it. Both of those things were
! 13-

ja explained to me as part of their process in developing BLO's

15 from task analyses.

16 0 Then the second part of my question was did the

17 Committee look at the process for translating job task

jg analysis data to exam questions?

19 A Exam questions?

20 Q Exam questions.

21 A I was told that the exam questions would -- in

22 making up an examination, they would then refer to these

23 matrices I have explained to you, and you would try to

24 get a balance in the examination of memory, decision-making
Am Federal Reporters. Inc.

25 and so on, yes. That is part of the process as it was

m
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Sim 3-5 1 ' described to me.

2 A (Witness Gardner) Since Mr. Kelly and I

3 examined the examinations, I think we would like to add<m
>v,

4 .something to that.

-5 A (Witness Kelly) I believe when we reviewed

c6 the examinations we were looking at the scope and content

7 of the-examinations and particularly did it meet the

8 objectives of the training program, and I would say yes,

9 that we correlated the two.

'10 Q On the top of page 11 of your rebuttal testimony,

II the first full sentence, it is stated that "The Committee

12 has sampled lesson plans and handouts for those classes
> ,q .

U 13 that members:of the Committee attended."

14 What was the purpose of the sampling?

15 A The purpose of what?

10 Q The purpose of the sampling. It is stated at

37 the top of page 11 that the Committee sampled lesson plans

18 for the classes that the Committee members attended. Could

" you tell me the purpose?

20 ' A Yes. What we were interested in determining

21 was, No. 1, the effectiveness of the instruction in the

22 classrooms, and'one very important variable is -- one very

23 important'. variable is that when the instructor enters the
24 classroom does the instructor have a specific plan in terms

; Ase-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 of what he hopes to achieve and does he have adequate means

. . _ _ _ . - . _- __- _ -
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Sim 3-6 and devices to execute those plans, does he use appropriatej

techniques, does he use the appropriate instruction skills
2

that are necessary, does he summarize what he has attempted
,o 3

(")
- to do at the completion of the lecture to indicate whether

'

4

r n t he has achieved his purpose and, in particular, does
1 5

6 the lesson plan give an opportunity for more than just

7 lecture but for interaction between the trainees and the

8 instructor, that is a back and forth question and answer

9 type of approach.

10 And so it is important to look at the lesson

11 plans in order to understand what the instructor plans to

12 do and'then follow through and see whether or not he has

13 done it. I said he, but it happened that all the instructors

Id in this particular case were males.

15 Q The statement is it was a sampling of lesson

16 plans for the classes attended. Does that mean that you did
1

I7 not review a lesson plan for each of the classes?
r

18 A (Witness Kelly) No. In each class that Dr.

I9 Gardner and I attended, and Dr. Gardner was looking at the

20 things he just addressed.and I was looking at technical

21 content, we had the lessons plans and handouts with us, all
7

! ~22 of them, for each classroom.

- 23 A (Witness Gardner) As a matter of fact, I have

24 most of those home now. I didn't bring them with me to
Ase-Federsi Mooorters, Inc.

25 Harrisburg, but I could reproduce them.

- _ ___-_-. _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ . - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _. _ _ _ _ _
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i ,

Si"" 3-7
1 Q The way:you have described what you did with

2 _the lessor.. plans , in view of citting in on classes, it sounds

(~N somewhat like a quality assurance check or a form of quality3

A)
4 assurance check. But I note in the sentence that follows

-

5 the statemen' I just quoted, you said it is not a quclity
-

6 assurance check. Is it to some extent a quality assurance

7 check?

8 A I would like to answer that one because being

9 a person again that is in a different field, I have been

10 somewhat, I won't say puzzled, but at least it hasn't been

U clear >in my mind how the utility should use the term " quality

12 assurance.",

p
4> 13 I have tried to pursue that some with my

Id
,

colleagues and with some of the staff from TMI, and I have

15 come to the conclusion that what they define as quality

16 assurance is to a large extent what we did. Perhaps the

I7 difference between quality assurance as defined by the

18 utilities and what we did would be the extent.to which we-
I' followed through in as complete and as systematic a way as

20 an actual quality assurance check would do if that was the

21 purpose of the group doing the particular examination.

,

22 JUDGE SMITH: As I understood the term -- where

23
in the testimony is it?

24
4.re.m n .n, w. MS WAGNER: At the top of page 11. The first

25
sentence says they sampled lesson plans and the second

s

_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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Sim 3-8 ;j sentence says this sampling was not a quality assurance check.
,

And I was; wondering'whether Dr. Gardner ----2

. "3 JUDGE SMITH: And that was a reference back to

'l -

the staff's testimony that the quality assurance would be
4

5 necessary in their view, and I understood their testimony

to be almost using quality assurance as corroboration and
6

~not necessarily all of the formalities that the NRC quality
7

assurance programs might require, which are some 10 criteriag

of extremely formal requirements, and I understood it9
-

i

'10 simply to be corroboration of. validation.

end Sim n .
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: . .

.i And if that is a correct inference, what would

2 you have to say about your testimony?

;
- 13 A (Witness Gardner) Judge Smith, I think that is

; 4 exactly correct, and one of the reasons that I was -- let

5 me'put it this way -- that I was as careful as I was, because

6 I didn't want to use the term, ' quality assurance.' In the
1

7 first place, not be completely clear as to the exact definition

'

a of it, and if you like, not trying to claim that we did a lot

'

. 'n more than we1 actually did do.

A3 - 110 But we did do a number of things that, as Ms.
,

c ,

'I Wagner has indicated here, would be the same kind of thing

'12 .that would be done if we were doing a quality assurance check.
- n

V- 13 BY MS. WAGNER (Continuing)

id Q Then when the Committee says the sampling was not.

ja
'

a quality assurance check, am I correct that you were-saying.15~ .

72"
16 that. -- you are using' the words, ' quality assurance check'-

-- 17 as referring to the kind of quality _ assurance check: required

IB .by NRC regulations? .

19 A That is correct. *-

L20 Q- ' ButLin your own mind, in your own sense, your
'

af 1

.21 ownuuse.of- the words, it would be a form of quality assurance
,

.
1 22- check?L

[ '23 A - Yes.
,

24 Q Did 'you read the NRC Staff's testimony as stating
hfejnetwei,sne, g

25 that.our witnesses believed you should do a quality assurance
'

,

L:

*%
'

ic ,1

___..__.l_._________._.___._____..____ _m_ __ _._ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . _ _ _ __ __ _ _
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check similar to that required by the regulations?i

2 A That was my understanding. I don't know about

3 the other members of the Committee.-s
)

v
4 Q Could I ask the other members the san.e question?

5 A (Witness Uhrig) I can respond. As far as I am

6 concerned, the quality assurance program has many components

7 to it, including a formal set of rigid rules that you set i

a out ahead of time, and follow those precisely,

o I have for about eleven years had the QA Department

10 in our utility reporting to me, and we had a manual about
,

'I yea thick that told people precisely what they did, and we

I? have nothing comparabic to that here.

I 13 On the other hand, we did do a lot of checking'

u of the kind that Dr. Gardner described here.

15 Q Judge Smith, I skipped around somewhat on my |

16 cross examination plan which I gave you earlier, but I am i

|
at my last topic now. I just wanted to ask the Committee17 1

18 a few questions on the subject of their statement of on the

19 job training which appears again at the top of Page 11 of

20 their rebuttal testimony.

21 On the third line --

22 A (Witness Gardner) What page was that again?

23 Q Page 11. It is the same page we were just focusing ,

24 on. In fact, the next sentence after quality assurance check.
Ace Feierst Hetwrters, Inc.

25 Beginning on line 3. The Committee also has reviewed the
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1 ATOG procedures, has reviewed the process used by Licensee for

2 on the job training, and has observed a sample of simulator

.rw 3 training, B&W and BPTS.

'

4 I would like to get a fuller understanding of your

5 review of the process used by Licensee. Could someone

6 summarize for on the job training?

7 A (Witness Kelly) For on the job training?

8 Q Yes, that is right.

9 A The process I used was to discuss the process with

10 the training management at TMI, and also with the operators

'I during interviews just exactly how they did their on the

12 job. training.

O
's_/ 13 I asked what type of check lists were involved

14 and reviewed these, but I was also very much interested in ;

15 how the operators were working on the shifts once they were

16 licensed, participating in the heat ups and cool downs at the
!

'

17 stations, performing surveillance checks. This is the

18 methodology.
I

19 Q Did you observe any on the job training?
'

20 A No, I did not.

2I Q- Did any Committee memters observe any on the job
.

) 22 training.

23 A (Simultaneously) I did not.

24 Q -Did you look at any of the documentation for on
Am Faletel Reporteet. Inc.

25 the job training, such as check lists, qual cards?

t

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ . - .
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s

1 A I looked at a few samplings of that, yes.

! 2 0 Did the Committee review any evaluations of on

r-s. 3 the job training?
! )

j'Q.
4 A (Simultaneously) I did not.

5 Q. Do you know whether any written evaluations of

6 on the job performance exist?

7 A (Wilness Kelly) I assume by viewing the check lists

a that are supposed to be filled out by shift supervision, that

9 =there are documents that do test the fact that the operators

10 have completed that particular portion of the training.

'
'

11 Although I have not seen any.

12 0 This is to any committee member. Do you have an

(,8) '13 understanding of how on the job performance is fed back into
,

la the-training program? Is this an area that was looked into?

15 A Well, during the performa rce of the on the job

16 training, as.they complete the. check lint or participato in

17 .particular types of training, they are evaluated by shift

16 supevision

19 - Q. What I am really talking about is on the job

20 ' performance now. Not on the job training.

21 A- I am sorry. That is what I was referring to, on

f) 22 the job performance is evaluated by shift supervision.

23 Q But you'did not review any documentation of that?

24 A The actual evaluation, no.
Are F.wm n.nomes, inc.

25 A (Witness Christensen) Ms. Wagner, 1 am not sure
,

w

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _m _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . . _
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:

[ - ; I completely understood the question, but I think it should

2 be mentioned that there are periodic meetings between

73 3 operational people, between training and education people
_

( '!'

g and so on, and it is my understanding that the operations

5 people have an opportunity to review examinations, review

6 license plans, and things like that, and make direct input

7 into them.

a I would think on the job performance would be

n reflected in those inputs that are made by the operations

to people to the training and education people. Is that

'

il responsive to what you were ---

'12 MR. JORDAN: I need to object, and move to strike

/3,) 13 what Dr. Christensen has just said. The question I believey

14 was one of methodology, and there was a foundation question

is that I observed to Mr. Kelly that went beyond methodology,
;

16 and then the question went as to whether he reviewed that, |

17 and that was okay.

-19 What Doctor Christensen has just addressed is not

19 what the committee did to look at something, but what his

20 understanding is of the substance, or what was actually done

21 at the Island, which is not methodology, and therefore, not
,

22 appropriate rebuttal, and not appropriate response to this)

21 cross.

24 MS. BAUSER: Judge Smith --
,

Ace Federd Repoeters, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITil: I am eager to see how --

- _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
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; MS. WAGNER: It is possible that he is technically

2 correct.

~ 3 JUDGE SMITII: That is exactly the way Ms. Bauser

')
4 feels.

5 (Laughter)

6 MS. WAGNER: It is quito possible. But on the

7 other hand, I guess I a.n somewhat struck by the irony of

e. having the Committoo before us and, in fact, having the proceed :

!
ing romanded to hear their views, and not being able to hearo

f10 their view on something.

11 So, I think I agroo that it does go beyond |
|

17 . methodology. '

13 So, I am in a quandry, I suppose. I would liko

14 to hear the answer to the question. That is why I asked it.

I i

'5 i JUDGE SMITII: The question has boon answorod, j

16 hasn't it? :
!
!i

17 i MS. WAGNER: Excuse me, that is correct.
|

13 MR. JORDAN: I couldn't know what an answer was

19 going to be. I had to move to striko rather than -- I wasn't i

i

20 objecting to the question, but to an answer that had,

21 ossentially, necessarily slipped by me.

22 JUDGE SMITil: Wo have had so much testimony from

23 Mr. Ross and the panel from the Island out thoro on this j
!

24 subject, that this whole exchango is harmless, and I just don't
A. r.u .e neno,m , inc.

25 think it hurts anything. I don't like to striko because it
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1 is not a precise -- it is not precise. I don't know -- not

2 hearing, I don't know what part of the question would fall

7s 3 within talking about the actual substance of the feedback, or

d
4 the observation part.

! 5 MR. JORDAN: Fortunately in this case it was -- I

6 was concerned.about that myself as I was looking down the road

7 to see what we might get. In this case there was a clear
i

8 distinction.

9 Mr. Kelly spoke about something, and then Dr.

10 Christensen spoke. Everything Dr. Christensen spoke is

'I subject to the Motion.

17 JUDGE SMITH: I don't question that you may be
<s(,) 13 right, but when I was listening -- I mean I did not listen

1d to it with that in mind, so I have to depend upon memory.

15 .I think you have all of the relief that you need. If it

16 turns out as you asserted, and I don't have any reason-to not | |

17 believe you, that a question is all tainted -- well, it just

IB can't be used for findings for that point.

19 MR. JORDAN: If it is limited in that way, I don't

.20 have a problem,
f

- 21 JUDGE SMITH: I mean for the truths of the
x

22 substantive method.

23 I might say that the point that you are raising

24 is one of the questions that I have for the panel when it
. Ac. r.,*,s n.imes.<i, Inc.

25 returns. That is one of the few questions that I have, so it
,

'
. i
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,

j is a moot point.

2 MR. JORDAN: I suppose it is as objectionable when

m 3 you ask it, as it was when she asked it.
,

'

4 JUDGE SMITfi: I don't think so. I am talking about

5 the Ross/ Newton / Leonard panel.

6 MR. JORDAN: Oh, that is a dif ferent panel.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Yes,

p BY.MS. WAGNER: (Continuing)

9 Q Dr. Christensen, as you are probably aware,

10 there is testimony by other witnesses as to periodic meetings,

il the same kind of meetings to which you yourself referred. What

12 is your basis for believing that feedback does occur in those

i 13 meetings? -

14 MR. JORDAN: I object. I thought the question was

15 what was their methodology for datormining what their basis i

16 would be for beliefs.

i I:
17 MS. WAGNER: I am trying to find out -- if ho tells i

i

is me his basis, I believe he will be telling me what ho looked

.19 a'tf*what information he reviewed, i

|

20 MR. JORDAN: The question is what did you do to !
I

21 examino the periodic mootings, or whatever the substanco is,

22 and to reach whatever datormination you reached?

21 JUDGE SMITil: That is a good question. Why don't

24 we put that to him.
M reseta nnweer., enc.

25 MS. WAGNER: I don't have any problem with that

__ -_-.
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; . question.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. Do you understand the
2

s 3 question?

WITNESS CHRISTENSEN: I would beg that it be'

4

5 repeated, please. To be sura that I understand it.

6 (Reporter reads question back)

WITNESS CHRISTENSEN: I did not examine results
7

e of the meetings to which I referred. This procedure -- and

o I am a little confused what we mean by methods here, but I

10 would call a method, method described to us ia our briefings

it of the pains that were taken to be sure that all who had

12 a legitimate input into examinations and training procedures

r~N
() 13 and so on would have that.

14 That was part of the initial briefings -- no, I

15 .believe they were the briefings at Parsippany in June, when

16 we first heard about this. And exactly who gave that part ;,

i
17 of the briefing, I do not remember.

].
I

la MR. JORDAN: It appeared to me from the witness'

19 statement that he had some confusion as to what methodology

-20 you were talking about.

21 JUDGE SMITil I don't think so. Ile identified

)
*

22 it. Briefings.

21 MR. JORDAN: Well, the question here is not the

24 methodology used by the -- yes, he did say the methodology
Ace Faferet Huerters, Inc.

25 the committee used was the briefing, but I was concerned he

I

%. __ . . _
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indicated to me some fooling that he was to talk about thei

2 methodology used by the Company in its operation. And that

3 is not the methodology we are talking about. That is just

to help as we go through and minimize the problems wo might4

5 have.

JUDGE SMITil You soo, you are always going to
6

run into the interface betwoon methodology the Committoo used,
7

and the substance of what they observed in their methodology,p

and they sometimes cross over,o i

,

But as I understand his answor, that ho -- the
10

i

il | method used by the Committoo was to bo briofed by the Company '

o on the job performance foodback.

13 MR. JORDAN: Right. And the testimony to the

lI method used by the Committoo is fine tontimony.14
I.|;

15 h MS. WAGNER: I have no further questions for

!

16 those wi*nossos.

Il
17 p MR. AU: Judge Smith, I may have spoken too !

't
bis quickly when I said I didn't have any questions. I do havo j

!

19 |
one f actual question when can be cleared up vary quickly.

1

20 JUDGE SMITil Suro.

|

End 4: 21
!

S nT fois.
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55-1-Suet 1 CROSS EXAMINATION

2 BY MR. AU:

EXX 3 0 Dr. Uhrig, on the bottom of Page 7 of your

4 rebuttal testimony, you state that the Committoo also reviewed

5 and placed reliance on G?UN's memorandum responding to the

6 Ri!R Report.

7 A (Witness Uhrig) I'm sorry, I don't --

8 0 The last sentonce.

9 A Yon.

10 0 What is the dato of that GPUN memorandum on

11 which you placed relianco?

12 A I don't know. Doon anyone know the dato of

Il that? The last aantonco on Pago 7.

14 (Witncan Gardnor) I don't know the dato, but

15 I was referring to that earlier when I said that I wan

16 familiar with GPUN'a renponso to the Ri!R Roport. I don't I

I

17 recall the exact dato. I do not recall tho exact dato, but |
|

18 that's the document that I said that I had noon and reviewed

19 at the onmo timo I looked at the RIIR Report.

20 0 Okay. And that document was reviewnd by you |

}

21 prior to preparing your profiled tontimony Novomber Int?

22 A Yan.

23 0 I'm going to show you Liconnoo Training 1:xhibit

24 g,imber 1 whicn han boon admitted in evidenco, and I am going
A. a.s .e n. poem , inc.

25 to ask you if that in the document which you placed rolianco
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#5-2-Suet 1 on.

2 (Mr. Au hands to the witness a document.)

3 A This document looks very similar to the one that-

4 I observed. But according to the dato on this I don't soo

5 how it could have boon. This in dated December the 21st.

6 But the content of this, as I skim it, looks

7 very similar to the one that I examined.

8 Q okay. So you couldn't have placed -- you havo

9 not soon Licensco Exhibit Number 1 beforo; is that correct?

10 That exact document?

11 A That is correct, this document.

12 Q So you did not placo relianco on that exact

1 13 document?

14 A Say that one again.

15 Q You did not placo rollance on that document?

16 A Not on this particular document.

17 0 So it was ponnibly an earlier document?

18 A That would be my belief. I don't know that.

39 (Witnces Kelly) This looka --

20 Q Mr. Kelly?

21 A I roccived and reviewod thin an well an the

22 document that wo woro discunning earlior, which I don't

23 remember the dato, but it wan Wall in timo to roview beforo

24 our testimony. This in an updato.
A . F.e se n m ,ini,ine.

25 At that timo of the earlier document, all of the
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#5-3-Suet 1 issues in the RilR Report had been addressed satisfactorily

2 to us.

3 Q So, your testimony is you placed reliance to-m

:

4 an -- ,

5 A That's right.

6 0 -- earlier version of that document?

7 A That in correct.

8 (Witness Gardner) That is correct, because I

9 havo not soon this one.

10 MR . AU : I have no further questions.

II JUDGE SMITil: Do you have redirect?

12 MS. DAUSER: Yes. But I would appreciato --

13 could I have a break ploano, Judge Smith, for a minuto?

Id JUDGE SMITil: Cortainly.

15 MS. DAUSER: Fivo minutes?

16 JUDGE SMITil Wo might as well take our mid-

I7 morning break. j
18 (Whorcupon, the hearing is recossed at 10:04 a.m.,

39 to reconvano at 10:17 a.m., this samo dato.)

20 JUDGE SMITil: Ms. Dausor.

2I REDIRECT EXAMINATION

22 DY MS. DAUSER:

INDEXXX 23 0 Dr. Gardnor, Mr. Jordan ankod you whethor the

24 modol of Dr. Hogan's that you woro reforring to on Pago 14
Ase Festwel Messerteve, liw,

25 of your testimony was the 101 modol, and I bo11ove you answorod
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#5-4-Suet 1 that question affirmatively. Is that the testimony?

2 A (Witness Gardner) I'm sorry. I was confused at

3 that point and misspoke.-s

4 Those various symbols and groups of letters and

5 so on I find hard to differentiato since I am not familiar

6 with this field. The IQI was one portion of what Mr. Rogan

7 was talking about, Dr. Regan, but actually it was only a

O small portion of it. And what I was referring to, which I

9 reviewed in great detail, was the -- and I can't recall those

10 symbols either, it's ISD or something of that kind, or SAT,
,

11 or a whole series of those things.

12 Whatever they are, it was the overall model that
-

13 he had suggestod of which IQI was one portion of it, one

14 aspect.

15 O Dr. Gardnor, the NRC Staff pointed out in its

16 cross-oxamination soveral actions that the Committoo did not --

17 savoral methods that the Committoo did not uso in conducting

18 its review of the TMI-l liconned operator training program.

19 I would liko to ask you what offect you believo

20 not using those methodologion that woro recommended by the

21 Staff had on the results that the Committoo found?

22 A I would liko to comment on and address directly

23 this issuo of methodology, becauso that has como up constantly.

24 In answer to your specific question, I would say
A rwww notene, W.

25 that it did not havo an offect, that wo did not lono by not
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LI5-5-Suet 1 using those particular methodologies. As a matter of fact,

2 in courses on evaluation to doctoral students one of the.

i

. 3 Points that I've tried to make in the past is that the

4 approach in real life to doing an evaluation is to avoid
!

S selecting from the textbook a particular model or even select-
,

6 ing the model that may be a favorite of the instructor, but

L
''

7 to examine the questions of concern, to look at the ' resources

8 that are available. This would be personnel, both numbers

9 and quality, time and other resources, money, and that the

10 plan that is devised should attempt to use those resources

11 to maximize the information that is needed to arrive at ap-

12 propriate answers to the questions that have been raised.

Q
1 ,e 13 Our approach -- that is the approach of the

..

14 Committee, its methodology -- at would be willing to defend as

15 completely appropriate. It actually took' place within two,

le time frames. .The first time frame involved certain activities
J

' 17 resulting in the Special Report. The data that we relied upon
,e

HI at that point did involve documents that we studied. - It

HP involved interviews and briefings by management.. .

20 But' those briefings, which we've used this term

'i 21 rather constantly, were-far more than just briefings. We

>-< ,

d) 22 spent considerable time with followup questions, with getting

23 information'from a. number of people in management, and found

24 -consistent results there.
a m. pense neuermes,ine.

25 We also had one unusual situation here. There was
s

I
_ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ . . . _ . . . _
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:#5-6-Suet: .I one set of ' data that was really unique in this particular

2 situation-which we felt could be used to advantage. And

3 that was the self-evaluation document that had been prepared

4 for INPO for accreditation. I'm not at all concerned about --

5 or wasn't at that time -- whether it was for INPO but as part

6 lof the usual. accreditation process which takes place both in

7 academia and in' assessing most training programs.

'S And this process involves, first of all, a self-

9 evaluation which describes the program of the academic institu-

10 tion or the utility in great detail, describes the procedures,

11 goes into very greattdetail on resources. This type of docu-

112 . ment is then submitted to the accrediting agency which examines'

f() 13 the' document very carefully. It_then sends a visiting team to

14 site-visit'the organization and to do a very detailed quality

15 assessment and see whether or not what is in that document is-

16 correct.

17 The worse thing that can happen to either a

18 psychology. department seeking accreditation oria college
,

l' -seeking accreditation:or an industrial training program seeking
a -

20 accreditation is to have material in'that self-evaluation which

21 cannot,be 'onfirmed by the site-visiting team. Therefore, I'c
(;p~g '

i_/ ' 22 felt that we had one set of documents here that warranted much

23 higher credibility, not only higher credibility but assurance

.24 that.what'was described there was actually being followed with-
Asmessem nose,mee, ins.

1 25 in the training program. That's the.first phase.

,

>

hL . _ _ _ _ _____ _____.-__.-_a _m _, m_ ..- m. .m __mm_._a___o_ m __-_. ___. m.__ _.__.s _ - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _-.-_____m._ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . -
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:45-7-Suet 1 The second phase where we had an increase both

2 in time an'd in personnel involved collecting data that we

U's .
3 observed firsthand, and those data which were summarized in.

4 our testimony ~ confirmed what we had previously presented in

5 our report.

6 MS. BAUSER: I have no more questions.

7
' JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Jordan?

'8 MR. JORDAN: I have no questions.

9 ~ JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au?

-10 MR. AU: I have no questions.

~

11 MS.' WAGNER: I may have a question.

~12 (Pause.)
. -

13 RECROSS EXAMINATION

14 BY MS. WAGNER:

INDEXX. 15 Q The first point is.one of clarification. You

16 may have already testified to this, but did the Committee

17 rely on the self-evaluation report in preparation of its

18 .' June 12th report?
- .

19 A (Witness Gardner) The answer to that is, yes,

'20 -because:one ofithe activities in which I engaged during the -

-,

121 May/ June period.was a.long conference with Dr. Knief, who
ry
()-' '.. - 22 :I believe~at'that' time had the' responsibility'for preparing.

23 the material to be-submitted to INPO. I am not certain,'but
~

.

24 I1believe-a't'that time it had.not been submitted,'or it was
~

Assessmus naporem,Inc.

- 25 about readyL.to be.
.-

%

D
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#5-8-Suet I But he supplied me with those documents which

2 I took home with me.

3 (Witness Uhrig) Let me add to that. Reference 18- m

4 in our Special Report is a memorandum of May 24, 1984, INPO

5 Self-Evaluation Report. And this is the document that was

6 given to us in the May/ June time frame.

7 Q The document, Document Number 18 --

8 A Yes.

9 Q -- I believe the description described the

-10 memorandum, but you were saying that attached to that memoran-

11 dum --

12 A I don't know whether it was the memorandum, but
,-.-

(,j - 13 it did -- it included the report. Whether the memorandum was

I4 the report or whether it was attached'to'the memorandum, I

15 don't recall. But the essence of the self-evaluation report

I6 was given to us at that' time.

~17 Q You said it included 'the report. Do.you recall

18 whether it included the entire report, or was it rather a

II summary of the report that was attached to the memorandum-

20 you referenced?

'2I 'A As'I recall it, it was an early draft ofJ-- a
7

'

It contained(j 22 semi-final-draft of'what was going to INPO.

23 the detailed material.

24
-Q Could you tell me, could you approximate how

Ase-Federes nepo,sers, Inc.

25 large a document this was in terms of inches, then?

-~ . . . . - . _ ..- . . - . - . .
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-95-9-Suet 1 A (Witness Gardner) Yes. It did consist of

2 two. parts. I had material which would be about that size.

3 (The witness is demonstrating with his hands.)

4 Q About four or five inches?

5 A About four or five inches. I'm sorry. I guess

6 she can't record that.

7 (Laughter.)

8 But Dr. Knicf also showed me a series of boxes

9 that had additional material. I obviously didn't read all

10 the material in those boxes but I did sample it. I did look

11 at some of it.

12 (Witness Uhrig) It was the smaller document that
,.

'. 13 I.had access to. I did not have access to the large amount.

14 (Witness Gardner) You assigned that job to me,

15 Bob.

16 (Laughter.)

17 .Q Dr. Gardner,'in response-to a question by your

18 counsel you said that.it would not be appropriate to use a-

19 textbook methodology --

20 A No. No.

21 0 -- in the situation -- no?
, -y,

(_)? 22 A I didn't say'that. At least, I hope I didn't.
t

23 Q Oh, I'm'sorry.

24 A What I said was that in a course of this kind
Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 .where-people, after they obtained their PhDs. go out and do
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#5-10-Suet 1 evaluations, is that they should not rely on textbook models

2 or textbook methodology. In many cases, it can be that there

3 will be a particular model that will fit a particular situation.
(- -x

4 But one of the dangers if you are presenting a

5 series of models of various types is that the person that is

6 leaving and going out on the job will restrict themselves to

7 just those models with which they are familiar, and that is

8 not the way that you approach a task of this kind to make

9 the maximum use of your resources and to come up with the

10 very best results.

Il Q~ Do you believe the methodology proposed by the

12 Staff in its testimony was tailored to the task at hand?
O

-i_) -13 A I'm sorry.

14 Q. Do you believe that the methodology proposed

15 by the Staff in its testimony was tailored to this task at

.16 hand, in contrast to something out of-a textbook?

17 A It's hard for me to answer that question. I

.

18 would say that the methodology proposed by the Staff would

~19. be.one that they had used successfully in a number of situa-

20 tions.

21 I would say that_most of the suggestions in the

k- 22 ' Staff. description of their methodology and the kinds of data
,

23 that the Staff indicated it would collect was-collected by

124 ~ the Committee. I would be most unwilling to say that any
' Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 particular methodology'was inappropriate, period, or might not~

[7
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45-11-Suet 'l be used for some specific kind of situation.

2 My point here is that very, very infrequently

.("g 3 unless you are bound by very hard and fast, rigid regulations
%J

4 and rules is there necessarily a best methodology for trying

5 to answer a series of questions. And I will even generalize

6 it here to research, that there are usually a number of ways

7 of approaching such a problem.

8 And I would certainly be rather amiss and even

.9 stupid if I were to maintain that it was only one appropriate

10 methodology and that methodologies that were proposed by other

Il people might not have equal merit, in some cases more merit.

END'#5 12

. ,- s

.b,y flws 13

14

- 15

16

17

18

19

.

20

'

21

. , -

'.), 22

.23

24
Ae-Feseres nepo,m, , Inc.

25
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MS. WAGNER: Thank you, gentlemen.

I have no further questions.

JUDGE SMITH: Any further questions?
3m_

MR. JORDAN: Not from us..

4

JUDGE SMITH: All right, gentlemen, you are

excused and thank you.

MR. JORDAN: Oh, I am sorry. Not from us on
.

that'particular rebuttal testimony. We did have a correction

that'we wanted to make that is most easily done at this

-point.

.

MS. BAUSER: Go ahead. I think Dr. Uhrig is aware

of your correction.

WITNESS UHRIG: Do you have the page?
. u,

MR. JORDAN: I am referring to page 31,817 ofg

.the transcript for Wednesday, December 19th, 1984.
15

,

Are you-with me, Dr. Uhrig?

WITNESS UHRIG: Yes.

.

MR.' JORDAN: The question and. answer that I am

L-
'

concerned with appears on line 11 through 15 and I will justy-

go ahead.and read it.

The' question'was "It is correct,--is it not,

~) before issuance of the Special Report, Dr. Uhrig, did you-
22sj

~

do anything to' check the accuracy and consistency of the.g

urriculum materials and examinations.against the actual.
24

Aas-Federal Reporters, Inc.
design of the. reactor?"

25

s
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,

Sim 6-2. 1 The answer was "That is correct."

2 I believe the problem is that is not an answer'

f-
- 3 to'that question.

k)-'
4 (Laughter.)

~

5 WITNESS UHRIG: It depends on which half of

6 your question you are talking about.

7 (Laughter.)

8 MR. JORDAN: I certainly intended to state

9 it as Yourdid not do anything to check the accuracy and

- 10 -consistency of the curriculum materials and examinations

- 11 against the actual design of the reactor? Is that what

7= 12 you were intending to answer?

in
i ,,); '13 WITNESS UHRIG: That answer that I apparently

,

s

14
-intended to give at that time was No. We have subsequently

.
of. course talked about the operations plant manual and

' 16
thoseicorrections. But'the answer that I intended to give

17
is as you said, no.

18
MR.~ JORDAN: So your answer to the question as

'l9
it appears in the text is no.

20 . WITNESS UHRIG: As it appears in the text, no.

21 MR. JORDAN: That would be-all, Your Honor.-

r. ,s
22 -JUDGE SMITH: You are excused. Thank you.<

' ' - -

! (Panel excused.)
24

MS. BAUSER: Judge Smith, could we just have
u.F m n m ,im.

25:

two minutes',_please?-
s

,9
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, Sim 6-3-

JUDGE SMITH: All right.j

'

(Brief recess.)2

JUDGE SMITH: Do you wish to be heard, Mr. Au?
, 3

t t

MR. AU: Yes. For the record, I have just'

4

handed out to the parties and to the Judges the Commonwealth
5

f Pennsylvania's motion to disquality Administrative Law6

Judge Ivan Smith.
7

With me today is Mr. Thomas Rees, who is
8

Deputy General Counsel of the Governor's Office of General9

:10 Counsel.

11 MR. REES: Thank you, Mr. Au.

-12 If the Board, please, I am here today as
'

. ..ss . .

(). 13 a representative of the Governor's Office and the Commonwealth

14 .because of a serious concern on our behalf about Judge Smith's

15 ^ statements in this case, both extrajudicially and in~the'

16 ' 'undling. of remanded. hearings. :-

,

17 JUDGE SMITH: Just'a moment. .You-are.a counsel?

18' MR..REES: Yes.-

'9 ' JUDGE-SMITH: 'For the Attorney General?* j
.

20 =MR. REES: I'am Deputy General _ Counsel'in.the.
~

21 Governor'_s. Office.
+

' L - 22 JUDGE SMITH:- All right'. Have;you filed a
g

. -

notice of' appearance in-this hearing?.
.

23

24 MR._REES: .I:am: filing a notice of appearance-
A=4ederse n corwrs, Inc.

~ 25 today,;Your. Honor.-

.I
w
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- Sim' 6-:4 JUDGE SMITH: All right. We will give you a
3

courtesy opportunity to appear until you do that.
2

.- MR. REES: Thank you.
_, . 3

O JUDGE SMITH: Now what is the purpose of your
4

'5 . remarks?.

MR. REES: I am going to outline very generally
6

the grounds that we have stated in our motion to disqualify.
7

JUDGE SMITH- Our rules provide that motions
8

.be in writing. Is there anything you are going to say in
9

addition to the motion?10

II - MR. REES: The motion is made in writing and

12 I believe that it would be helpful at this time to have a

/S(j 13 . statement as to the grounds that are stated in the motion.

I4 JUDGE. SMITH: No, sorry. We don't want to

15 hear from.you.
.

16 MR.'REES: Thank you very much.

17 JUDGE SMITH: JYod have to make the entire

18 presentation in writing. 'I am sorry to put you to the

39 inconvenience to come here~, but that.is not.just my; preference,

'20 but that is'the standard-that has been set up in the'NRC.
~

. 21. ;for motions.to.disquality, that they be in writing and that
-

L 22 the. parties have an~ opportunity to respond to them.

23 . . MR . REES: Well, the grounds are fully stated

4
- . in'the' motion,in writing, but-I will take exception to'your

. Ace-Feesees n pormes,inc.

25 ruling.
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'Sim 6-5'

-1 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

2 You may.' proceed.

3 MR. AU: Before we proceed ---
}g<-q ...

4 JUDGE SMITH: Excuse me, Mr. Au.

5 MR. AU: --- let me also state for the record

.6 'that I am transmitting copies of the motion by mail today

7 toLthe service list.

8 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Thank you.

'9 And we appreciate the courtesy copies which

~ .-10 ;y~ou provided.

Il 'MS. BAUSER: Judge Smith, licensee han. called

.. 12 'to.the: witness stand Dr. Ronald Knief~and Mr. Bruce
;,
.,

W. Leon'ard..-Dr. Knief was' sworn during the previous proceedings13
.

.

.14 -

.

Leonard has already testified:in the proceedings
-

'and Mr.

15
-this1 year.

:16
- .Whereupon,-

d -17
RONALD A. KNIEF

-18
- and -,

19
BRUCE P.. LEONARD

^20 .
.

.were called as' witnesses by the Licensee and,'having;been
- ' 21 previouslyfduly sworn,.were further examined and testified:_ p.

) , . 22
, F, . ' .

'
as T follow!.;:,

*
:23-

DIRECT EXAMINATION-
ci- - 24
ON #"''*'* 8"*- -BY'MS.:BAUSER:

25

w -Q- . Gentlemen, could you'please' state your name,

.
'

.
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1 Sim 6-6 1 position and place of employment?

. 2 -A (Witness Knief) Ronald A. Knief, currently

<f. ~3 Manager of Special Products, TMI-2 Programmatic Safety.

'

4 Overview Committee, GPU Nuclear Corporation.

5 A (Witness Leonard) Bruce Leonard, Operator

6 Training Manager, Three Mile Island.

7
Q Gentlemen, I draw your attention to a document

8 . dated November 28, 1984 and entitled " Rebuttal Testimony of

9

Dr. Ronald A. Knief-and Mr. Bruce P. Leonard," consisting
10

of 13'pages and two attachments.
11

Dr. Knief, does this testimony represent the
12

[J-) testimony prepared by you and Mr. Leonard ~.for this proceeding?
13a.

.34 . A- ~ (Witness Knief) Yes, it does.

Q Gentlemen, I' understand there are not corrections'15

36
.to make to the testimony; is that correct?-

A IThat is correct.
37

Q Dr._Knief, is this testimony true and correct
~

.jg

,j9 to the best of your knowledge.and belief?

L'
-20 'A It is.

Q Mr. Leonard, I would ask you if this testimony
21

;,) ;is true and ' correct- to the best of t your knowledge and belief?.11 f 22 s

.y
* ~

.23 A. ,(Witness Leonard) Yes, ma'am, it.is.

'24 MS. BAUSER: Mr. Chairman, . I move':that the" - '
_

Ame-Fassess nworises inc. .

Knief and Mr.' Bruce P.f:25 rebuttal testimony of.Dr.' Ronald A.
. ,

x
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.Sim-6-7'
1 Leonard be ' admitted into evidence and be physically incorporatec. '

2 .into the record as if read.

. . -Q 3 JUDGE SMITH: Are there:any objections?
'

:

4 - MR. JORDAN: No objection.

'

5 JUDGE SMITH: The testimony is received.>

'6 (The ' testimony of Messrs. Leonard and Knief

'

'INDEX. 7 .follows:)

8

.9

10

11

12

13

'

14
. . _ .

Lh[- ,
15

..

16
.

'>' 17

18
.v

19

20

L21
'

:/ m

>y,f
'

123

24
' Ase-Fatwal Repoem, Inc

25
.
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November 28, 1984

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

s

''

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-289 SP
) (Restart-Management Remand)(Three Mile Island Nuclear )

Station, Unit No. 1) )

REBUTTAI. TESTIMONY OF
DR. RONALD A. KNIEF 'dD MR. BRUCE P. LEONARD

Q.l. Have you, Dr. Knief and Mr. Leonard, read the

prefiled testimony of Dr. James J. Regan submitted on behalf of

UCS on November 15, 1984 in this proceeding?-(9,
x- A- A.l.

*

Yes, we have read Dr. Regan's prefiled testimo-
. ny.

Q . 2 .- Is this testimony responsive to Dr. R;agan's tes-
'

timony?
|
'

A.2. -Yes.

Q.3. Why are you filing this response?
-

A.3. We believe it is important to respond to Dr.
Regan's testimony because we believe Dr. Regan is unaware of

the considerable efforts by GPU Nuclear in the past four and a

half years to establish' the validity of the TMI-1 licensed op-,.s

']'-
erator training program.

- - . -. - - - - - - -
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Dr. Regan's familiarity with our program apparently is
,

limited to about seven days' exposure to the facts associated

with it. See Regan Testimony at 1. Moreover, as Dr. Regan

stated in his deposition, he did not know enough about the spe-

cific tasks associated with the job of control room operator to

apply his personnel performance system to Three. Mile Island.

Regan Deposition of November 13, 1984, at 157, 159, 168. He

therefore did not answer the question, "Is the instruction ade-

quate to prepare the operators to operate the plant safely?"

Regan Deposition at 168, referring to ALAB-772. Instead, Dr.

Regan's testimony describes the system he would use to validate

the program.

We do not fundamentally disagree with the principles ar-

ticulated by Dr. Regan. In fact, the purpose of this testimony

is to demonstrate GPU Nuclear's efforts over the past four and

a half years to validate operator training, as Dr. Regan advo-

cates in his testimony.

Q.4. Why is this testimony sponsored by the two of

you (Dr. Knief and Mr. Leonard)?

A.4. Each of us contributes a slightly different per-

spective on and useful information related to the issue of the

validity of the TMI-l licensed operator training program. Dr.

Knief was Manager, Plant Training, TMI from mid-1980 to

mid-1983 and Manager of Educational Development for a year
thereafter. He therefore has an historic perspective on the

development of the program. As well, Dr. Knief approaches the

-2-
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|
^
'

..

|
|

|issue with a strong background in university and professional '

industrial education. Mr. Leonard, whose credentials have been

previously described, is a member of this panel because of his
]

detailed familiarity with the current licensed operators
3,

s /
'

training program, including the job / task analyses for the TMI-1

RO and SRO that is underway. Together, we can best respond to

Dr. Regan's views. Our qualification statements are attached

to this testimony.

Q.5. Describe the validation methods applied by GPU

Nuclear to the TMI-l licensed operator training program.
A.S. To answer this question, it is necessary to pro-

vide some historical perspective. As Dr. Regan pointed out in

his deposition, relating the content of training to the charac-

teristics of a job "isn't done all that often." Regan Deposi-

|| tion at 144. In Dr. Regan's view, "there ought to be some at-

tempt to recognize the dramatic advances in educational

technology that are and have taken place in the last five to

ten years." Regan Deposition at 144. Incorporation of these

advancements does not ensure that a training program is good.

See Regan Deposition at 148-49. Nevertheless, a contemporary

vocational training program should have some content validation

and, as well, use modern technology, e.g., using computers to

manage the training process and to instruct, using feedback
mechanisms. See Regan Deposition at 144-47. GPU Nuclear has

_j endeavored to accomplish these goals and others, as the li-

censed operator training program has evolved over the last four

and a half years.

-3-

_ _ _ _- -



;

.

The operator accelerated retraining program (OARP), devel-

oped in the aftermath of the TMI-2 accident, was designed and
C conducted in a manner then typical of the nuclear industry and

academia -- it was a traditional, knowledge-based program which~3
( ')'

emphasized subject-matter topics and prior knowledge of the in-
structors. As a traditional program, it was diverse and thor-

'

ough. However, it was not correlated with specific job perfor-
mance requirements.

In mid-1980, ':.e Training and Education Department of GPU

Nuclear was formed, with Dr. Long as Director and Dr. Knief as
Manager of Plant Training at TMI. Dr. Long and Dr. Knief were

familiar with concepts of validation, and took immediate steps
to shift the focus of operator training to a performance basis.
Program validity was sought in terms both of subject-matter

|| content and job performance. Information in both areas devel-
oped in-house was compared to that available from external

sources such as INPO and the NRC. Systematic training develop-
ment using feedback from a variety of cognizant personnel in-

creased content and performance validity.

Q.6. What method did GPU Nuclear use to improve the

validity of its TMI-l licensed operator training program?
A.6. Instructor training, which started in 1980,

placed special emphasis on the development and use of behav-

ioral learning objectives. In addition, instructors were in-

) troduced to the principles of training needs analysis, job and
task analysis, and testing and evaluation -- topics which were

-4-%.
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later formalized as key elements in GPU Nuclear's and INPO's

training system development (TSD) models and the NRC's system-
i ,

atic approach to training (SAT). Subsequent revisions to them

replacement and requalification operator training programs in-,

| \

m/ corporated these principles.

Q.7. Do you have a medel that can be used to evaluate

the development of training at TMI?

A.7. Yes. The TSD model is a method to develop a

performance-based training program.

The TSD model includes five basic elements -- analysis,
design, development, implementation, and evaluation. In summa-

ry, the TSD model recommends that a new training activity be

constructed using the following steps: (1) Front-end analyses

first identify the nature and extent of the training needs and
then identify the elements of the job and tasks of which the

job is composed. (2) The design phase focuses on developing

behavioral learning objectives and job performance measures

which correspond to the tasks required to perform the job. (3)

The development component is primarily involved with developing

curricula, training strategies, and lesson plans and other ma-
terials. (4) Implementation includes the actual scheduling and
delivery of the training to the subject audience. (5) Although

evaluation is listed as the final step of the TSD process, and

indeed in its summative form can be a final wrap-up exercise,

~} formative (in-line) evaluations should be conducted during and

between each of the other steps to assess consistency and

-5-
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- provide for in-line feedback to modify and improve the result-

ing training program.

When a TSD approach is applied to an existing training

g- program, in contrast to a new program under development, the
^'

initial focus is logically on the evaluation step. Strengths

and weaknesses should be identified with the la'tter becoming

the primary focus of attention and resources.,
Q.8. How was the TSD approach applied at TMI?

A.8. Beginning in 1980, application of these princi-

ples to the licensed operator training programs at TMI-l

showed that the development and implementation phases were al-

ready conducted effectively. In our view, hcwever, analysis,

design, and evaluation could benefit from additional attention

to assure proper focus on job performance. It was to these

|| matters that our attention .urned. Use of the TSD model was

formalized in 1983.

The transition to performance-based training at TMI began

through emphasis on behavioral learning objectives. These ob-

jectives identify not only subjec+ areas required, but skills

or cognitive behav'iors to be mastered. See Regan Testimony at

6. The behavioral learning objectives for the licensed opera-
tor were developed or revised by job incumbents or other sub-

ject matter experts. This approach included an inherent ele-

ment of informal or " table-top" job / task analysis.
_

; Q.9. Did the use of behavioral learning objectivesa

affect the performance evaluation process?

L
-6-
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A.9. Evaluation in a performance-based setting is

based on matching test items directly to the behavioral learn-
C ing objectives. Focus on objectives paid the immediate divi-

dend of allowing progress to be made simultaneously on three offs

()'~

the phases of the TSD model (analysis, design, and evaluation).

Q.10. How did you ensure that instructors unfamiliar

with the use of behavioral learning objectives properly uti-
lized them in the classes they taught?

.

A.10. Instructors and supervisors were trained on

writing and use of behavioral learning objectives as a means of

focusing instructional and student attention on training per-
formance requirements and of communicating program content to

Operations. management personnel for their added input and ulti-

mate concurrence. Instructor training courses, given rou-

|| tinely, continue the process of educating instructors in the

performance-based methods utilized at TMI. In addition, when

the program was instituted, the Manager of Plant Training

worked with Training staff on improving the quality of the be-

havioral learning objectives through instructor classroom eval-

uations and review of selected lesson plans.

Q.11. Did the validation process used at TMI evolve

further in the 1980 to 1982 time-frame?

A.11. With the issuance of NUREG/CR-1750, " Analysis,

Conclusions, and Recommendations Concerning Operator Licensing"
I (January 1981), generic job analysis information for the

licensed-operator job was available for the first time. GPU

-7-
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Nuclear reviewed this document carefully. It was used to as-

sess the content of the TMI-l licensed operator training pro-

gram. It also was used to assess new qualification cards de-

veloped to support on-the-job training activities.
( )
V INPO Guidelines (initially christened " benchmarks of ex-

cellence") for licensed operator training also were issued in

this time-frame. Comparison of their subject matter to that of

the TMI-l program showed substantial agreement and content va-

lidity. The two programs also matched in terms of administra-

tive requirements, such as the types of evaluations and review

and approval mechanisms, which enhance performance validity.

In addition, in 1980 GPU Nuclear instituted a program of

evaluation of simulator training by management. Due to their

inherent integration of the entire range of job-performance

skills, simulator drills and evolutions have been especially

important evaluation methods providing feedback to both the

training and operational arenas. They are also important mech-

anisms in performance validation.

In addition, in 1982 the formal process for operator cer-

tification as ready to operate the plant was established to

consist of an integration of several training-related

performances--classroom quizzes and examinations, on-the-job

qualification, simulator and plant drills, and final written

and oral examinations. Assistance was provided to instructors

} for their roles in these activities through a workshop on

testing and evaluation. Based initially on consultation by Dr.

-8-
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Eric Gardner with the TMI Training Department, the workshop'

provided some specific guidance on construction and use of a

variety of written and oral examination methods. During the

workshop, the instructors developed a TMI-specific taxonomy of
~

cognitive skills against which existing quizzes and examina-

tions were compared to assess relative balance'between memori-

zation and higher order mental processes, such as problem

solving and decision-making. This training provided background

for developing test specifications for annual requalification
examinations.

Q.12. When did the INPO industry-wide job / task analy-
sis effort begin and what was GPU Nuclear's involvement in that

.

effort?

A.12. In 1981, INPO began its industry-wide job / task

|| analysis project. TMI-l supported the effort by having li-

censed operators complete surveys and participate in validation

exercises concucted at INPO headquarters in Atlanta. Educa-

tional technologists from both the TMI and Oyster Creek

Training Departments participated in workshop sessions at INPO

to become trained on the process in support of plant-specific
validation of the job / task lists.

Q.13. Have the INPO guidelines for accreditation been

utilized at TMI?

A.13. INPO's 1982 draft guidelines for accreditation
m

of nuclear power plant training programs were reviewed by,

Training and Education Department management and educational

-9-m.
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technologist personnel in terms of consistency with the TMI-l-

,

llicensed operator training program. GPU Nuclear contracted |C i

with Data Design Laboratories (DDL) to perform an extensive i

evaluation of these programs using the draft INPO criteria as a

basis. Their assessment of program strengths provided assur-

ance of overall validity, while identification 'of specific

weaknesses provided guidance for program improvement.

Q.14. Was the 1983 INPO generic job / task analysis used

in the continued development of the TMI licensed operator
training program?

A.14. The 1983 publication by INPO of generic job / task

analysis results for licensed operators allowed comparison of
,

the analyses to TMI-l licensed operator OJT task sheets.

Through this process, TMI Training revised the on-the-job '

|| training program using the performance requirements established
by INPO.

Perhaps even more importantly, the INPO analysis provided
1a useful benchmark for developing training materials for the

Basic Principles Training Simulator (BPTS). The design of the

BPTS itself owes much of both its hardware configuration and

instructor-console software to upfront table-top task analysis

and resulting behavioral learning objectives developed by Op-
erations, Training, and Technical Functions personnel. BPTS

training development used the much more detailed INPO results

() to identify those tasks for which the device is best suited.

At the same time, tasks suited for training on a full scope
r
(, -10-
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simulator were also identified. This process supported.

on-going training at what was then the B&W simulator and also

was used in the development of specifications for the TMI-l

replica simulator ultimately ordered from Singer-Link.
i

'v' The Training Department also has taken the INPO generic

job / task analysis results and prepared a job-analysis task list
for the licensed operator. This was done using the

plant-specific information provided previously to INPO by'the

TMI-l licensed operators and a supplemental job analysis con-
ducted by GPU Nuclear. Using this list, tasks are being iden-

tified which are appropriate for inclusion in the licensed op-
erator training program. A matrix will identify whether each

task is taught in the classroom and/or on the job. The matrix
'

also will be used to upgrade the task descriptions and perfor-

mance standards contained on the OJT qualification cards.

Q.15. Has TMI applied for INPO accreditation?

A.15. Yes. The TMI Training Department has completed

a self-evaluation report in support of INPO accreditation for

the licensed operator training programs. An accreditation team

visited the site in early October, 1984 and is currently
preparing its report.

Q.16. How is the operations plant manual used to fur-

ther facilitate performance-based training?

A.16. The operations plant manual (OPM), the majority
~'

of which was issued in early 1984, provides a single reference

for the base subject-matter that licensed operators need for

-11-
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their jobs. Developed primarily by operations personnel, it

has been supplemented through reviews by Training and Technical
C Functions. The presence of behavioral learning objectives for

each section of the OPM provides focus not only on the key sub-s
( )
''

ject matter but also on the important cognitive levels associ-

ated with each element. It is extremely useful'to training

personnel, operators and operator candidates a,s a reference
,

tool that corresponds to both the training subject-matter and
the job performance requirements.

Q.17. Are the performance-based training methods used

by GPU Nuclear identical to the method recommended by Dr.

Regan?

A.17. No. However, our methods are consistent with

Dr. Regan's recommendations and certainly have involved many of

|| the same elements that he recommends. Moreover, it is impor-

tant to recognize that there are practical and legitimate con-

straints on our ability to implement a performance system such

as Dr. Regan recommends. The licensed operator training pro-

grams in place at TMI-l are ongoing programs, implemented on a

continuous basis to a fairly small group of individuals. In

this framework, test reliability, for example, is not readily

established on a statistical basis. Standardization also may

be impractical, as training needs change rather quickly.

Perhaps it is stating the obvious to note that when we de-

cided to introduce performance-based training at TMI, it was,

not possible to shut down the operator training programs while

(,_ -12-
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we thoroughly analyzed, designed and developed them. Instead,

it was necessary to continue to train operators. Over the past

four and a half years, particularly with the development of the

f^3 INPO job / task analyses, we have expended considerable resources
V

and effort to correlate our program with and revise it on the

basis of performance criteria. In our opinion, accomplishing

this effort in an evolving manner has been both necessary and
advantageous.

Q.18. Do you have any concluding remarks?

A.18. Yes. The TMI-l licensed operator training pro-

gram is performance-based. Notwithstanding the shutdown of

TMI-1, the program's validity has been and continues to be
,

tested by various means, such as the capabilities of the

trainees on-the-job, at the simulators, in-plant drills and on-

|| , examinations (oral and written). Independent evaluations have

occurred, as well, e.g., by the NRC Staff, OARP Committee, DDL,

Rickover and INPO. Numerous feedback mechanisms from trainees

and Operations management to Training exist to factor in the

users' views of the program. In short, the program does pre-

pare operators to safely operate TMI-1.

m

W

L
-13-
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Attachment 1-

_

RONALD ALLEN KNIEF.

_ Professional Experience

Current Position
1984-Present Manager, Special Projects -- Permanent member of TMI-2

pJ Programatic Safety Overview Comittee (PSOC); GPU Nuclear
Corp.; Middletown, Pennsylvania

1983 - 1984 Manager, Educational Development; GPU Nuclear Corp.;
Middletown, Pennsylvania

1980 - 1983 Manager, Plant Training; Three Mile Tsland Nuclear Station;
GPU Nuclear Corp.; Middletown, Pennsylvania

1977 - 1980 Associate Professor; Department of Chemical and Nuclear
Engineering; University of New Mexico; Albuquerque, New -
Mexico

1975 - 1980 Licensed Senior Reactor Operator for UNM AGN-20lM Training
Reactor (Chief Reactor Supervisor 1976 - 1980)

1977 Consulting Fuel Facility Inspector; U.S. Nuclear Regulatory .

Comission, Region III; Glen Ellyn, Illinois .

1974 - 1977 Assistant Professor; Department of Chemical and Nuclear
Engineering; University of New Mexico; Albuquerque, New
Me ico

1972 - 1974 Senior Physicist; Reactor Physics and Computational
Analysis; Combustion Engineering, Inc.; Windsor, Connecticut

Summer 1969 Research Associate; Nuclear Safeguards Research &
Development Group; Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory; Los
Alamos, New Mexico

Sumer 1968 Research Associate; Fission Physics Research Group;
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory; Livermore California

1965 - 1967 Laboratory Teaching Assistant; Department of Physics;
Albion College; Albion, Michigan

Ancillary Educational Activities

1975 - 1979/
Director / Consulting (Seven courses through 1979/Three

Director; Short Courses on Nuclear
Present Criticality Safety

.}
through 1983)

1980 - Present Adjunct Associate Professor; Department of Chemical and
Nuclear Engineering; University cf New Mexico; Albuquerque,
New Mexico
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1981 - Present Adjunct Associate Professor; Nuclear Engineering
Department; Pennsylvania State University; State College,
Pennsylvania

|

1984 Lecturer; IAEA Nuclear Power Course on Safety and
Reliability in Nuclear Power Plant Operation; Co-Sponsored
by Argonne National Laboratory and the International Atomic
Energy Agency; Argonne, Illinois

;

1983 Lecturef; DOE Course on Prevention of Significant Nuclear
Events; U.S. Department of Energy; Gaithersburg, Maryland,
Salt Lake City, Utah, and Knoxville, Tennessee

1978 - 1981 Staff Member and Lecturer; International Training Courses
on Physical Security for Nuclear Facilities; Co-Sponsored
by Sandia Laboratories, U. S. Department of Energy, and
International Atomic Energy Agency; Albuquerque, New Mexico

1975 - 1980 Instructor; Nuclear Engineering Orientation (1975 - 1977)
and Nuclear Energy Technology (1978 - 1980) courses; Sandia
Laboratories; Albuquerque, New Mexico

1976 - 1980 Director; Citizens Workshops on Energy and Environment for
New Mexico (over 200 presentations to school, civic, and
professional groups) '

1980 Staff Member and Lecturer; International Training Course on
Nuclear ,'laterials Accountability for Safeguards Purposes;
Co-Sponsored by Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, U. S.
Department of Energy, and International Atomic Energy
Agency; 3anta Fe, New Mexico

1972 - 1974 Adjunct Faculty Member; Physics Cepartment; University of
Hartford; West Hartford, Connecticut

Education

B.A. Physics, Mathematics, Albion (Michigan) College 1967
Economics

*

Ph.D. Nuclear Engineering University of Illinois at 1972
Urbana-Champaign

q

L

ICO !!0'Ctl id3I'd*n Iul th9 ?!:9T r9c8? '!I
-

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



, , ._

'
.

.

Specialized Education and Training
*

,

DCE Course on Prevention of Significant Nuclear Events, March 1983

Introduction to Power Plant Operations for Utility Executives, Westinghouse
POTC Simulator,1982.

O TMI Emergency Director / Emergency Support Director Courses,1982.

TMI-l Safety Review Course,1982.
-

Sr. Management TMI-1 (Systems) Training Program,1981.

GPUN Management Development Program,1981.
,

Public Speaking and Issue Development Program, Smith & Harnoff,1981.

Faculty Institute on LMFBR Safety, Argonne National Laboratory,1978

Faculty Institute on Light Water Reactor Safety, Argonne National Laboratory,
1976.

CSUI/ANL Student Research Participation Program, Argonne National Laboratory.Spring Semester,1966.
.

Honors and Awards

Who's Who in the East 1381 - Present

Who's Who in Technology Today 1979 - Present
'

Who's Who in the West 1979-1981

Outstanding Young Man of 1979 (U.S. Jaycees)
:

U. S. : Atomic Energy Comission Special Fellowship in Nuclear Engineering,University of Illinois, 1968-71

Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship for College Teaching, University ofIllinois, 1967-68

Albion College
Highest Honors (Magna Cum Laude) and Departmental Honors in Physics,1967,

Styna Pi Sigma and DeNooyer Prizes in Physics,1967
. Phi Beta Kappa Academic Honor Society,1966

Omicron Delta Kappa Leadership Honor Society,1967
Signa Pi Sigma (Physics), Xappa Mu Epsilon (Mathematics), and Omicron

Delta Kappa (Economics)~ Honor Societies,1965
(-] Phi Eta Sigman Freshman Honor. Society,1964

L
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Knief, R. A., Nuclear Energy Technology: Theory and Practice of Consnericalf

C Nuclear Power, Hemisphere Publishing Corp. and McGraw-Hill Book Co.,1981
.

Knief, R. A., Nuclear Criticality Safety: Theory and Practice (manuscript

Q
submitted to the American Nuclear society for 1984 publication)

Knief, R. A., " Nuclear Steam Supply Systems," in Elliott, T. C. (Ed. ),
Standard Haneook of Powerplant Engineering, McGraw-Hill Book Co. (in
preparation)

Papers, Reports. and other Presen_tations -

Knief, R. A. , Long, R. L. , and Newton, S. L. , " Training Requirements at TMI --
45,, 195 (1983).5Harbinger for the Industry?," Trans, & Nucl . Soc. ,

Knief, R. A. , Long, R. L. , and Newton, S. L. , " Training Requirements at TMI --
Lessons for Nuclear Industry?," 2nd Annual International Nuclear Education :

Conference, Rochester, NY, Sept. 27-29, 1983.

Knief, R. A. and Masia, B. 8., "New Perspectives on Testing and Evaluation at
GPU Nuclear," 2nd Annual International Nuclear Education Conference,
Rochester, NY, Sept. 27-29, 1983.

Knief, R. A., " Nuclear Criticality Safety Training for TMI-2 Operators,"
Trans. Am. Nucl. Soc., M , 306 (1983).

Long, R. L., Gaines, D. P., and Knief, R. A. , " Nuclear Personnel Training
After TMI-2: The GPUN Response," Prog._ Nuch, Energy, 10_, 349 (1982).u

Knief R. A., " Achieving and Maintaining Training Quality at TMI,"
Westinghouse POTC Institute Day, Monroeville, PA, October 5,1982.

.

Irizarry, C. A. , Jones, J. W., and Knief, R. A. , " Instructor Development at
Three Mile Island," Personnel Selection and Training Bulletin, 3_, 81 (1982).

;

. Knief, R. A., " Radiation Protection Training at TNI," ANS/ HPSA Meeting on
| Radiation Safety Training, Pittsburgh, PA, March 5-6, 1982.

Knief, R. A. , Boltz, D. J. , and Irizarry, C. A. , " Behavioral Learning
Objectives for Plant Simulation at TMI," Trans. Am._ Nucl. Soc., 39,, 281 (1981).

Knief, R. A. and Long, R. L., " Behavioral Learning Objectives for Simulator
Training," Society for Applied Learning Technology Conference on Simulation
and Training Technology for Nuclear Power Plant Safety, Arlington, VA,
September 17 - 18, 1981.

Q Irizarry, C., Jones, J. , and Knief, R. A., " Instructor Development Program at
TMI," ANS Symposium on Training of Nuclear Facility Personnel, Gatlinburg, TN,
CONF-810411, April 27 - 29,1981.

L
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Professional Societies.

i

American Association for the Advancement of Science (1976 - Present) l

American Nuclear Society (1971 - Present)
Member, Student Affairs Subcommittee (1976 - Present)
Member, Engineering & Technology Accreditation Registration &

Os
Professional Development Committee (1982 - Present)

Chairman, Central Pennsylvania Section (1983-84)
Chairman, Nuclear Criticality Safety Division (1980-81)
Chairman, New Mexico Trinity Section (1977-78)

American Physical Society (1967 - 1982)
,

Institute of Nuclear Materials Management (1977 - Present)

Society of Signa Xi (1972 - Present)

Other Professional Activities -

Consultant, Sandia National Laboratories (1974 - Present)

Reviewer, McGraw-Hill Book Compary (1979 - Present)

Evaluator, New York Regents' Program on Non-Collegiate Sponsored Instruction
(1980 - Present)

Reviewer, U.S. Department of Energy Traineeship Programs (1980 - Present)

Visitor, Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (1982 - Present)

Reviewer, Hemisphere Publishing Corporation (1982 - Present)

Visitor, INPO Accreditation (1983 - Present)

Consultant United Nuclear Corporation (1979)

Consultant, Argonne National Laboratories (1977)

Community Activities

Member, TMI Speakers Bureau 1980 - Present

American Red Cross Water Safety Instructor 1964 - 1981

YMCA Specialist Instructor in Water Safety 1976 - 1980
G
V Member, Nuclear Medicine Committee, Veterans 1976 - 1980

Adninistration Hospital, Albuquerque, New Mexico

L
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Teaching Reco_rd,

University Courses [No. of times)

( University of Hartford

Physics ill: General Physics I [2]

O Physics 312: cenerai Physics II (22

University of New Mexico

Engr.101: Intro. to Engineering [1]

N. E. 420: Fundamentals of N. E. (Nuclear Physics) - (13

N. E. 423L: Radiation Measurements Laboratory [1]

N. E. 430: Intro to Nuclear Engineering [2]

N. E. 461: Reactor Design Analysis (23

N. E. 465: Nuclear Power Systems [1]

N. E. 465: Nuclear Energy Technology [1]
.

N. E. 466: Environmental Safety Analysis [1]

N. E. 502: Methods of Nuclear Safety and Safeguards [2]

N. E. 510: Reactor Theory I [4]

N. E. 511: Reactor Theory II [5]

Pennsylvania State University, Capitol Campus

ET 497A: Nuclear Energy Technology (1]

GPUN Courses / Sessions [No. of times)

TMI-1 Licensed-Operator Candidates Basic Reactor Theory 16 hr

TNI-2 Licensed-Operator Nuclear Criticality Safety 4 hr (73
Requalification

TMI-1 Licensed-Operator Risk Assessment 4 hr (53
Requalification

Shift Technical Advisors Advanced Reactor Theory 20 hr

:(U Engineering Staff - Hdqtts Nucl. Energy Tech. Topics 4 hr3
- Reading 8 hr
- NI 4 hr

THI-2 Safety Review Group Nuclear Criticality Safety 2 hr

~ ~ __o n ,, _,,
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Reilly, K., Getty, C., and Knief, R. A., " College Crodits for In-House
'

Training," ANS Symposium on Training of Nuclear Facility Personnel,
Gatlinburg, TN, CONF-810411, April 27 - 29,1981.

Knief, R. A., " Potential Impacts on Material Safeguards on Nuclear Criticality
Safet,y," Trans. Am. Nccl . Soc. , 35, 291 (1980).

p Knief, R. A., " Education in Nuclear Criticality Safety," Proc. ANS Topical
V Meeting on Nuclear Criticality Safety, El Paso, Texas, SAND 80 - 167S, April 8

.10, 1980.

Knief, R. A., " Nuclear Fuel Cycle Education Module on Nuclear Criticality
Safety," Trans. Am. Nucl . Soc. , R, 119 (1979).

Morel, J. E. , Allen, R. C. , and Knief, R. A. , " Particle T'ransport in an
Anisotropic Medium," Trans. & Nucl. Soc. , E, 249-350 (1978).

Bradshaw, D. T. , Taylor, O. W., and Knief, R. A. , " Preliminary Fuel Component
Price Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative Reactor Fuel Cycles," Trans. Am.

-

3,0, 305-307 (1978).0Nucl. Soc.,

Knief, R. A., Five lectures on nuclear fuel cycle, reactors, and reactor
operations, " International Training Course on the Physical Protection of
Nuclear Facilities and Materials," SAND 79-1090 Albuquerque, NM, May 1979.

Knief, R. A., " Nuclear Safeguards for Waste Management Facilities"
International Fuel Cycle Evaluation, Working Group 7 Sandia Laboratories
Internal Report RS 17S4/1023, December 1978.

Knief, R. A., " Overview of the Nuclear Fuel Cycle," Proc. ASME Symposium on
Non-Proliferation, Albuquerque. NM (1978).

Knief, R. A., " University Activities in Criticality Safety Education," Trans.
Am. Nucl. Soc., E , 402-403 (1977).

Knief, R. A., " Equation of State Studies Required for Fast Reactor Safety
Analysis," University of New Mexico Report, April 1977.

Knief, R. A. , " Nuclear Criticality Safety Workshops for Graduate Students,"
Trans . Am Nucl . Soc . , 24, 67-68 (1976).

Knief, R. A. , Wehring, B. W., and Wyman, M. E. , " Measurements of
Time-Dependent Energy Spectra of Beta Rays from Cf-2S2 Fission Fragments,"
Nucl. Sci. E_n_L,, E , 47 (1974).

Augustson, R. H. Holm, D. H., and Knief, R. A. , " Detailed Gamma Scan of SEFOR
Fuel Rods," Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory Report LA-4227-MS,1969.

Augustson, R. H. , Menlove, H. O. , and Knief, R. A. , "Non-Destructive Assay of -
C) SEF0a ruei aoes." 'os ^1amos Scieatific 'adoratory a Port LA-4227-nS, is69.

Menleve, H. O. , and Knief, R. A. , " Neutron Sel f-Indication Assay for SEFOR
Fuel Rods," Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory Report LA-431S-MS,1969.
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;

Sr. Management Risk Assessment 2 hr-

Communications Staff Basic Theory and Practice 4 hr [4]
r

i Instructor Development Testing & Evaluation 2 hr [5]
' Role of the Instructor 2 hr

Training System Design 2 hr
Principles of Instruction 4 hr

O
(See Also Ancillary Educational Activities)

.
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RESUME
,

NAME: Bruce P. Leoncrd DATE: 11/1/84

FUNCTIONAL TITLE: Operator Training Manager

n EMPLOYEE EXPERIENCE:
L)

PRESENT:
ooerator Training Manager - 5/83 to present. Responsible
and accountable for the overall management, development,
and implementation of high-quality, efficient, and effec-
tive Licensed Operator, Non-Licensed Operator, and Shift
Technical Advisor (STA) Training programs which comply
with regulatory and corporate training requirements.

.

PREVIOUS:
Technical Procrams Soecialist - 11/82 to 5/83. Assist Op-
erator Training Section Head in on-going review, evalua-
tion, and revision of training programs for Licensed and
Non-Licensed Operators and STA's.

Staff Training Officer, S3G Prototype, Naval Nuclear Power
Training Unit, Ballstonspa, NY, 12/81 - 10/82. Military
Department Head for approx. 150 qualified Nuclear Opera-
tors / Instructors. Responsible for Implementation and En-
forcement of Training Programs including Chemisitry, Ra-
diological Controls, Maintenance and Operations for 150
staff.

Leadina Engineering Officer of the Watch, S3G Prototype.
10/80 - 12/81. Responsible for coordination of training
of 35 staff operators and 60 students. Responsible for
maintenance assigned to crew. Responsible for operational
readiness of crew.

Damace Control Assistant, Communicator, USS Daniel Webster
SSBN 626, 10/78 - 9/80. Division Officer.

MILITARY EXPERIENCE:

U.S. NAVY, Highest Rank: Lieutenant, Active Duty
Commissioned 6/76 - 10/82.

Schools Included: Naval Nuclear Power Training, 1 yr.
10/76 - 10/77; Submarine Officers School, 3 mo. 10/77 -
02/78; Quality Assurance School, 2 weeks, 10/78; Communi-
cators School, I week 2/80; Drug and Alcohol Program Ad-s

) visor School, 2 weeks, 6/79; Controlled Material System
School, 1 week, 2/80; Engineer Officer School, 4 weeks,
6/80; Damage Control School, 1 week, 6/78; Water Chemistry
Control School, 2 weeks, 12/79. Instructor Development
11/80.

- - -.
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EDUCATIONAL AND SPECIALIZED TRAINING:

HIGH SCHOOL:
Corning West High School, Corning, NY 14830; Graduated 1972

NON-DEGREE COLLEGE
N/A

DEGREES:-

(s'~) Bachelor of Science-Engineering - Naval Architecture; US
Naval Academy 1976.

MAJOR TMI JOB RELATED COURSES:
See Military Schools above under military 5
Decision Analysis - 7/83
Instructor Development - 9/83

,

Manager Development - 4/84

CERTIFICATES / LICENSES:
.

PRESENT: Engineer in Training, State of Pennsylvania
PAST: Qualification as Engineer Officer, US Navy

(Nuclear) Start-up Certificate B & W 4/84
PUBLICATIONS:

None

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS:
NONE

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
N/A

r,

-2-
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xSim.6-8
MS. BAUSER: The witnesses are available for

.2 ,

cross-examination.

Iw./
~ JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Jordan,

. MR. JORDAN: Thank you, Your Honor.

5
CROSS-EXAMINATION>

6
BY MR._ JORDAN:

7
Q I understand, gentlemen, that you have in place

'

~8
an' instructor development program?

'9
A (Witness Leonard) Yes,. sir, we do.

10
, .A (Witness Knief) Yes.

11
- :Q When was that program actually finalized into

12

,

.

this_ program that it is today?
,

' j~ 13l
A' -That is somewhat difficult to answer directly

-14
because. based on a training system development approach,-

15
the course will never be truly finalized.

16
We started conducting the course first in the

17 .

.

fall of 1980, and with every subsequent administration of
' '

-18
the: course there have been some changes. The course as'it

19 .

Lis offered.right now has been quite similar for about.the
-

20
last year and a half. But each time it is offered there

,

21
,q- - are minor chan_ges.

.i >

l' 22,

'TC O' _I am sure you recall -- well, I think you were

23
" ' inuthe room, I am not sure, when.Dr. Gardner testified

:24
4.pm.e n .i =. :to the effect that -- I am not exactly sure what the- subject

-25
was -- butLsomething that was never finalized because it
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Sim 6-9 1 is'always changing. And I am sure that that is the case.

2 That is.true of anything. But there are major changes made

3 .to programs such that they at.least. reach substantially' g(~)
%f

..4 .their current form and~then continue to change incrementally.

5 .This program came into substantially its current
|

6 form then subject to the incremental changes you have

'7 suggested, and correct me if I am wrong, I think you said

8 a year or a year and a half ago?

9 A Roughly a year and a half ago.

10 Q: I would you.to, if you would, keep that point

'I in mind about.the way thatcthings change, and I would like

12 to'ask you.about the so-called TSD model. I take it the

n
'l j 13 company seeks now to. implement the TSD model?

14 A: The company seeks to continue implementation.- We

15 have already. started that.

16 01 And you actually; interms of implementing the

17
_

.TSDzmodel, if you1will,-in.substantially its present form,

18 that was something-that occurred in 1983?'

19 g. That is correct.

20 0 'On.page 9, question and answer 12, you discuss.

21 work done.ini. connection with the-INPO industry-wide job

22 -task analysis effort..

L '

' 23 =You state that "TMI 1 supported the effort

24 by having licensed operators complete surveys. I want to
Am-Fw m n== =n,i=. -

25
'

refer;to that particular part first. These were surveys

n

'W
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1 from INPO about what they do on their jobs?

,

2 "A That is correct.

74 3 -Q- To your knowledge, were these surveys from

LI:.
-4 TMI-l'and~other utilities then used by INPO to develop INPO's

:5 generic job task analysis?

6 A Yes, they were.

.7 Q- Did all of the nuclear utilities provide this

8 information?

9 A .I am not aware of whether every utility did.

10 Q Are you aware that a number of them did?

II -A .Yes. A substantial number of the utilities

I2 did,

m(,) 13 Q Tell me if,you know the answer to this. My'

ild question is whether INPO's purpose in surveying all of the

-15 -utilities was to'haveLessentially full information so that

16 they could then develop the generic task analyses that they

:17 eventually used?
s

18 'A ~ Their intent was to' accumulate a' substantial<

-19 knowledge base. 'There is a possibility of some random

.20 - selection, that say if a.large utility.was asked to fill
t.

21 .out the questionnaires, they may not have been requested-
m

}' 22 -or mayinot have. decided to. survey operators at all'of the

23 plants-for which.they were responsible.

- 24 But the intent was to get a representative
Am )eseres n. porters, sne,

25 sample of the licensed'and non-licensed and certain other

;

i ^ - :_ __
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:Sim 6-11 j positions on a nationwide. basis.

2 0 And then I.take it the participation and valida-

|em 3 tion exercises conducted at INPO headquarters, that is

L f-
4 further mentioned in that sentence refers to licensed

5 Operators attending meetings and discussing in essence the

6 -information they put in their surveys?

7 A That is correct. Although maybe I need to

8 clarify. They were likely never asked to comment on what

9 went into their own surveys, but instead they were there to

10 discuss the compiled results and to look at the job in a -

11 more generic. manner.

12 As far as I am aware, none of the questionnaires

. - ,m

() 13 were provided by name.

14 0 I sea. So if I follow you then, in a sense they

-15 were -- I suppose they were probably looking at a draft

16 'or an early stage of the INPO generic job task analysis

17 that had been based upon survey information in essence to

18 say whether it was correct or not or to provide whatever

-19
comments they felt appropriate on the generic analyses?

'

A That is my understanding.

,Q You state further in answer to that question,

' 2 question 12, thatleducational technologiststfrom TMI and
23 . Oyster Creek had participated in-INPO workshop sessions.
24 ~

,,, ,,4 When did that happen?

25
-A My recollection was that that was late in 1981.

.I
- _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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1 And then to some extent extending into 1982.

2 O I take it that your testimony on page 11 refers

3 to the operations plant manual. I understand from that that

4 the majority of that manual was issued early in 1984, but

5 I understand that manual is not complete; is that right?

6 A (Witness Leonard) Yes, sir, that is correct.

7 Q I believe there was testimony as to what is not

8 yet included, but perhaps the record would be clarified here

9 if you would explain what is not yet complete, what sections

10 or parts of the operations plant manual are not yet complete? |

'I A Sir, to the best of my knowledge, the sections

I2 that are not completed are the fundamental sections which

13 I think are Volumes 7 and 8.

Id Q What sections were completed between early 1984,

|15 when the majority of the plant manual was issued, and today? !

A Sir, without a record of the dates that each f16

i

17 |
section was completed, I can't give you the answer to that. [

18 |

0 But can you confirm for me that the majority 1,
I

19
was issued in early '84, and then some more sections were

20 s

completed from then to now, and now the status is as you
21

have just explained?

22
A Yes, sir, that appears correct, that the majority

23
of the manual was issued in early 1984 and there has been

24
er.aerm amn<r.,.. ve. issuance of individual sections since that time. But the

25
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Sim 6-13 fundamental sections still remain to be issued.j

2 0 How large is the manual, nine volumes I think?

< 3 A Yes, sir, nine volumes, and that is really not

4 representative of each section, each volume being one-ninth

5 of the total topics in the manual.

The manual is broken down into individual areas,
6

and without an index in front of me I can't give you
7

specifically, but it is like Section A through P or 0 or R,g

and each one of those sections has several topics within
9

jo it. Section B may be the primary systems and within that

il there may be five or six sections addressing the reactor

12 coolant system, reactor coolant pumps, makeup, purification, !
.

g3 et cetera. So the nine volumes really don't represent --

ja if I pull Volume I out, that is one-ninth of the total

15 sections that were issued. It is just representative that
t

16 that is what fit into that one volume. j

j

17 0 Now the fundamentals part of the manual I would |
.

ja expect is probably relatively -- you seemed to identify

19 two volumes?

20 A Yes, sir.

21 0 That I would guess as a good deal less than

22 two-ninths of the total.

23 A As far as the number of topics, it is significantly

24 less than one ninth.
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 oh, less than one-ninth?
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SiOJ6Ll4| 1 A Or two-ninths, correction, whatever.'

-
- 2 20 In other words, the number of volumes would

.

3 'not be an accurate reflection of how much of that manual
7-)s(

14 'is made;up of the fundamentals. sections?

:S A Yes, sir. As I stated before, the topics

6 within~those two volumes don't represent two-ninths of the

7 topics, of the total topics covered.
.

8 'O Other than fundamentals, I take it the rest
,

9 of the manual encompasses, if you will, the practicals,
t

10 the procedures and the actual day-to-day operations, although.

, ,

il itois not used for that purpose, but it reflects the hard-
,

'
12 ware and.the procedures and so on? Is that a correct,

,y
, ) 13 -understanding? *

I4 A' No, sir, that is not correct. As discussed

-15- .in previous testimony,.the manual addresses sys ems. It
,

16 does.notEaddress, it is not a procedural guidance. -It is

17 not a manual'by which we tell the operators to operate.the

18 plant. ^It is'a-reference manual ~ including, specifics on
'M the systems,.and it is not a procedural guidance.

- 20 .g - Okay. .That is the problem of not speaking
4

- 21 -your language'very well;on my part.,.

~z.

'22 But I guess my question is whether outside

. . -23 the fundamentals, which we have discussed, the rest of the

24 manual is the systems material that you have just described?
A Feensen ., =.

25 A Yes, sir,,the rest of the manual, the majority,

- -

( . _ ._. _.. _ _ . -. _ _ . . .
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Sin 6-15 y ~is systems.

2 MR. JORDAN: I have no more questions.

' e's 3 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au.'

7
1

Qf
'

MR. AU: I just have two short questions.4

-5 CROSS-EXAMINATION

6 BY MR. AU:
t-

INDEX 7 Q On the bottom of page.6 in response to Question

a .No. 8, you used the term " table top." It appears in the

last line of the answer. We had some concerns about what9
,

10 the meaning of table top was in this hearing. Did you mean

11 table top to mean the same as informal, or do you mean

12 something else?

p ~f'

\) 13 A -(Witness Knief) Table top does essentially
.

14 mean informal, but another term that is used somewhat

15 synonymously.is that of using a subject matter expert

.16 approach where you get together subject matter experts that

17 represent a variety of perspectives, and in our case it
_

13 was typically.the operations personnel, training personnel,

.- 19 some of whom are also licensed, and then the third possibility

20 is-that of our. technical functions or corporate angineering

21 organization.
,

22 .Q In this context did you mean table top to mean
,

|23 getting together of a group of different experts or a
.

24 brain storming session?.
A n w nesm en inc.

'

25 A It is assembling the group. Brain storming

b
.- - - - -
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Sim 6-16 may not be quite the right word, but at least for a work
1

session where Icarning objectives or some other perspective
2

on a particular training task is to be conducted.3

End Sim 4
Joe fois
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21

24
Aop Faleret Reportees. Inc.

25

<
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-

-1 , A (Witness Leonard) In add. tion to that, the<

'2 brainstorming technique, as it is comnonly referred to,-

,

p 3 would not be the method we used in thesi table -- the

\d .

brainstorming ideas that have been discu sed before. That !
!.. .. .

'

.4
!

'

5 (type'of approach would not have been used in this type

'

6 . analysis.
"

, . J Q Okay. So you are saying in this context brain-

8 . storming is inaccurate?
.

'9 . A (Witness Knief) Correct.

~.10 Q On the top of page 10, you stated tl.at GPU Nuclear '

,.

11 contracted with Data Design Laboratories to periorm extensive

12 evaluation of these programs. Was the purpose of the DDL

'
13 . project to prepare GPU Nuclear for the self-evalua ion report?

-
- A No, it was not.14

!

15 Q- -It-had an independent purpose?
i-

16 - A .Yes,.it did.,>
>

, ,

17 - -Q And what was that iAdependent purpose?
,

18 .. A At that point, the primary purpose was to be '

.

19 responsive ' to a recommenation that had' come from this Boat d '

20 about an independent evaluation of the program, and althousb.
~

'
, '21 the ' Board recommendation -- and perhaps I am using the word

s.
f $22 wrong --

,

123 JUDGE SMITH: .Yes,.you are. ;4

s. p
,

*

24 ' WITNESS'KNIEF: Requirement.
: Ane Fossem nes ws, Inc.
*

- 25 JUDGE SMITH: <Yes..
* e '*

4

.''
~'I t

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

I WITNESS KNIEF: Their requirement was that the

.2 independent evaluation be done two years af ter restart. We'

.

. decided to do the evaluation up front so that we would then3-

u
4 have a benchmark which to compare the two year evaluation.

- 5 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au, should I infer that you are
.

6 not familiar with that condition.

'7 MR. AU: I am familiar with the condition that,

i

e GPU dofan evaluation two years after restart.

9 BY MR. AU: (Continuing)'

-10 Q I am trying to explore whether the DDL Report had

il any connection with the self-evaluation report, that is all.

12 That was my sole = purpose in asking this question.

) 13 A (Witness Knief) If I may expand on that a little
v .

id bit. Historically, the.IMPO accreditation guidelines came

15 'out roughly. simultaneously, and so although .when we started

16 .the evaluation that'was not our intent.- Part way through,

.17 DDL asked us to prepare a self-evaluation.

18 So, as a result' of the :DDL inquiry, we had what

n El9 ' turned out to be the first' draf t of the self-evaluation. When

:20 we prepared the IMPO accreditation self-evaluation' last year,
'

21 .arwina little bit the previous. year, we certainly used this

. .22 ' document' as our starting' point.

23 MR. AU: Thank.you. I don't have any other

.24 ; questions.
' w reene n.nonen,ine..

= 25 JUDGE SMITH: Ms. Wagner?'

,g

'

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - . _ . . - _ . - - . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ , _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _
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XXX INDEX 1 CROSS EXAMINATION

2 BY MS. WAGNER:

- 3 0 Gentlemen, you refer on the top of page 8 to IMPO

'

guidelines for licensed operator training. Just so it is4

5 clear, these are not the IMPO accreditation guidelines, is

6 that right?

7 A (Witness Knief) That is correct. These are

a what would be called the program guideline.

o Q Is GPU's training program based on these guidelines?

10 A GPUN's training program is very consistent with

il these guidelines. Our program was actually developed before
|
'

12 the guidelines ware issued, and so I would not say that

13 we based our program on the guidelines.

14 In fact, we have some reason to believe that the

i

15 guidelines may be somewhat based on our program. !
I
i

16 Q Are those IMPO guidelines based on JTA? j
!

17 A I do not believe that was the case. Ibelievetheso{
IB guidelines were issued before the job task analysis project

19 was far enough along.

20 Excuse me. If I may rephrase that a little bit.

21 There is a tendency for us to get into the mind set that when

22 JTA is mentioned, we think of the formal process. But if we

23 think instead in terms of what we call the table top, or the

24 subject matter expert type job task analysis, the less formal
A. rw.c n.no,=,, inc.

25 process, this was something that was definitely incorporated

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _
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1 by IMPO, that they did use subject matter experts to prepare

2 those guidelines. ,,

g 3 But the formal job task analysis process had not

L.]
4 progressed far enough at the time.

5 Q But I understand that GPU Nuclear will be

6 incorporating the JTA process in its training program?
i

7 A (Witness Leonard) Yes, ma'am,

a Q And can you explain how that program -- GPU Nuclear's

9 program will then -- will it continue to be consistent with the

10 IMPO guidelines?

II A Are you referencing the program guidelines?

12 Q That is right. I believe it was just stated that

~)- 13 while the training program is not based on the guidelines, it

isconsistentwiththeguidelines,andsincetheIMPOguidelineq14

.o

15 -- it was also just stated -- are not based on a formal,

'16 structured JTA, as Mr. Knief just explained, how will GPU fp.

I
~ 17 -Nuclear's program continue to be consistent with the guidelines?

1

18 You understand the question?

19 A (Witness Knief) Yeah. Let me handle that. We +

20 are committed to continue to evaluate our training program

21 against the IMPO guidelines and to maintain consistency, or

22 at least have a very definite reason for taking exception to

21 any portiona of it.

24 .The guidelines themselves are generic enough that
Aas Forteral Recoeters, Inc,

25 'I would not expect that .they would change very much an a result '

_ _ _ _
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1 of the JTA.

2 It will be other parts -- the details of the program

3 that will change as a result of the job task analysis, and<y

~

~

4 that will likely not be reflected in the rather brief content

5 guidelines that IMPO issues.

6 MS. WAGNER: Thank you. I have no further

7 questions.
,

p JUDGE SMITH: The Board has no questions.

9 MS. BAUSER: Judge Smith, I would ask if I could

to have again a few minutes. I want to talk to the parties if
,

.

11 I could for a minute, before asking a question. -[

17 (Ms. Bauser consults with parties)

73
j 13 MS. BAUSER: Judge Smith? t

14 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

15 MS. BAUSER: I have one question for Dr. Knief,

16 which is a question about Dr. Regan's surrebuttal testimony,.

17 which responds to the rebuttal testimony that these witnessos

18 are testifying about.

19 Mr. Jordan rightfully would like to discuss their

20 response to Dr. Regan's response with Dr. Regan. I have --

21 JUDGE SMITH: Where are we going?
-s

) 22 MS. BAUSER: I have said that I would like to ask

21 this question now. If Mr. Jordan feels it is necessary when

24 we have to call back Mr. Newton, Mr. Leonard, and Mr. Ross,
A. F.eam n.n m, w.

- 25 to ask a follow-up, I will bring Dr. Knief back. Mr. Leonard

'
.
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1 will already be here, and ho can ask his follow up question.

2 I am hopeful that that won't be necessary, and

. 3 this panel can be excused and not como back.

4 JUDGE SMITil: The implications of Dr. Regan coming

5 back that is where --

6 MS. BAUSER: No, no. That is not, I bellove, what

7 wo are talking about.

8 MR. JORDAN: I have agroo to what counsel has just

suggested, but I do want to say that you will recall Io

10 discussed in t he course of things the possibility of putting

il Dr. Regan on with his -- to people to whom he was robutting,

12 and to who might further rebut him -- I received no indication

13 that thero would be any rebuttal to what he was saying, and

Id so I ossentially decided well, I will take the risk of

15 dealing with the robuttal.

16 Now, I might well have decided not to do that had

17 I known that this was going to happen. And I can say it is

19 conceivablo, and although highly unlikoly, that I would want

19 Dr. Regan to be able to respond to this.

20 JUDGE SMITil: This is rebuttal, surrobuttal,

21 -- rebuttal to surbobuttal, and the possibility of robuttal to

22 that yet. And that is -- I have run out of prefixos. I

21 can' t describe it.

24 MS. BAUSER: My concern, the paragraph, and I
A F.ine nenne,.,t ine.

25 will get right to it, is the matter of Dr. Rogan interpreting

- - - _
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1 something in the testimony of those witnesses, and I am hoping

2 we can clarify that interpretation, so it really does relato

's 3 to this testimony.
)

4 JUDGE SMIT 11: The risk that I porceive doesn't

5 seem to be thoro, so just go ahead with it.

6 MS. BAUSER: Doctor Kniof --

7 MR. JORDAN: I am sorry. I agroo the risk is

8 minimal, but --

9 JUDGE SMITil You do not agroo it is nonexistent.

10 MR. JORDAN : I do not agroo it is nonoxistent.

I
'l BY MS. BAUSER: (Continuing) !

17 Q Doctor Kniof, do you havo the rebuttal -- sur-

13 robuttal testimony of Dr. Rogan in front of you?

Id A (Witness Kniof holds up document)

15 0 On pago 5 of that testimony, Dr. Rogan comments

16 on the concern that he has -- that you may have a misundor-

17 standing of the application of the TSD approach based

18 on Answer 8 in your testimony.

19 I wondersif you could elaborato on Answor 8 in
t

20 order to clear up this possiblo misundorntanding.

2I A (Witnoss Kniof) In reading his testimony, this

22 was cortainly one of the quantions that I had, and maybo ono

21 of the casiost ways would bo to describo it in terms of a

24 personal experience of my own.
u r.,,,n,m,m i.

25 When I first started teaching at the University of

i*
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i New Mexico, I was assigned the Reactor Theory course, and

2 given the amount of time that I had to prepare was minimal,

rx 3 ' and that the textbook had already been selected, I went ahead

"'

4 and taught the course, and based on the evaluations both of

5 my Department Chairman and also by the students, I did a

a good job in developing course materials, and I did a good

7 job in the presentations, and also with the examinations,

p However, I had no opportunity to really do the

9 up front analysis to really take a good look at what job

10 the people would be doing based on this course material, and

'I I also did not have the opportunity to develop the behavioral

12 learning objectives.

) 13 The TSD approach, if you start in the middle, like

14 -I was forced to, at least to me it says that the key piece is

15 evaluation. That once you have completed a cycle, or at

16 any intermediate location, you evaluate and then determine

17 what it takes to do it right the next time.

18 The next time around, during the summer before

19 I taught that course, I sat down and used what we could call

20 the subject matter expert approach,_which -- in which case
,

21 I actually just focused that internally, because I, myself,,'

22 had done the job. I had been an individtlal doing reactor

21 fuel management'and running the kinds of computer codes that

24 were based on the theory _that we were teaching in this course.
4. r-e-e n .n a

25 And as a result, I significantly redesigned the

t .-

Y
_ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _
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'

1 course, started to.use behavioral learning objections,

2 although I was not at that stage familiar with the fact that i

.
'3 what I was using really were learning objectives.

~~ '

I didn't read the Meager book until part way through4 :
,

>,

'S the Fall Semester that year.
,

i

6 I took the approach of using a TSD, ISD, or whatever !
,

7 you' want to call the model, or SAT as the Nuclear Regulatory

8 Commission has chosen to use. I used that approach and think

9 I did' it appropriately for a program that was already in place. i

10 And we pointed out in our testimony that with the licensed ,

.

11 operators, we did not have the luxury of being able to stop
.

12 the program, come in and do all.of these analyses, and then
t

' A
:i ) 13 . start fresh the way we might had the plant not been operating |.s

#

14 1st the time,.and had there not been a need to maintain the

15 licenses of the individuals who were involved both in operating

'

16 the plant and in instructing the operators.

17 -MS.-BAUSER: I have no other questions.

Il MR. JORDAN: I am not in a position to cross

19 .on t. hat at this point, for the reasons we have discussed,,,,
,

20 -but.I do have two other questions.,,

*

-XX'INDEX 21 RECROSS EXAMINATION

_.I 22 BY MR. JORDAN:

23 g : First, you referred to the IMPO program guidelines

'24 - wait a minute. The IMPO formal job task analysis you
Ameesse neemm,i .

I
25 discussed. You said the formal job task analysis had not

>.

.

_ . _ _ . . _ _ _ . ______.__.___._.___.____._a_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1
progressed far enough for them to have been taken into account

2 in the IMPO guidelines.

r- 3 A (Witness Knief) In the first issue of the IMPO

'^'

4 guidelines. The one that we first compared to our program.

5 My understanding is that the IMPO job task analysis had not

6 Progressed far enough to have been a significant input to it.

7 0 And that is the guideline you discuss in the first

8 full paragraph on page 87

9 A That is correct. The guidelines that were initially

10 called benchmarks of excellence.

11 Q I may have made this more coz911cated than

12 necessary. I believe that in your discussion with Ms. Wagner

,

13 you several times referred to the formal JTAs hadn't progressed

14 far enough, et cetera. You were at that point referring to

15 the formal JTAs done by IMPO, not any that might have been

16 done by someone else?

17 A That is correct.

18 0 And when were these guidelines issued, as you

19 referred to them on page 87

20 A .I believe that that was either late 1980, or very

21 carly 1981. It was about the same time that we were doing

22 the questionnaires for the operators.

23 Q It also sounds like it was about the same time that

24 NUREG CR 1750 came out?
A= red-m Reportm, Inc.

25 A Quite likely.
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1 MR. JORDAN: That is all.

2 JUDGE SMITH: So you are reserving cross examination

3 now.
. , - .

Af
4 MR. JORDAN: Yes, sir.

5 JUDGE SMITH: What is the status?

6 ;MS. BAUSER: I understood, Judge Smith, that if

7 in going back and discussing with Dr. Regan the clarification

8 of their testimony which precipitated Dr. Regan's comment,

9 Mr.~ Jordan feels.it is necessary to ask him something else

.10 about that clarification, that I would bring back these two

11 witnesses so that he would have that opportunity.

-12 I' don' t intend other aspects of cross to be held

p,
t ) 13 over; other than that limited point, I think we are through

,

-14 with this panel.

15 JUDGE SMITH: I -- that is what I heard you say,

16 but I heard something different -from him, and that is he

17 cannot undertake any cross examination now, but you-agree

18 with her statement?

'19 MR. JORDAN: She agrees with me. Within the

20 . point of the new testimony, that is what we are talking about.4

21 .That is it. No more. I am not going to ask them about IMPO

,
22' guidelines again. Or something like that./

23 JUDGE SMITH: At least -- Mr. Au?
,

-24 MR. AU: No questions.
Ass Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 MS. WAGNER: No questions.

w _. _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . ___ __ _ _ ___ ___ -__. . _- ___ _ _ _ _ - _ . . _ _ _ _ - _ -
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1 JUDGE SMITH: All right, gentlemen. You are

2 excused.

3 MR JORDAN: Subject to recall ..,s

.

JUDGE SMITH: Subject to recall.4

5 (WITNESSES TEMPORARILY STAND ASIDE)

6 MS BAUSER: Judge Smith, Licensee did not --

7 Mr. Ross is at the simulator, and Licensee did not think

8 this morning. that we would get to the redirect of that

9 panel, which I believe is all that we have left at this

10 point, other than the possibility of this one follow-up.

11 MS. WAGNER: I think we also have some recross

12 by the staff.

.,

( ,! . 13 MS. BAUSER: Okay. I think Licensee has done

14 its redirect, and we are on recross now of that panel, but

15 I-simply can't provide them today because of unavailability.

16 Other than that, Licensee has -- there are no

17 other. witnesses.

.18 JUDGE SMITH: All right.- Now, we have the Motion,

19 and this would be the last opportunity we have to discuss.

20 any changes in -- in answer schedule. Whether we.should have

21 an accelerated answer schedule, or allow.the regular times.

( ) 22 It- is my view that -- I guess there is latitude,
.

23 because-we will finish this phase of the. hearing next week.

~24' ~And in any event, I have no justificationL-- I would~have no
A=-Fasers n.p nm, inc.

-25 justification for'~ suspending that hearing until answers,

p
-

- - _ - _ _ . _ . - - _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 -- responses are filed, and I have had an opportunity to

2 consider them.

3 I don't think I am at liberty to suspend the

'

4 hearing. Therefore, I think we should schedule the hearing

5 for next week.

6 We have learned now that Wednesday is not

7 available.

8 MR. GOLDBERG: Well, there is a Commission meeting

9 at 2:00 on -- TMI -- Commission meeting at 2:00 on Wednesday.

10 JUDGE SMITH: And the parties obviously want to

11 attend that.

End 7. 12
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AmJederal Reporters, Inc.

25
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48-1-Suet 1 MR. BLAKE: Yes. I think if I -- I don't think

2 we have to make the choice, or make a major choice here, I

3 think because there is so very little remaining in order to.

k._)
'

4 complete this record that all the parties would agree that it

5 comfortably can be accomplished in one day's time.

6 My clear preference would be to set it on

7 Thursday next week. Be here at 10 o' clock if no one has

8 any complications, and I certainly anticipate that that would

9 becthe only day that would be necessary.

10 I don't think we have to make the choice.

11' JUDGE SMITH: Do you agree?

~

12 MR. JORDAN: Yes, sir, I do .

,\_,

t ,) 13 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Au?

-14 MR. AU: Yes, sir.

15 MS. WAGNER: That's fine with the Staff.

16 JUDGE' SMITH: Okay.

17 _MR. BLAKE: Ms. Doroshaw, are you able to speak

18 to;---

'19 MS. DOROSHAW: Yes, I can speak to that. point.

20 |That is satisfactory with us.

- 21, JUDGE SMITH: And,Jof course, we don't foreclose
p ,.

L. ) ~22 the possibility of going over to Friday.

23 MR. BLAKE:- No, that's right. I.didn't mean to

24 foreclose it. I think what we have is an expression of'
Ass-resere nepormes,inc.

25 confidence I think.that we will finish on. Thursday.
.

e

-

[,
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#8-2-Suet 1 JUDGE SMITH: Even so, it -- even though it

2 does seem that we will conclude this phase of the hearing

3 before even other expedited Answer and Response schedule,s

k_)
4 the parties could address the motion and I could consider it,

,

5 I still think that it should be expedited. So, I will listen

6 to the pleasure of the parties.

7 Bearing in mind there will be another motion

8 on Monday. Is that still the schedule?

9 MS. DOROSHAW: That's correct.

10 JUDGE SMITH: I think it might be easier if --

11 would the parties prefer perhaps to address both motions

12 in one document?

!q,): 13 MR. GOLDBERG: Either in one document or at.

I4 the same time.

15 JUDGE SMITH: And I understand UCS may berfiling

16 a motion, too?

17 MR; JORDAN: Yes, sir, in which case we would~do

18 it I hope on Monday.

19 JUDGE SMITH: I think it would be -- it is very

20 desirable that the Answers and any Responses be addressed to

21 all three motions. One may impact upon another, and --

\. ) 22 ~MR. BLAKE: I would like to make the following

-23 suggestion, that if TMIA and UCS will provide us with hand

24 delivery of the motion, as the Commonwealth did today.with
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 courtesty copy, and if that1 occurs on Monday or in any event,

_ . _ _ __ , . _ . . .
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$8-3-Suet ~ 1 with the service of the latest of the three motions an

2 indication ~that that's all the motions we are going to get,

'

3 .then I would be prepared for Licensee to respond within ten

'4 days rather than the fifteen which we have under the Commis-

'5 sion's Rules for a written motion.

6 JUDGE SMITH: I was hoping that you wouldn't need

7 that-much time.

8 MR. BLAKE: As I sit here today, Judge Smith,

.|9 I'am reluctant with'out seeing the other motions yet to make

10 a. greater commitment than that on time.
i.

' ll JUDGE SMITH: That's true. What is your view,

12 :Mr. Goldberg?
.

' ,O
: 3 ,j '13 MR. GOLDBERG: Well,'I think that if the Licensee

14 needs -- can-file'their response earlier than ten days after

'

15 the service o'f the last of the motions, then.I see no reason

16 why they wouldn't file as-soon as possible, we would'like.

.17 five days'after Licensee. files. And I'm certain they will

18 _ hand-deliver.us.their; response'.

I9,W' . And.if we can file sooner'than that, we will.

s - ?20 But'that doesn't| leave us very much time to consider |their

21 views.4pm .
/i , 22 .I assume also then.to~the extent that?there ares

~ jf" , i23 responses;ofLtheLIntervenors to:the other motions that we
'F , ,

24 would have'those hand-delivered also, and.-five days'from
Ass-ressras nepormes,inc.

. }25 receipt of..those.
_

'

>

.g [ .

:c -
s *
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#8-4-Suet 1 JUDGE SMITH: That's another problem.

2 MR. BLAKE: We've got a whale of a complication

3 here with several different motions and unless the Intervenorss.

4 are taking the position, as will be the Commonwealth, if their

5 position on this subject is stated in their motion and we

6 won't see subsequent responses to each of the other motions

7 on the same subject, then we have another complication on the

8 schedule.

9 I don't know whether they are willing to do that,

10 or to say that.

11 JUDGE SMITH: That is a problem. If, for example,

12 TMIA answers Commonwealth's motion in ten days, in support

i()3 13 of the Commonwealth's motion, offering new arguments not
,

14 contained there then it adds yet another cycle to the process,

15 because other parties would have to address that.

-16 And I don't know what to do about that except.to

'17 let the, parties know that if you~do do that you will delay.

18 consideration, and there is a very, very strong expressed

-19 policy in all decisions on this subject.that these motions be

20 handled very', very promptly.

l!1 MR.~AU: I think we can exercise some constraint,

q
-( j :. 22 fin.that we won't, you know, try to duplicate or add anything

_

23 that will delay the decision..

24 MS. DOROSHAW: We don't expect to do that either.
Ase-Fese,as nepo,sers, Inc.

25 f0f course, we haven't read-the Commonwealth's motion yet, but

,

e r , , - . -, ,- - , - - - e,,, -. w, , - + - -
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-48-5-Suet. 1 .it's not our intention at this point to respond to that

2 motion. We will attempt to put all of our arguments into
.

.

3 - one motion which will be filed Monday morning.

4 JUDGE SMITH: There is no use borrowing trouble.

'5 . If I should see that type of a response and it raises new
.

6
.

Linformation, new grounds and new arguments, and I feel that

7 _other parties should have an. opportunity to respond to that,
: s

8 well, we will make an order at that time addressed to the need..

9 Ok'ay . Then, one last point. As I stated, without

10
: hearing from the movant and -- the movants, J at I don't see

II how I can act beforeLour hearing resumes next week. I should
s

12 have heard you argue to the contrary. If you wish to make

13 such argument, any of you --

I4 MR. BLAKE: .I read nothing, Judge Smith, in the

-15 Commonwealth's. pleading, and-I guess I would like to hear from
.

'16 the other parties who are considering such;a motion, but

17 'certainly I see nothing inithere that would'--1with the
~

- 18 crather huge expenditure-all of us?have in this process of
.

D notigoing-forwardLand'doing'another. half day next week in'

. 20
.

order to. wrap it up,.howeverIthis comes out in the:end..

21 ~

And-IJguess I would=like to' hear from Mr. Au
;j,
9x_/; 22 : if has'any'different' view. That was''not the Commonwealth's

23 intent, I.think, that'it was to stop this'one half day short-

24

; Ass Fess,si nope,se,,, inc.
. of the process.-"

-

25 LMR.uAU:.'Yes, I do have an argument to make on
, ,

'

.

.f- !

' 'p.. ...r,.. , . , , , _ , , , _ ,_,_.__m. , ,.,y_,,_ , - _ , . , , - , , , ,._-,,..~.r.,-., -,., , , ,
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#8-6-Suet I that.

2 JUDGE SMITH: No oojection?

3 MR. AU: Pardon me?je~s
.Q

4 JUDGE SMITH: No objection?

5 MR. AU: I think it's a difficult balancing

6 question. .We recognize, you know, effort that is being put

7 forth in preparing this record. And we see the possibility

8 that.if you, Judge Smith, should decide to excuse yourself

9 that-this Board can continue. You have an alternate chairman,
,

10 you.have a record before you, and that it is possible to

11 decide the issues remanded for this Board without your

12 participation.
,g,

- (,) 13 As far as your observing the demeanor and testi-

14 mony of'the witnesses next Thursday, I'm not sure that that

15 is an important consideration. I think we are talking really.

16 about factual testimony and about the operation of the program.

:17 So, I. guess I'm saying that it's possible to

18 go forward to hear that testimony without your participation.

19 JUDGE SMITH: All right. Does anyone else want

-20 to comment?
~

i21 MR. JORDAU: Your' Honor,' we would have no
x

) 22
, . objection.to continuing and-finishing on next Thursday.4

!
' 23 MS. DOROSHAW: TMI Alert does not have a position

24
.

- on that at this time.
Ase-Feesres Reponses, Inc.

25 JUDGE SMITH: Okay. All right.- So we are' adjourned-
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<#8-7-Suet 1 then until --

2 MR. GOLDBERG: I just want to raise -- make a

; )'s 3 suggestion. I think it might make sense to have a conference

()'

call after the receipt of.the other motions to disqualify
~

4

5 for the purpose of determining dates for all Responses, all

6 Answers, whether there are other Intervenor or Licensee,

#
7 and then for the Staff's Answer.

8 And my reason for suggesting that is twofold.

9 'First, as was explained no one knows what arguments might.

10 be in the other motions and how much time it might require,

11 and whether the Intervenors might want to respond to the

12 other Intervenors motions.

( )- 13 Secondly, although I have no knowledge on this,

14 I would not be surprised to see the Aamodts, who are not here,

15 file an Answer; and-putting aside whether they have standing.

16 to even be heard on the motions, I would like them included

17 in the conference call so.that they are aware of whatever

18 dates are set for all Answers to the motion.,

19 I hate to see us Answer this and think we have

20 everything and then, as has been the case in the past, to have*

L1 ;another one come in that would require a response which not2 -

,

(q ) 22 -only might' include' arguments on standing but to protect the
_

-23 positions of the parties to go again into the merits.

24 JUDGE SMITII: It's not easy to set up a conference
? Ase-Fessess neponses, Inc.

25 call as'you describe. I don't know if it can be done.

_ . _ _ , , . _ . ._ _-.
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#8-8-Suet. 1 I see the utility of it, Mr. Goldberg, but it

2 .Us very, very difficult to set up such a conference call.

3 And I don't know. I just don't know. I don't want to commitg-)7
U

4 to one if it can't be done.

5 Judge Wolfe suggested that perhaps you would like

-6 to volunteer in setting up such a call.

7 (Laughter.)

8 MR. GOLDBERG: I know how difficult it is to

9 set up conference calls. I'm willing to --

'10 JUDGE SMITH: If I see the need for a conference

'Il call we will try to set it up if possible. And it may very

12 well-be -- such a conference call would simply be a scheduling
, ,;

1,,/. 13 _ matter and not anything else. It could be that serial,-you

14 know, bilateral telephone calls would accomplish the same

15 thing.

16 So, let's see what.happens. All right. If

17 there is nothing further we will adjourn. We will reconvene

18 .at 10 o' clock on Thursday here.

IN .(Whereupon,'the hearing is adjourned at 11:38 a.m.,

20 . Friday,' January.11, 1985, to reconvene at 10:00.a.m.,

21 Thursday, January 17, 1985.)

22 * * *-* * * *

ENDDDDDD 23

24
Ass-Fess,se naponen, Inc.

25
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