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CHAIRMAN PALLADIH Good afterncon. The

Commission will reconvene. This is a continuation of our

-morning meeting on TMI restart management conference resumed.

We have not qiven Commissioner Bradford an
opportunity to ask his questions, so at this time I would
like to turn the session over to Commissioner Bradford and
let him proceed.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: All right. This will be
somewhat anticlimactic. It is with a hodgepodge I have left
qver.from various things that were said this morniné.

Mr. Dieckamp, let me start with you. At least
your comments on the accident are freshef in my mind. You
had said, if I understood4you correctly, that you felt that
only the mailgram was accurate at the time you set it, but
that you thought it was still aécurate.

MR. DIECKAMP: Yes, I did.

COMHISSIONER BRADFORD: Specifically with regard
to there being no evidence that anyone had considered, the
pressure spike to involve a hydrogen burn.

MR. DIECKAMP: No. I would have to dig.to get the
specific language. I don't have it in frént of me, but the
language says that no one interpreted the pressure spike on

the day of the accident in terms of poor management. I
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personally believe that is true. I was gratified to see

that NUREG 760, after extensive further investigation,
reached exactly the same conclusion with respect to the ﬁag
end of that same sentence that says that no one with health
information -—- that is in the context of the statement about
the-meaning-of thes hydrogen spike on the day of the accident.

And while it may not be too meaningful today to

redefine what words mean, to me "withholding” is an adjunct
terme. N
COMMISSIOCNER BRADFORD: Let me resharpen my

guestion. I don't mean to re-examine the whole point about
the mailgramr again. It was that one point that did surprise
mee. I remember that ﬁhe mailgrﬁm saii that there was some
evidence that anyone had interpfeted the pressure spike to
be related to hydrogen.

Later two of our employees came forward and said
that they had so interpreted that, and I gather later still
there was some fuzziness about the extent to which one of
them still adhered to that position.

But what I wanted to focus on now was whether you
still thought it was true that there was no evidence that
any other 2mployees so interpreted it.

MR. DIECKARMP: Again I subscribe to the NUREG 760
that said very explicitly that they conclude that no one>

understood the meaning of the pressure spike on the day of
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the accident, and I share thqﬁ view. I had that view on Hay

9.

_COHHISSIONER BRADFORD: Would you still say that
as of today, theres was no eviaence to the contrary given
that two of your employees testified to the contrary?

MR. DIECKAMP: Again, I think no in terms of zero
is an extremely difficult concept for any of us to subscfibe
to at any time, but on May 9 I certainly wasn't aware of.any
evidence. On May 9 I'was unaware that anybody had said
anything about that.

To my knowledge, there still is no evidence that
anyone spoke to the effect that he interpreted the pressure
spike on May 9 as being hydrogen burn.

I think one also has to keep in mind that the
so-called.evidence comes long after the time when the
interpretation was clear and known to everyone, and I think
also one of the things that we have observed throughout this
period of the accidentlstarting even just a few days after
the accident, almost everyone had an almost impossible task
of trying to keep facts straight, separate the facts from
what he knew then versus what he subsequent came to know,
and also maintain a proper time relationship on not only
things he d1id, but the things he knows or thought he knew.

So again, I personally am not uncomfortable about

that statement.
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COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I don't disagree with_your
overall observation about people's ability to remember those
events, but I was surprised, and here you maintain that even
now there is nothing in the mailgram that you consider
inaccurate just because it did. It seems that the testimony
of those two employees, whatever weight one gave to it at
least was evidence to the contrary.

MR. DIECKAMP: 1 will accept that those statements
may constitute evidence, although not necessarily or I will
not accept that they prove anyone 4id interpret improperly
on the date of the accident. It depends on what the
definition of evidence ise.

I think the real issue is: Did anyone know on
that daf? -I stili believe no one knew what was the meaning
of the pressure spike.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: May I ask you about one
other thing you said this morning? I mention it only
because it-was contrary to what I understood the situation
to have been. I don't think it necessarily weighs in this
proceeding.

You saii that the thermocouples were not connected
to anything that read out, and that people had to go behind
or downstairs or wherever to take the measure. I alvways
understood that they did read out. The problem was that the

readout stopped at 700 degrees.
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1 MR. DIECKAMP: Not-for these thermocouples. The
2stoppiﬁg at 700.degrees is correct for thermocouples on

3 outlet piping that read water temperature. I am of the

4 belief that these thermocouples were stubbed down and wére
5 not connected to any instrument.

6 I would ask my colleagues if any of them could

7 tell me whether I am wrong on that. .

8 Bob?

9 MR. HUKILL: I think probably, Commissioner, that
10 the computer did have available up to 700 degrees, the end
11 core thermocouples, but there was no direct readout of thenm
12 available. To take those measurements one had to go to the
13 terminal box.

14. Let me Jjust clieck with Mr. Keaton.

15 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Was there no meter at

16 all? Usually there is.

17 ) MR. HUKILL: No,. . usually there is no meter hooked
18 up to this, and to get above the raise for which the

19 computer was programmed to read them, one had to go down

20 into the cable spreading rcom as described by Mr. Dieckamp
21 to make ths terminal connections with the test device

22 portable instruments.

23 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But people in the control
24 room didn*'t know the computer itself was printing question

25 marks?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 MR. HUKILL: There were beople in the control room
2 that knew that, yes. I am not sure that the people who knew
3 that understood that question marks would be the result of

4 being above scale, as opposed to it being an invalid reading
éas the software would check it.

6 COMMISSIGNER BRADFORD: I have always understood

7 there was an ambiguity there, but I hadn't previously heard
8 there were people in the control room who had no indication
9at all available to them.‘ I just wanted to clear that upe.
10 'With regard to the éuestion I asked earlier.this
11 morning about financial impacts on safety decision-making, I
12 understand the situation as you describe it to me now, both
13 Hr. Dieckamp and dr. Brnold.‘

14 Is that the situation as you understood it existed
15 for the TMI accident, the relationship between the

16 dispatcher and the plant operators, or has that in some way
17 been changed since the accident?

18 MR. HUKILL: There has been no change in the
195uthority or responsibilities of the plant staff or their

20 relationship with the systen dispatchers that I am aware of,
21 and certainly on the aspects of it we discussed this

22 morning, those were the policies.and responsibilities.

23 COMHISSIONER BRADFORD: I will tell you why I

24 asked. I don't think there has ever been é finding or an

25 inclusion on this point, but at least one of your employees

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1in testimony with the Senaté investigating committee

2 indicated that the dispatcher had been requested to give

3 permission to-take the unit down specifically because of, I
4 think, the concern over the.hiéh readings from the tailpipe
5 behind the PORV, and to look into that situation, and that
6 that request for permission had been rejected. |
7 Is that in your view not a critical possibility?
8 MR. HUKILL: Frankly I can't relate to that

9 description of it. I am not familiar with other specific
10 testimony, but maybe you could refer to it, Phil.

11 - MR. CLARK: I think it would be credible in this
12 sense: If the plant Calls the dispatcher and says, "I have
13 something I have to fix the next week or so. I would like
14 to come down tonight,” the dispatcher might say, *Wait °*til
15 Friday."”

16 So in that sense, the pérmission was denied. If
17 the plant says, "I'm coming off the lines,” that is it.

18 There is no information required.

19 ' MR. DIECKAMP: I have never heard any comment that
20a specific casé continued to operate in the presence of that
21ieakage was influenced by dispatch considerations.

22 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: In that context, there is
23 a Board discussion of the new maintenance systenm and

24 especially maintenance priority. That appears on page 166

25 of the Beoard Order.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 I notice among them priority one items. There is
2 generally obviously a concern for safety. No mention though
3 is made of a condition or a relation of the license

4 technical specifications as being actually anywhere in the

5 priority hierarchy.

-6 Where would .that fit? If you had a situation that

7was in violation of the tech specs but did not seem in the
8 plant management’s mind to raise a safety concern,. would

9 that stiil be a priorityhone?

10 MR. ARNOLD: Let me suggest Mr. Hukill address
11 that.
12 MR. HUKILL: I haven't seen the guestion, but

13 certainly in my mind that would be a priority one, and I

14 will take what you have got and go back and make sure it is
15 because I think it should be a priority one.

16 - MR. RRNOLD: When we have a violation of the tech
17 spec or the conditicn outside of,the tech spec requirements
18that go through, I think, a different evaluation process,
19.that is really the way fo address that. It may well result
20in a maintenance work request being generated, in which case
21 I would expect it to be priority one if it related to the

22 safety and continuing of operations, when in general the

23 tech specs provide the énvelope under which operation is

24 acceptable, not how soon does one have to maintain something

25 1f we exclude the surveillance testing ‘which obviously is a

i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 maintenance type activity.
2 - MR. DIECKAMP: Wouldn't it be fair to say that the
3 violation of tech spec is somethihg that is outside the
 4realm of discretion, with perhaps the exception of those
5 situations whefe.YOu had 24 or 72 hours to correct, but then
6 once that time is gone, there is no longer a question of
7 Just prioritizing: It is an absolute requirement to responde.
8 , - MR. ARNOLD: That is right. I guess I don‘'t quite
9 understand the context in which it was said, but I agree
10 with you, |
11 MR. CLARK:V In priority one the Commissione; talks
123bout, it is a time clock of very short duration, and that
13 terminology basically comes from the tech specs which say
14 that if a piece of equipment is out of service, you have to
15 have it back in 8, 12, 24 hours or shut down. And that is
16 referred to typically as the time clock.
17 . The elevation of the tech spec must shut down or
18 you have a period of time, a time clock in which to repair
1Qit,.and that falls under priority one.
20 MR. ARNOLD: That is not a case of being in
21 violation at the time. It would have been-a violation if
22 the repair situation weren't corrected and didn't shut down.
23 COMHISSIONER BRADFORD: That is basically the
24 situation Mr. Dieckamp was describing earlier téday.

25 MR. ARRNROLD: Yes.

Y, ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 COMMISSTIONER BRADFORD: Well, again with regard --
2 let's take a situation that we know did occur, rather than a
3 hypothetical. What is it about your revised management

4 procedures that would lead to a different outcome if you had
5 the same situation today that I gather existed in the days |
6 preceding Harch 28, '79 with régard to the high temperature
7 readings and excgssive leakage from the PORV?

8 MR. ARNOLD:s Let me again suggest that ¥Mr. Hukill
9 address that. I think it falls into the areas of procedures
10 and the personnel training and availability of a

11 shift-to-shift basis for people who would pick up_and act on
12 that kind of a situation.

13 MR. HUKILL: I can answerrit'by saying that number
14 one, the procedures in queﬁtion -= our emergency and

15 casualty procedures have been reviewed_in extreme detail.

16 These kinds of things you szt mentioned were brought ouf

17 and the operator understands and ;s given written

18 instructions on what he is to do if there is any violation
19 or if there is any indication of a problem that is not in -
20 accordance with the tech specs or the procedurese.

21 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Were the operators really
22 in any doubt about that before?

23 MR. HUKILL: I can't ansver that. I wasn't theree.
24 MR. ARNOLDs: I would say there is no guestion

25 there was doubt, if by that you are referring to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 temperature being above 90 degrees. That was one of the
2 symptoms of a leaking PORV, and that was Jjust one of several
3 symptoms.
4 I think the way the procedures --
5- COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Maybe I didn't make my
6 question clear. I*'m not talking about during the accident-
7 so much as the alloﬁinglof that condition to contihue in the -
8days,befo;e the accident.
9 MR. ARNOLD: And if one looks at the condition
10 before the accident, I don't think you wouid find, in oﬁr
11 opinion, although there was a difference between our |
12 judgment and the I&E office on this, that we were violating
13 a procedure or the tech specs with regard to continuing to
14 operate.
15 . I would clarify that by saying that subsequent to
16 the accident, a calculational error was discovered in the
17 1leak rate calculation which showed in retrospect that we
18 were above the one gallon per minute tech spec limit for
19 unidentified leakagee.
20 " . That was in violation of tech specs.
21 COMMISSICONER BRADFORD: But your point is that
22 that was known before the accident.
23 MR. ARNOLD: Right. ’In fact it was being reviewed
24 periodically., and it was being verified, but as they

25 understood it they were staying within the one gallon per

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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minute.
2 MR. DIECKRAMP: TIsn't it an important feature there

that people made the judgment that the controlling limit was

w

H

the leak rate, whe2n in reality one of the significant

factors was the desensitizing of an inStrument that could

o

6 have been a stronger indicator of continued leakage?

7 It is that piece that was not incorporated in the

[o+]

procedures at the time, and I think again that is one of the
9 areas of lessons learned that one needs that more broadly -
10 these indicators as.to what -they mean. |

11 MR. HUKILL: T think I shouid clarify it a little
12 bit, too. In the talks I told you I had with the operators,
13 the licensed operators in the last month or two, this very
14 specific question was asked. I then brought it up with each
16 1icensed operﬁtor as to what action I would take, and they
16 asked me_ﬁhat action I would take if this type of event
1Thappened.and if we knew that the PORV was leaking.

18 ¥y answer to them wﬁs that number one, if it is a
19 violation of the technical specifications, there was

20 absolutely no guestion that we would shut down the plant.

21 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: We understand that. They
22 are asking you what you would do if the leakage exceeded the
23 technical specifications?

24. MR. HUKILL: I had one operator ask me that, yes,

25 sir. There is no gquestion in my mind what I would do. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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would immediately order the plant shutdown.

In fact, if you read the Conduct of Operations
procedure that we have written, it is issued to the people
that every operator in the plant from the CRKO to the shift
foreman to the shift supervisor to the manager of operations
up through me has the authority to shut down that plant;'and
at any time that he feels that such direction is in the
riéht direction for safety.

This is one of the key issues that I have
discussed in two-hour periods with each of my operators. I
have tried to cover it in the procedures, and you can cover
specifics in the procedures, but you can't cover -- I don't
think you can really hit the general attitude. You have got
to sit down with operators and go over the general attitude
of how do you feel about this kind of thing?

I can be very clear with you how I feel. That was
the school I was brought up in.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me understand what you

say. Can that order be-countermanded'by the man above him?

MR. HUXKILLe No, sir, it cannot. The man at the

"controls, if he can shut down that plant, he is going to

shut it down.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You say that the authority
to shut down the plant, it goes down slowly from the

operator out of the crew?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 ¥YR. HUKILL: He has the authority signed by me to
2 shut down the plant. That is the way I have lived all of my
3 life in-the nuclear power business, and I intend to continue.
4 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have more questions?

5 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD:s Yes, I dé; Mr. Hukill,

6 while I have you, you indicated earlier that you ran for six
7 shifts. Do you have the necessary number of shift

8 supervisors or superﬁisor candidates at the moment?

9 MR. HUKILL: No, sir, we do not. Right now we are
10 planning to probably be on a one and five when we start up.
11 We have promoted to the point where we have, I believe, it
12is six shift suéervisors and four shift foremen. I won't

13 swear to those numbers, but as close to those numbers,

14 because of the loss of two shift Supervisors, as you are

156-well aware, due to the exam problem.

18 At the time of the exam I did have six and six,

17 six shift supervisors and forsman. I promoted two shift

18 supervisors to shift foreman, and am now short on the shift
19 foreman ranks which I need to develop. That should be

20 foremen promoted to_supervisor.

21 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Your earlier point:s If a
2zsingle.control room_operatbr thinks the plant should be shut
23 down and the shift supérVisor doesn't think so, would there
24 still be a shutdown?

25 MR. HUKILL: May I answer that, or are you asking

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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someone else?

2 ~ COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: No, I am asking you. I am
3 trying to understand.

4 MR. HUKILL: Yes, sir. I will answer that. I

5 have been very specific with them. They have the written

6 authority signed by me as‘the Director of Unit 1 to shut

7 down the plant any time we are in violation of the technical
Sspecificétions or at any time in their minds. Where they go
9 to'the safety of the plant,lthe,plant should shut down.

10. I ﬁéve made this specific to each operator as I

11 have talked to him, and made it specific to him that this is
12 his responsibility as a licensed operator of the plant. The
13 NRC issues the license. We give him and appoint him to the
14 job as control room operator, and I feel very strongly that
15 he has that authority and he has it in writing.

16 COMMISSTIONER BRADFORD: How long will it take you
17 to have the additional shift foreman, assuming things go

18 well?

19 MR. HUKILL: I find that éuestion very hard to

20 answer. I don't really know. It depends on what my senior
21 people feel of the CRO's that are available to promote and
22 whether they feel they have fhe technical qualifications and
23 whether they have completad the training for SRO

24 qualifications which they will have to go up fof.

25 ' I just don*t know. I would hope within the next

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 two or three monthse.

2 - ¥R. ARNOLD: I think there was one

3 misunderstanding. I understood your guestion to be whether
4 we would have sufficient numbers either licensed or in

5 training to man five shifts.

6 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes.
7 MR. HUKILL: You said six shiftse.
8 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I started with six, and

9 then I guess I blurted a little bit. The answer was yes to
10 five but not to six? . |
11 MR. HUKILL: Yes. We will be very close to five /
12 shifts. My aim is five shifts to start with. Six is going
13 to be practically impossible to make at this time.

14 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What have you done

15 differently Vith regard to alarms in the event of soﬁething

16 of the magnitude of TMI? Would the alarm situation be.as

17 chaotic in the early stages if that happened again?

18 MR. ARNOLD: Let me ask Mr. Keaten again to

19 address that. He has been heavily involved in the
‘20modification of the alarm system.

21 MR. KEATEN: I think there are a couple of ansvers
22 to that, Mr. Bradford. 1In the first place, TMI-1 does not

23 have nearly as many total alarms in the sense of enunciator
24 panels as TMI-2 has, and sd the situation just because of

295 the basic design of the plants is better in Unit 1 than it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 was in Unit 2.

2 ' The s2cond thing that we have done is that we have
3 taken the alarms that we considered to be really critical --
4 and there are about‘ls of these -- and vwe have given then

5 red windows on the enunciator, so that those are immediately
6 brought to the operator's attention as something that he
7sh§uld pay special attention to and take special actione.

8 That is not something that we have in the case of
9the Unit 2 accident.

10 ' Then we have gone to other color schemes to

11 indicate other alarms that are more important than the

12 background alarms, which are not guite as important as the
13 red-coded one. So there is a color-coded prioritization

14 system that will be available at the time of restart that

15 was not there during the accident.

16 _ You will still get, in the event of a reactor

17 trip, something like that, you will get a large number of

18 alarms. What we have done in a sense is establishing a

19 priority along with the other steps that I mentioned this

20 morning, in terms of giving him special displays of the

21 parameters that we consider to be really critical we think
22 will help him to focus his attention on the things that we
23 think he needs to be iooking ate.

24 In addition to that, we have put into effect -- we

25 have a plant process computer, a graphic display which is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 called up automatically any time the reactor trips, which is
2 a moving plqt of the reactor pressure versus the temperature
3in the reactor.
4 'This_plot, ve have found out in conjunction
5 wofking with the B&W owners group and others, this plot
6 gives é very dgood represéntation of the ability of the
-7 systems to lose heat,.and we have carried out training of
8 the operators in how to interpret the trends that appear on
9 this.
10 | So this again is a matter of trying to focus his
11attentioh on thes= particular parameters that he needs to be
12 worrying about at that time, réther than being sﬁbmerged in
13 all the other things that might be happeninge.
14 | COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: In the same vein, who will
15 be handling the gquestions that tend to pour in from the
16 outside world in a chain of events like that, Mr; Hukill?
17 : MR. HUKILL: Could you repeat your gquestion,
18 please? |
19 COHMNISSIORER BRADFORD; Another of the problems in
20 apparently the early stages of an event like THI is that
21 there are terrific demands placed on the people who are
22 trying to analyze and cope with that in tetms'of informing
23 the outside world. How will those demands be coped with,
24 and how ars the people who are in effect manning the

. 25 telephones be at the same time keeping themselves informed
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1 of the status of the plant?
2 '_ MR. HUKILL: What we really have on-line now ié

3 that the shift foreman will be in direct control of the

4 plant and >f the control room operatoré. The people who are
5 manning the phones or people from our maintenance -- as I

8 told you earlier, we have shift maintenance people. They

7 are trained to man the phones 5nd make the reports.

8 They are the people who will come up and make_the
9 reportse As far as determining the trends and determining
10 what should be made in the report, it is the emergency

11 director, who is the shift supervisor, and his duties now
iZhavé been greatly and significantly reduced so that he is in
13. really overall charge and standing back and watching the

14 whole piéture, and he is not off running down some cbmponent
15 or something like that. He is the man until the duty

16 emergency shift supervisor or the offsite people arrive. He
17 is the one in charge) and he is responsible for making the
18 determination of what is reported on the telephone and what
19 is given to the outside agencies.

20 - The people on the telephones who are actually

21 making the majority of the reports are people fronm the

22 maintenance department who are trained in that capacity, to
23 come up and man the telephones. |

24 MR. ARNOLD: In addition to that, Commissioner

25 Bradford, perhaps I could ask Mr. Gifford, who is head of
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1 our Communications Division, to address the communications

2in the event of a plant upset, who go to the public media
Sand some of the government officials that are not involved
4in getting technical reports.

5 ¥R. HUKILL: I might also mention that thé STA is
6 available directly to the shift supervisor to provide hin

7 guidance from a technical aspect of what he should be doing,
8 and what is the real problem, and whaf kind of information
9 he should be putting out.

10. MR. ARNOLD: Well, he works in basically three

11 stages. As the situation requires, the escalation or the
12 augmentation of the on-shift people, people who communicate
13 with . the media, Mr. Gifford will address -- are included in
i4the first wave, as it were, of augmentation of on-éhift

15 people. |

16 - ¥R. GIFFORDs Commissioner, in the event of an

17 emergency, we would have from thé Communications Division,
18 personnel present in thé emergency offsite facility with

19 access to the emergency director. He in turn Qould be

20 communicating with his colleagues in the Communications
21Division to a éommunications center which would be equipped
22 with telephones to which the public has access through the
2sinformatibn numbers listed for Three Mile Island.

24 In addition to that, there would be activated at

25 our immediate center, which would be the point that the
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1 media wouli be asked_to assemble, and they in turn would be
2 receiving direct communication from the emergency offsite
3. facility in order to brief the press on the events that

4 transpired. |

5 COHKISSIONER BRADFORD: Have you planned for the
6 situation where your phones will be jammed with people |
7 trying to call in?

8 MR. GIFFORDs We have addressed that, Nr.

9 Bradford, in a number of ways, by trying to provide hookup
10 phones which will provide rollover where the phones would
11 roll over to other numbers. You reach a point where you

12 have to decide how many of those calls, and we are about af
13 the stage now where we would have 20 lines available.

14 But the limitation is clearly because bf the need
'15for personnel.

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have any phones that

17 you would limit to outcalls?

18 MR. GIFFORD: Yes, sir, that is correct.
19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have any more?
20 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: One more. With regard --

21 let me see if I understand the part about how the revised
22 corporate structure works in terms of giving us technical
23 capability. I want to know about your relationship with
24 BEW. Have they themselves reviseq their procedures and

25 structures in such a way that you have adequate assurance
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1 that something on the order of the Davis-Bessie series of

‘2 events would be brought to their attention in the future?
3 MR. ARNOLD: Commissioner, I am not sure that I
4 could state categorically that the B&W procedures

specifically wduld ensuré that we will have received a B&W

(4]

analysis on that, and we have frankly looked to the NSAC

(o]

~

input efforts on evaluation of other plant events to be our
8 major source of decal information on those items.

9 | We do, however, have a very clbse technical
iointerplay with Bé&W.

11 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: How guickly do NSAC and

12 N-PO respond to the events of the Davis-Bessie order of

13 magnitude? How quickly would you hear about that?

14 'MR. ARNOLD: Let me ask Mr. Keaten and Mr. Herbein
15 to comment on that.

16 MR. WILSON: I think I can comment on two ways on
17 that. BEW --

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Would you identify yourself?
19 ¥R. WILSON: I am Mr. Wilson, Technical Director
20 of GPM of the B&W Owners Group, which is a collection of the
21 owners of the 177 BE&W plants. They have an agreement with
22 B&H wherein the event, the unanticipated transient or the

23 unanticipated reactor trip, that BEW personnel will go on

24 the site within 24 hours‘and perform perfunctory or initial

25 review of that.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




25

1 That initial review is made available back to  the
2 BEW corporate offices through éomputer systems made

3 available to other BEW owners, so that happens directly

4 yithin the BE&W plant structure.

5 The other thing I think Mr. Arnold was referring

6 to was‘through the N-PO organization, we are tied together

7 with a computer system. We feed automatically information

8 into that computer system which is-available to then othef

9 plants within the country.

10 There is a program referred to as NOTEPAD in which
11 the event and subseguent information on the event is entered
12 into a commonly aécessed computer memorye.

13 MR. CLARK: That is fairly real time. Of the

14 major incidence I know I recall over the past yvear, I know I
15 have seen'the initial printout fronm NOTEPAD within the first
16 day or twoe.

17 HR..HILSONz Yes, it generally happens within 24

18 hours.
19 MR. CLARK: Then it is updated as more is known.
20 COHMMISSIONER BRADFORD:s But that is a little

21 different from the kind of input that would have helped you
22 if you had had it from the Davis-Bessie analyses. That is
23 the kind of analytical work that would have suggested to yoﬁ
24 that the operator could be misled by the behavior of the

25 pressurizer, but you will get that out of NOTEPAD im all
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1 probability.

2 MR. CLARK: You do get that out of N-PO. The N-PO
3 takeé all the events, and there was a transition from NSAC

4 to N-PO, and I may be a2 little bit ahead of myself, but one
5 of the other has and will continue to screen. all of the

6 events to determine ﬁhich is significant, arrange analysis

7 0f it to datermins implications and provide that to all of

8 the N-PO members.

9 Over and above that we have our own group that is
"10.referred to in our operaiion as advice prbgram, which |
11 monitors which comes out 6f N-PO and NSAC and does its own
12evaluétion-as to whether thers were some we want to pursue
13 further in terms of implication; then assigns the people to
14§o~modify the procedure, change the training.or whatevere.

15 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: How big is N-PO now?

16 - MR. CLARK: I have guessed 230 people or something
17 1ike that7 I was just looking at it the other day.

18 . MR. ARNOLD: I think, though, in terms of the type
19 of analysis you are requesting in the Davis-Bessie type
QOSituation, Mr. Wilson's description of what is being done

21 through the owners group is probably the way in which we

22 would expect the earliest on analysis of those eventse.

23 ' That is one of the reasons we have them here. It
24 slipped my memory that we did have that mechanism in place,

25 which I am familiar with.
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1 ' COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Could you talk a minute

2 about what would happen in your organization if that kind of.
3 information came in?

4 ¥R. WILSON: . We generally interrogate the NOTEPAD

5 system every day. So as information comes in, then ve

o

directly -~ if what is on the computer system is not clear

7 or whatever, we do get in touch with the B&W response.center

[o4]

in Lynchburg, who is in contact with wherever the event

9 might be going on, and follow the evenf through thenre.

10 | We then, depending on what it is, either

11 independently try to assess from the facts that are there
1iand glean some further underst;nding of it in real time, or
13 whatever the case might be. It depends on a case by case
14 basis. _

15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You don't then as a matter
16 of practice do your own analysis? You migh£ take analysis
17that is devised by BE&W.

- 18 - MR. WILSON: On our own plants by procedures, Wwe
19 would do the analysis on all unusual or other kinds of

20 reactor trips. We had systems that also screw up in place
21 and do perform that analysis.

22 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: No. I am speaking of a

23 particular -- fof example,‘Davis-Bessie type situation.

24 That information if it came in to you through NOTEPAD or

25 through th=2 B&W 24-hour alert, would you then do your own
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1 analysis of that and the significance for your plaﬁt, or

2 would you wait for the analysis to be developed by N-PO or

3 BEW?

4 _ HR. WILSON: T think it would depend on what it is
5 and what our perception of what was going on and how fast

6 and responsive other people were taking a look at the

7 information. I think it would be a case by case bhasis.

8 MR. ARNOLDs I would not expect to attempt to do a
- 9 Davis-Bessie type plant experience analysis, for

10 Davis-Bessie, in effect a check on how .their analysis was.

11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I'm trying to determine how

12 you would then -- you get the information coming in.
13 , MR. ARNOLD: Yes.
14 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There has to be some kind

15 0f a step that takes that infofmation, evaluates the

16 significance..

17 ~ HR. ARNOLD: To us, yes.

18 COMHISSIDNER AHEARNE: Then following that step,
19 if you judge it to be significant, translate that into some
20 type of information which is given to the operator.

21 | MR. ARNOLD: Yes, and the ressponsibility for
22£aking those occurrences and analyzing the significance of
23 them to us resides in Nr. Wilson's decision that they are
24 responsible for identifying hardware implications, training

251mplications, procedure implications, and then they would
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1 task out to the part of the organization that would have to
2 put in place -the particular changes; if it is procedures or
3 training, then track the accomplishment of the followup
4 action that would identify it.
5 MR. CLARK:z I think if they saw an immediate
6 lesson, they would screen it. If they saw an immediate\
- 7 lesson, they would issue that for action. If they felt it
8 would regquire more analysis, understanding, et cetera, they
9would determine were N-PO and NSAC doing it. They would
10 then decide'whethér,we need to do more ourselves or wait the
11 outcome of the industry effort.
12 It is not really practical for each facility to
13 independently analyze each cne, so we go through that kind
f4of'process.
15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What I was trying to get
16 at, I was trying to understand: Is there an automatic
17Stan&ard operating procedure in place that when that kind of
18 information comes in, there is at least that initial rgview'
19 done to determine if it's something that fou need to take
20 immediate notice of.
21 , HR. WILSON: 'Theré is an issue with you about the
22 systems analysis group who venture a judgment. I have to
23 say that that initial information that might come in might
24 not be compléte or whatever. It is what is available at the

25 time and judging that.
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1 . COMMISSIONER AHEARRNE: But you do rely on initiél
2 gcreening by your own people, as opposed to the 6utside?

3 "MR. WILSON: That is correct.

4 ~ CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you very nuch,

5 gentlemen.

6 COMMNISSIONER GILINSKY: I have several other

7 guestions.

8 , CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I thought you were throughe.
9 ' COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I do have a few;

10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I want to allow time for
-11o£her people. Ars these questioﬁs that -- |

12 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: However you want to do
13it. If you would like to take the others first -- 1 assumé
14 everybody is going to stay, or we can do them now.

15 _CHAIRHAN PALLADINO: How manyléf them and how fast?
16 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Several. One of your

17 techniques is to try one and see what happens.

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I was going to make the

19 following suggestion. I gather that most of you can staye.
20 I would hope to get through at least by five o;clqck. I was
21 going to suggest that we now ask the TMI Alert --

22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you mind if I ask one
23question'for the Board on this question, én the actual

‘ 24 shutdown, ahd leave the others until later?

25 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Fine.
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1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: If I could return to your
2 point about the autﬁority to shut down the reactor, I

3 presume if the shift supervisor disagreed with that position
4he'cou1d bring the plant back up? Or what does he have to
'5do in the event of such a shutdown?

'6 ' And to follow that up, how high does operational

7 authority go? Who is the highest official with actual

8 authority to run the plant and give direct orders on the

9 operation of the plant?

10 MR. HUKILL: I would.assume the highest position I
11 would go to is the President, Mr. Afnold, but as far as I am
12 concerned on the Island, I am the highest position. The

13 normal tracking chain on the island for events or things

14 that happen in the plant, as they call it, the Operations

15 Hanager, if it is an operations-related item. If he feels
16 it is serious enough, he calls theAOperations and
17Maintenance Director, who then gets in touch with mé, and ve
18 make a decision.

19 HR. ARNOLD: Excuse me. Could I ask.a point of
2oclarificatioﬁ here? I think you were asking the guestion,
21 though, in terms of, for example, starting the plant up as
22 opposed to shutting it down.

23 COMHISSIONER GILINSKY: Right.

24 MR. HUKILL: No one can start up the plant without

26 my permissione.
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1 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Can you start up the plant
2 without concurrence by people who shut it down; or under |
3 wvhat circumstances would you start it up?
4 MR. HUKiLL:. Do you mean if the reactor operator
5has»shut down the plant, could I étart it up? -
6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes. Could you order it to
7 be started. up?
. 8 MR. HUKILL: Yes, I could order it to be started
9up. I am the Director of Unit 1. I don*t think I would
'10evér do thét without consulting with HMr. Arnold on what
11 happened, what the occurrence vas and why we would shut it
12do;n. T would certainly not do it without talking to the
1Sindividﬁal who shut the plant down.
14 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is that just the feeling of
15 yours or is that a practice or a requirement?
16 MR. HUKILL: I.don't know. I wasn't there when
17 the plant operated.'
18 CHAiRHAN PALLADIRO: No, I meant nowe.
19 - MR. HUKILL: Yés, it is certainly a requirement
20now. It is certainly a requirement that they must have my
21 permission to start up the plant. And if it was shut down
22 by one of the operators, there is no way that I would start
23 that up until that operator was -- until I discussed the
24 situation with him, and that we were in agreement that the

o5 condition for which he shut it down has been corrected.
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1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1In other words, the

2 Operations and Maintenance Director or Manager of Plant
3 Operations does not himself have authority to start the
4 plant up?

5 MR. HUKILL: No, sir. I have that authority.
6 They have to come to me to start up that plant.

7 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay. I will give you an
8 opportunity to have some other questions. I am going to
.9thank you gentlemen for now and suggest that you yield your
10 place at the table to representatives from TMI Alerf.

1 , I would also welcome the Aamodt family

12 representatives to join us‘at-the table.

13 MR. BLRKE: Whoever made available.

14. CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you.

15 -

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I believe when we started the
2 meeting that I indiéated that next we would call on the

3 representatives of TMI Alert, and I believe representing THI
4 Alert(is &s. Joanna Doroshavwe.

5 MS. DOROSHAW: That is correct. And seéted to my
6 left is Louise Bradford, who was the Intervenor at the

7 restart hearings.

8 CHAIRHAN»PALLADIKO: Also we have as

9 representatives Mrs. ARamodt. - . -
10 MRS. RAMODT: Marjorie Ramodt and John Cluett.

11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am going'to ask first that
12 we hear from representatives of TNI Rlert. |

13 : MS. DOROSHAW: Okay. I first would like to

14 express my outrage at the conduct of this proceeding todaye.
15 I am outraéed, and I believe that peoplé who live in the

16 surrounding Three Mile Island area are outraged also. We

17 have spent-two grueling years going through prehearings and
18 hearings, and it has been an extremely painful experiencé

19 for us.

20 A very large record has been developed; a very

21 lengthy decision has been produced. ' We have participated in
22 these hearings against all odds. We have had very little

23 resources. Basically, the hearings financially strapped us
24 an organization. And for what? ‘What you seem to be dqing

25 here today is you are calling upon GPU executives to come up
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here without giving us any Oppo;tuﬂity to cross examine
them, to present evidence to you, so that they can give
their.own'soothing assurances that they are indeed competent
to run this plant, basically ignoring the record, ignoring
the decision and the many problems that are associated with
this decision.

He do not want to réstritt your review of this
case. As a matter of fact, we have always wanted you to
review the merité'of'this case, as youﬁhad promised to do
until very recently. We think this proceeding today is
incredibly unfair. We also believe.that it is probably
illegal under the Administrative Procedures Act.

i refer you to a case by the name of "Seacoast
Antipollution League versus Costle,”™ which dealt with a
similar type proceeding by the administrator of the EPA

reviewing a decision by an administrative law judge, in

vhich he solicited reports from six outside people using

evidence completely outside that record, and made a decision
on that evidénce. And the Coart reversed that deéision as
being outside of EPA, as violating the EPA Procedure Act.

We were not given an opportunity to cross
examine. We were not given an .opportunity to see prefiled
testimony, as the NRC rules provide. What we are asking is
that either the Commission ignbre what Jjust happened this

morning and the charade and the slide shows, or locok at the
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1 merits of this case and eiamine the decision in detail, and
2 give us an ogpottunity to cross examine these people, an

3 opportuniﬁy for a fqll adjudicatory hearing as the rules

4 provide. |

5 So we must object to the proceeding. We urge you
6 to look at the merits of the case; And really we urge you
7 not to continue to traumatize the people of the Three Mile
8 Island area and create this distrust that they already have
9 in this entire process.

10 | You are dealing with some real people down theree.
11 They need a recent decision to show them that indeed this
12 management is competent to run this planf. Without

13 effectively reviewing this decision on its merits, I do not
14 see how you can possibly do that, apd by listening to these
15 people speak to you for a few hours, I ao not think that

16 that is doing anyone any justice. That is why we are

17 outraged. |

18 I will now continue --

19 ' CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wonder if I might ask some
20 guestions.

21 MS. DOROSHAW: Surely.

22 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you not have an

23 opportunity to cross examine these witnesses during the

24 hearing process?

25 ¥S. DOROSHAW: Yes. In the context of an
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adjudicatory hearing, we had an opportunity to be there.

2 But what you are doing now --

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now, I just asked you if you
4 4id not have an opportunity to.cross examine them in the

5 hearing.

6 MS. DOROSHAW: Yes, as the rules provide.

7 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You are aware of the fact

8 that when an enforcement action is taken, such as with the
9 shutting down a plant, it is incumbent upon the Commissioh,
10 as soon as the conditions change that forced the shutdown,‘
11 to decide whether or not the Licensee can be allowed to

12 start up. That is what we are doing now, is trying to look
13 at the récord‘and see whether or not, whether we should.

i4 MS. DOROSHAWe 'That is exactly what I am urging
15 you to do. _

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is not a procedure that
17'is changéd. That is a proéedure that was announced back

18 when this hearing was ordered, and we are following that.
19 Now, with regard to the merits of the case, yes, we did

20 change. But that is something that would come after this
21 anyhow.

22 MS. DOROSHAW: Right. I am not arguing with

23 that. What I am saying is that you have a record and you
24 have a decision to look at. I do not understand why you

25 feel it necessary to have these people come and tell you the
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1 self-serving statements, without giving us any opportunity

2 to even probe - them.

3 CHATRMAN PALLADINO: We did give you the
4opportunity to submit your cohments.

5 MS. DOROSHAW: Yes, we did.

6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And to give them rebuttal.
7And I think it is éppropriate_for us to both review the

8 record and to listen to comments that you and others may

9 have on this issue.

10 MS. DOROSHAW: Okay,.I will go on from there
i1 then.
12 ' CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I just wanted to make sure

'1éthat we at least are working from the same base.

14 MS. DOROSHAW: Okay. We believe that the public
15 safety must be your first and your last consideration in

16 this case. Has managemeﬁt met its' burden of proving to you
17 that they can operate this plant safely? Can you be

18 confident, in light of their ‘past experience, that they héve
19 the integrity and the candor and the éapability to now run
20 this plant and to recognize and correct deficiencies in the
21 future?

22 | We submit that the Licensee has not ﬁeﬁ this

23 burden, and we would like to at least look at the decision
24 that was handed down by the Board who did examine the

o5 record, supposedly. And we note that it is our belief that
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1 that decision is full of errors. It has a lot of problens,
2and its conclusions cannot justify a determination that-

3 management is capable of running this plant.

4 ~ Let us look for a minute beyond the issue of

5 management capability and examine -- there is a lot of

6 evidence developed on this record indicating real safety
.7problems at this plant, and there is a real question whether
8 some of those problems have been corrected.

9 If you look at the Board's decision; you will see
10 over and over again that they seem to be cowed by the

11 possibility of taking. these findings to the ultimate

12 conclusion of finiing management incompetent. And
13£herefore, I think it consistently failed to make

14 appropriate findings at the intermediate step, that theré

15 are safety problems at this plant.

16 And there are tﬁo issues which we see as prime

17 examples of this, where the Board just never gets to the
18i§sue of are there really safety problenms, ﬁecause they just
1gseemed to be afraid to get to that issue, to make that

20 £finding. |

21 First of all, as far as poor bast maintenance

22 problems at the plant --

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you saying they failed tb
24 make a finding with regard to safety issues relating to

25 management competence?
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1 | MS. DOROSHAW: Right. What I am saying is they

2 seemed to be .afraid -to find management incompetent. Rnd yet
3 there is evidence that they recognizé, that seems to

4 indicate safety problems.

5 CHAIRMAN PiLiADIKO: Do you have such evidence

6 that you could present? I did search the record for your
7evidence-at this point.

8 MS. DOROSHAW: I think the Board in its decision
9 indicates there are several. work reéuests -~ for example, I
10 think Exhibit 40, dealing with the spurious alarm situation
11 at the plant, which is a concern that I noticed was

12 expressed this morning about the alarm situation.

13 Here is an alarm that goes off -- infrequently,
14 but it goes off -- and it is supposedly ihdicating a safety
15 problem. And yet the Board refuses to find -- that is an

16 item of deferred maintenance, but yet says, "Well, probably
17 it should be fi#ed.“ Well, obviously, the thing should be
18 fixed.

19 There ié another example, I believe. It is

20 Exhibit 33 and 34. These are TMIA exhibits dealing with, I
21 think it is, the main water valves. BAnd there is severe

22 recordkeeping problems on these work requests.

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay. Why don't you

24 continue. 'i am not sure what you mean by "severe

25 recordkeeping problems."”
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1 V MS. DOROSHAW: For example, there are a number of

2 exhibits under Exhibit 33 that deal with the same problenm,
3 and séme of them are marked "Quality Assurance,” some of

4 them are not. Some of them are marked "Nuclear

5 Safety-Related,” some of them are not.

6 The Board dgems this is a recordkeeping problem,
7 and we deem it is much more than that -- in fact, a

8 definitional problem, a human uﬁderstanding problem of what
9 exactly is safety-related and what do these people consider
10 as safety-related.

11 And that is a severe safety problem at this

12 plant. There seems.to have been no coherent definition of
13 what is safety-related, which has ever been expressed by

14 this company throughout these hearings.

16 I notice that you are requesting them to provide

16 Yyou now with a 1istAof what they consider safety-related.

17fet they have been operating and they have existing
189perations for all this time.

19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs What do you mean they have
20 been operating all this time?

21 MS. DOROSHAW: Not Unit 1 since the accident, but
22 before that time, which is what our recordAexamined. They
23 had no clear definition of what was safety-related. And wve
24 believe this not only violates NRC rules and regulations,

25 but it reflects sesverely on whether this plant can operate
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1 safely.

2 ' -The new priority system which they have

3 instituted, Priority I requires ~-- one part of the Priority
4T -- requires thatAéomeone should determine whether thére is

5 an impact on safety, on nuclear safety. The new job tickets
6 they have still require people to check off whether

7 something is nuclzar safety-related or not. And there is a
'Slot of confusioh that we saw on the récord in differences of
9 opinion by various experts that licensee produced as far as
10 what they consider to be safety-related or not.

1 \ 'The Staff presented testimony supporting the

12 Licensee's view that basically there was not a problem in Lo
13defining.safety—rélatedness; There were no real maintenance
14 problems that reflected on safetye. '

15 "CHARIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you not consider the
16conditions that the Board éuggested will correct this

17 situation?

18 MS. DOROSHAW: The new computer system, the neﬁ

19 priority system? All of those things, I believe, have

20 problems. There are a lot of recordkeeping pfoblems, which
21’ were demonstrated: misplaced paperwork, duplications, and
22 inaccuracies on the:work request itself.

23 These new job tickets that supposedly are going to
24 be through this computer system afe extremely complicated.

25 If you look at tﬁem, they have a}l kinds of checks, marks,
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1 and requirements to put in different codes. Certainly, it

2 is not an easier form to f£ill out than before, and I think

3 they have given testimony to indicate‘that on the recorde.

4 CHRIRMAN PALLADIKO: But have you found or do you
5 have evidence that this is an improper, unsatisfactory.,

6 unworkable system?

7 MS. ﬁOROSHAW: So far, no. The Board itself said
8 they do not know. And they are willing to give it six
Qmoﬁths tp see if it works, and they say that in their

10 decision. Now, what are we supposéd to be? Guiﬂea pigs?

11 They é:e giving them six months to see if the system is

12 going to work, and then they are going fo come back and have
13 the Staff analyze it or something.

14 We just do not believe that there is any reason at
15 all why we should be living near a plant which has poor

16 plant maintenance practices, and the Board is not even

17 willing to say that this new system is good enough that they
18 are willing to give it an okay at this point. That is a
19-severe problem. We do not know. What we see are a lot of
20 problems which developed while Unit 1 was oﬁerating and we
21 do not see this new-sfstem correcting.

29 The priority system, the Board says, is radically
23 different. Its method of assigning priorities is radically
é4different. I really dé not see where that is any

295 different. Someone would originate work requests and before
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1 the new system they had to sign a priority, but it would be
2 approvéd by various supervisors and eventually go up to the
3 plant manager who could'always cross it out and design his
4 own priorities.

5 So what they are doing now is having the

6 originator recommend a priority and now have their their

7 supervisors or the planf manéger put an assigned priority.
8 And there is realiy no difference there at all. It is a

9 matter of either crossing it out or putting in another

10 blank.

11 , \ CHAIQHAN PALLADINO: You are not objecting to

12 having. the priority system, are you?

13 MS. DOROSHAW: The priority system, it seems to

14 me, is a worthwhile thing, buf even at this plant they

15 refused -- this Licensee refuses to designate even a minimal
16£ime-frame by which Priority I's must be done. The

17 schedule, they still use these plan-of-the-day meetings to
18 schedule tﬁeir work. It does not seem to mé that the

19 priority system is all that important to them. They do not
20 use it for scheduling, it seems. I think they have said

21 that many times. |

22 o CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: How do you know that? Do you

23 have evidence?

Py ¥S. DOROSHAW: They have said that over and over,

25 that their primary method of scheduling maintenance work is
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through theée work;of-the—day or plan-of-the-day meetingse.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: They said that they do not
give attention to priority?
MS. DOROSHAW: I suppose they do give sonme
attention to it. But they certainiy do not use it as the

primary method of scheduling work. They d0 not assign, they

‘do not have a time frame by which any specific priority must

be done whether it is safety-related or not. They have no
time frames at all. And the Board agrees with this
practice.‘

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Do you have evidence that
they have no time frame? |

MS. DOROSHAW: They will tell you thate.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I hate to interpret what they
said. I th?nk I will let them answer that. |

MS. DdROSHAW: It seems to me that that is what
they said, that they do not assign time frames at all.

As far as this new computér system that they have,
one‘of the big problems, one of the big recordkeeping
problems they had while Unit 1 was operating,\was this
problem of misplaced job tickets. They have got now so many
more forms and one is going here and one is going there and
one is going to keypunch. |

How is that system going to really improve what

was clearly a bad problem on their part? It was so bad that
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they misplaced so many job tickets that they had to develop
2a systém on how to retract them when THI was going through

3 the discovery process, a management decision was made to

4 hand over to the discovery room the original work requests.
5 o : And so many were lost, and these original woak

6 requests were the official documents, supposedly, that they
,7ﬁsed to comply with NRC regulations, and yet they turned

8 them over to the discovery room. They were lost. A number
9 of fhem“are-lost, and there was basically no explanation why
10 they decided to do that.

11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Don't you think that deserves
12 correction, the fact that they had a system that apparently
13 lost some work orders?

14 MS. DOROSHAW: It certainly is dood that -they now
15 corrected that. But whj did it go on for so long? The

. 16 problem is why did fhese things go on for so long? What

17 does that say about management? What does that say about

18 the maintenance department and the head of the maintenanqe
19 department, Mr. Shovlin, who is still in the same position?
20 , The Board does not even examine his past

21 experience. When they speak of Mr. Shovlin in the decision,
22 they do nét even reference what his past performanée was and
.28 why these maintenance problems developed.‘

24 CHAIRMAN PALLADIRO: You said this went on for sc

295 long. Could you tell me how long it went omn, over what
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period there was a gap in the records?
| MS. DOROSHAW: A gap in the records?

CHAiRHAH PALLADING: You said there were some
records-lost.

MS. DOROSHAW: I cannot give you an exact date
because I 30 not remember. |

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Was it many months or weeks?

MS. DOROSHAW: Well, yes. They examined at least
a year before thaﬁ, a year before the '79 accident. I do
not know how many years back it went, but it seemed to me a
real problem that was developing at this plant.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I know you had records that
went. back several years, but I am talking about the long
periods that you refer to in which records were lost. I
just want to get a feel for what that length of time was.

ES. DOROSHAWs I do not really know. I know they
discovered that some things were lost, I believe, when they
started reviewing their records in 1979. I think they went
back and they purged all the duplicates, and they conducted |
this massive investigation. I believe that is when they
discovered this prqblem. You might want to ask them, but I
believe thqt is correcte. |

Now, oﬁ to another problem, which is the overtime
problem. He believe that the Board treated this issue in a

most outrageous mannher. There were really legitimate
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1 gquestions that were raised by some of the testihony that was
2 presenﬁed on -this issue.

3 Basically, there were three witnesses who

4 testified undisputed. They corroborated each other on many,
5 many issues. But what the Board did was it looked at the
'ediffefences and virtually dismissed them as being

7 subjective. Well, of course, anyone who gets up and

8 testifies is going to be subjective.

9 That is no excuse to dismiss their testimony.

10 Either you have to believe these peqple or not believe

11 theme. If they believe these people, then certain things
12followed.from that. If they did not believe them, then they
13 had to state why they did not believe then.

14 ' - If these people were not credible, then they

15 should hﬁve stated so. There is no evidence in the record
16 at- all why they chose not to believe then.

17 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Could you identify which

18 witnesses you are talking about?

19 ¥S. DOROSHAW: Hr. Eberle, ¥r. KcCurdy., and_Hr.

20 Reismiller. |

21 _CHAIRHAN PALLADIRO: What did they testify to?

22 ' - ¥MS. DOROSHAW: As to excessive overtime in the

23 plant. They all testified there were instances of excessive
24 overtime, twelve hours a day, seven days a week, three and

25 one-half months, four months, during refueling outages. The
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issué was not whether overtime was‘forced or voluntary, and
2 that seems to be what the Board focuses on. That is not at
3 all what wé are talking about.

4 What we are talking about are people working at

5 that plant who‘are fatigued. I mean this is not a candy

6 store.

7 - CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This was during the

8 refueling?

9 MS. DOROSHAW: Yes. This is not a céndy store;

10 This is a nuélear powerplant where the margin of error is
11 very small and the consequences are very huge. And if you
12 have people working there so fatigued, it is an extremely
13 serious situation.

14 ' CHAIRMAN PALLADIRO: Did these witnesses testify
15 that the people were fatigued as a result}of overtime?

16 ¥S. DOROSHAW: At least one of them did. One of
17themvsaid "Yes." At least a couple of them did. In fact,
18 they were ;skéd point-blank, "Were you not, by the twelfth
19 hour, were you not getting tired?” And certainly, they said
20 "Yes.” I mean would you not, even if you had a luncheon
21 break? If you worked twelve hours at something, you a;e
22 going to be tired by the end of that day.

23 . - And yet, it was scheduled. People could get out
é4of it if they gave.enough notice. Now, what was ™enough

25 notice"?
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1 There'éas'testimonf that there was one individual
2 who was legitimﬁtely_sick, aﬁd he could not comerin. And he
3 was forped to come in. When the supervisor saw that ﬁe was
4 really sick, he said, "Okay, go home." But a letter was:
5 placed in his file'saying, "You did not work your
6 ove .1: time.™
7 , They have guidelines now, and ﬁhe Board seems to
8 be relying on the fact thét while now they have these new
/ 9 guidelines that they are going to be following, well, they
10 always had guidelines. These guidelines were waived, and
ﬁ these new guidelines can be waived. There is really no
12 teeth to them at all.
13 - There.are mdny questibns which these new
14 guidelines do not solve, such_as'is‘overtime coerced, was it
15cbérced'at this plant? ¥%What about safefy meetings? One of
16 the witnésses tgstified that safety meetings were foutinely
17 canceled during‘refuel outages.
18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: During what?
19 E ﬁS. DOROSHAW: During refuelin§ outages, safety
20 meetings ware canceled, and people were conveniently not
21 told about then.
22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What are the safety
23 meetings?
24 HS.>DOROSHAW3 Apparently, £hey'were meetings

25 where they discussed industrial safety hazards, accidents in
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1 other plants, things that were going on, ways to prevent

2 that type of fhing from happening at the plante.

3 One of the witnesses testified -- and he was a

4 ynion representative -- that complaints of excessive

5 overtime forced him eventually to go to management to speak
6 to Mr. Arnold and Mr. Herbein and coﬁplain about the

7 excessive ovértime. Basically, what he‘said he was told was
-8 they cannot hire any more ﬁen,‘there are peaks and valleys
.9 at a powerplant, and you have got too many people at a ﬁeak,

10 wvhat are.you going to do with them in the valleys? And:the

11 faster we get the plant back on line the faster we are

12 making money..

13 Well, nothing that we saw wWwas ever done to

14 investigate thse complaints in the excessive overiime that
15 was going on. We urge you to examine the decision paragraph
16 343 as an example, a good example of how the Board again ié'

17couedvat reaching this ultimate conclusion of finding that

18 there was management incompetence at this plant. They say

19 basically, "Well, TMIA did not support the fact that the
20 company maximized profits at the expénse of safety.” And
21 they say. “Therefore,.the issue is moot because we have
22 these new guidelines now."

23 First of all, I dq not understand what the

24 "Therefore" means, and I do not understand how one sentence

"95 follows from the other. But also, I mean turning our case
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1in terms of inflammatory language like that,_"maximization
2 of profits at the e#pense of safety," was not necessary to
3 d§ that. BAnd we did not necessarily have to present
4 evidence to show that specific thing.>
5 You know, what we are talking about is fatigue
6 problems and overtime problenms.
7 COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: Excuse me. I gather
8 fundamentally you vioclently disagrée with the Board.
9 MS. DOROSHAW: Well, ves. It is not just a matter
10 of disagreement.
11 | COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But I gather you disagree
12 that they are aé;urate in their statement. Is that
13.correct? I think you are taking exception to the Board's

14 descriptions; is that correct?;

-~

15 - MS. DOROSHAW: You mean am I presenting exceptions
16 here?
17 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: No. You can either

18 disagree with their conclusions, but I think it is more than

19 that.
20 MS. DOROSHAW: Definitely more than that.
21 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The impression I am getting

22 is you believe the Board did not describe the record

23 accurately.

24 MS. DOROSHAW: That is correct. Absolutely. And

25 did not discuss argumentse.
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1 COMMISSIONER RAHEARNE: The section you have Jjust .
2 called ouf attention to, 343, does more. At ieast, the

3 Board describes it more. In your statement, they say the
4fecord dées not support your conclusion and that MNr.

5 Reismiller's testimony does hot as alleged by TMIA support

6 -- a difference..

7 V MS. DOROSHAW: Certainly, that was not our only

8 point.

9 : COHHISSIONﬁR AHEARNE: But I am just referring to

10 the paragraph,that you refer to, so I gather your
11disagfeement is also your position would be\thé Board has

12 not accurately described the information they had available
13 to thenm. |

14. MS. DOROSHAW: That is correct. That is
15ab$olutely true. I believe that very strongly..

16 Letlme just now address a couple of the issues
.1fthat were raised this morning by the various individuals who
18 were testifying. ﬁr. Xuhns remarked howv his new management
19 structure and his new financiai comnitment shows a

20 commitment to technology, I believe he said.

21 I would just like to point out that we really do
22 not know whether this is a real commitment or a paper

23 commitment, because the financial issues have been removed
24 from this hearing, as you know. Itvis impossible to examine

25 that type of statement in detail. And I would Jjust like to
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1 point that out.

2 - As far as the many statements that were made here
3 and also during the hearing that Licensee has exceeded NRC

4 requirements on various things, we would just like to know

5 == the problem is once they have exceeded NRC reguirements,

6there is really no enforcement pewer anymore. There is.no'

7 way that you ere going to be able to keep track of whether

8 they are continuing to exceed NRC requirements.

9 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What is the basis for that

10 statement? I do not follow that. |

11 HS. DOROSHAW: The NRC'exarinesAwhether itenms

12 revealed are items of noncompliance. At least that has been
13 our experience with the NBC;

14 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is it merely because the

15 Applicant exceeded the requirements? Is it possible —- 

16 HS._DOROSHAW: You said they were exceeding NRC

17 requirements. Then the NRC, it seems to me, is not going to
18 make sure that they are complyiné with all of these

19 additional things they are promising everyone they are Qoing
20 to doe. |

21 CHAIRKAN PALLADINO: Did the Staff say that? I do
22 not follow that that is necessarily so.

23 HS. DOROSHAW: It is on the record.

24 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think the NRC has been

25 looking at whether or not they meet the requirements. I1If
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they exceed them, it does not say, "Well, now, we are not

going to come back."

MS. DOROSHAWs According to Louise Bradford, who
was sitting in one of those hearings, that was indeed said
by the Staff.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We will hear from the Staff,
I guess, later.

MS. DOROSHAW: Okay. Now, as far as the .
Licensee's response to the accident, we, of course, share
many of Commissioner Gilinsky's concerns about the issue of
communications problems during the accident. If it is
ignored by this Commission, it will send a sound message to
GPU and other utilities that they can basically choose what
information they want made public during an emergency
situation. |

COMMISSIONER AHEARREE: I gather your statement to
that is that you disagree with the various I&E conclusions
or the government‘gonclusions?

¥S. DOR5§HAW= There are certain conclusions in
those reports thaffI do agree with.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Regarding the particular
issue that you Jjust addressed?

MS. DOROSHAW: As far as whether information vas
inténtionally withheld, I believe there are other

investigations that validly conclude differently.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Name one.

MS. DOROSHAW: The Udall reporte.

CHAIRMAN PRLLADINO: The Udall report in draft
form made tﬁat allegation, but not in the final form.

¥S. DOROSHAW: What they basically said was they
understood the severity of the accident. They did not |
relate information that they understood to be related to the
severity of the accident. |

CQHHISSIONEB GILINSKY: If I could interject, the

Board add:éssed that point and did not see a difference.

MS. DOROSHAWs That is right. The Board did not
see any difference. |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: They felt in some ways it
was a stronger conclusion.

MS. DOROSHAW: Yes. - That it ﬁas a stronger
conclusion. It is definite that they d4id conclude that
there was information that they knew was related to the
severity of the accident that they did not communicate to
state and federal officials.

I believe the Udall report examines and analyzes
evidence differently than NUREG-0760. In fact, what I have
read, ther2 are certain things they seem to mention that
0760 does not seen io mention. And certainly, the way the
Board addressed this problem was, in our view, totally

outrageous. Basically, what they did was they explained
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these different conclusions ard said, "Well, we are not
going to investigate that,"” and they basically blamed the
Intervenors for not pursuing the matter.

It uas not our issue, it was a Board issue. And
there was certainly an awful lot of reason, Wwe believe, that
they should have pursued the issue, and there were certain.
instances where they could. have. And-they did not.

COMHISSIONER AHEARNE: The point I was trying to
make, Ms. Doroshaw, I thought you were implying that the NRC
had not looked at this issue.

MS. DOROSHAW: Oh, no.

COMMISSIONER ARHEARNE: My point was the NRC has
looked at this issue. It has looked at it several times.

It is certainly true that some members of the Commission and

obviously other people disagreed with the conclusions the

NRC has reaéhed each time it has looked at the issue. But

we have looked at the issue.
| HS.VDORQSHAW: You have looked at the issue.

COMHISSiONER ARHEARNE: As a Commission, we reached
the conclusion several times on that issue.

‘MS. DOROSHAW: Yes. BAnd I also believe that
basiéally_the evidence was analyzed differently, and there
were valid reasons why different conclusions could have been
reached. I could go into the details on what I believe --

CGMHISSIONER AHEARRNE: I was Just trying to point
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1 out tha; many people have looked at the issues many .times,

2 and diffeﬁant people come to different conclusions. But the
3 NRC, at least some segments of the NRC as a Commission, has
4 examined it, has reached its conclusion. You disagree with
5 the conclusion.

6 MS. DOROSHAW: Well, at least what I believe as

7 far as this proceeding is concerned, that this Board had an
Bobligation to pursue the matter a little bit more fhan it l
9 did, becausé‘what,we are talking about are certain
iOindividua;s who have been put in very high management

11 positions in this new organization. It seems the Rogovin

12 and 0760 reports were at fault during the accident in

13 certain ways.

14 There definitely was reason for this Board to have
156 pursued the issue. And that, I believe, was a great fault
16 of this'decision. It certainly was not possible for us to
17 do it. We do not have the resources. Thé Board said itself
18 that in order, for instance, to pursue the issue of Mr.

19 Herbein, if would have required the testimony of ten more

20 people.

21 Now,‘:ertainly, they knew we did not have the

22 resources to get ten people to get up there and testify.

23 But they recognized that it was an issue that requ;red this
24 additional testimony. And their reasoning basically was.,

295 "We do not have time to pursue this. There are more
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-1 important things to pursue.”

2 What possibly could be more important than whether
3 this management has chosen as its vice president of nuclear
4 assurance g man who has been documented to make poor

5 judgments and possibly déceive the public during an
6-emergency situation? That, I believe, is a serious fault,

7 and it is something that must be pursued.

8 : CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But it was. Inspection and

9 Enforcement people made guite a study of that. Others have
10 studied it. Now you do not like their conciusions, but it
11ha§ bean studied.

12 ¥S. DOROSHAW: It has been studied, but the Board
.13basicdllg said, "Well, ﬁhey studied it. This one studied
14it,‘and they have reached these different conclusions.”

15 'CHAIRMAN PALLADING: I am not telling you what the
16 Board said, but you said if is time somebody studied it.

17 The answer is it has been studied.

18 MS. DOROSHAW: The Board certainly had an

19 obligation to do more than it did. I am not saying the

20 Board should have done the whole study of the entire

21 accident again. It had certain issues which this Commission
22 mandated it should consider.

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It is important to keep our
24 points stfaight. You must not be this fluid that when I say

25 something that you switch the point. The point is that it
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1 has been studied. That is all I want to get on the record.
2 ~ KS. DOROSHAW: Yes, it has been studied.

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Whether or not this Board did
4 it is another question;

5 | ¥S. DOROSHEW: What I believe is the Board did not
6 fulfill its responsibilities uﬁder Board issue 10.

7 }CHRIRHAN PRALLADINO: Do you have more?

8 ¥S. DOROSHAW: Bésically, there are a lot of

9 specific problems I have as far as their analysis of what

10 went on during the accidente I do not know whether you

11 would like to pursue more concerning Mr. Dieckamp’s telegram
12 and his explanation today, which, by the way, was not

13 presented on the record. The Board never pursued this

14 matter with him, even though Mr. Hoseley from IE, when he

15 was testifying, said basically youvmighf wvant to pursue this
16 with HNr. Dieckamp; butvyou never did. .

17 There are indications not only that ﬁr. Chadwick
18 and Mailer believed that there was a hydrogenic explosion at
19 that time. .I think Mr. Illgees is another individual who

20 was interviewed. At least in the report, he said that that
21 day hydrogen was discussed. Whether Hf. Dieckamp believed
22at the time he may have sent that mailgram or not, he-

23 certainly had an obligation to lock into it before he as a
24 representative of the company sent such a thinge. |

25 . I believe from the investigations I have looked at
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1 there are many individuals who probably would hQVe said, if
2 asked, "Yes, hydrogen was discussed.” He . did not look into
3it. And that, in itself, I believe, is somewhat‘of a |
4 reflecfion on his competence.

5 _ He is there representing the company, and then

6 when finding out that these IE investigations, these

7 investigations of task work did reveal they did discuss
ahydrogen) he never made any effort to change his mind or

9 communicate to anyone that, yes, indeed, these

10 investigations dé exist now. That is a problem.

i1 CHAIRHAH PALLADINO: Would this be an appropriate

12 time to ask other Commissioners what questions they might

13 have?
14 ¥S. DOROSHAW: Yes. Sure.
15 " CHAIRMAN PALLADINOC: It might help you get some of

16 these points articulated. If not, then I will give you a

17 chance to fini;h.

18 Victor or Peter?

19 COMHISSIONER BRADFORD: Let me just ask. You have
20 given me a bit of a feel for how THI viewed and pursued an
21 issue such as information flow during the course of the
223c:ident. Did you have witnesses of your own?

23 MS. DOROSHAﬁ: ‘He attempted to get the Udall

24 report intrbducedlinto evidence, and by the end of the

25 hearings we did discover that we did have a witness to
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1 sponsor that piece of evidence. As far as getting
2indi§iduals,-othet than that appeared to testify, we never
3 had the resources to hire expert witnesses or to get any
4 type of.witnesé up there to testify.
5 The people who wrote the congressional report vere
6 very hesitan£ to come at all., But we did try to get them to
7 come. Thej were extremely hesitant, because they are in thé
8 legislative arena, and they did not Hant‘to get involved in
9 this proceeding.
10 We believe that that individual could have
11 provided some very valuable testimony. And by fhe end, ﬁe
12 said, well, he would come if the Board so requests it. And
13 the Board 4id not request. .
14 COHMISSIONER BRADFORD: Did you all yourselves
16 cross exaﬁiné Mr. Herbein and Mr. Dieckamp?
16 ‘ ¥S. DOROSHRW: No. Let me explain the situation
17 wve were in at that time. We had counsel representing us
18 until the middle of January. They withdrew bécause we were
19 unable to support them financially. What happened was we
20 needed basically a mail drop, who turnad out to be Louise
21 Bradford, seated to my left, who ended up sitting through
_22the rest of the hearings that lasted another six montﬁs.
23 She had absolutely no familiarity with the background of the
24case; the prehearing, the hearing or anythinge.

25 The Board did not assist her. No one really
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1 assisted her in explaining what issues were coming. I do

2 not know whethef you can imagine what it is like conming in
3in the middle of an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

4 hearing that has been going on for several'months, having no
5 idea of what nuclear power is about or any of the specifics,
6 and thrust into that type of situation and having dumped on
7 you a doz=n boxes of information to look through,

8 basically.

9 : That is what it was. It was virtually impossible
10for-her -- and she might want to speak for herself on this
11 -—- at least for a month or a month and a half to have any

12 idea of what was going on at those hearings. ' Basically, all:
13.she could do0 was sit there and listen and try to figure it
14 out.

15 ﬁow, immediately after she becéme an Intervenor,
16 these management witnesses came on the stand. That was the
17 £first week of February, at a time when she was sitting ‘in

18 the back of the room observing. The Board knew this, and

19 they knew very well that she was not capable. In fact, at
20 that point we did not even know that we had an interest in
21 the issue, because we did not understand even what the issue
22 was at that point. It was never explained what were these
23 Board issues and so forth.

24 So basically,»that is why --

25 . COMMISSTIONER BRARDFORD: TMIA had not filed
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1 contentions on this?

2 '~ MS. DOROSHAW: No. We had only one contention,

3 and that was to do with deferred maintenance, maintenance

4 practices, which was litigated in October. It was the very
5 first case that was put on. No Intervenor ﬁad a contention
6 in that area. It was purely a Board issue.

7 'COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: So what you are

8 essentially telling us is that the Board did an adequate job
9 of developing its own issue.

10 | MS. DOROSHAW: That is right.

11 7> CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But with regard to your
12c6ntention, vas that adeguately presented?

13 HS..DOROSHAW; There is, from what I understand.,

- 14 many problems with our ability to develop even that

15 contentione. ﬁe desperately needed expert help, which was

16 denied. One of the main issues during that entire procéss
17 -—-

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you mean denied by the

19 circumstances?

20 MS. DOROSHAW: We ere denied by the Commission and
21 the Board. We were denied help by the Board. We had asked
22 on the record several times for some help in at least
23 determining what work requests wére safety-related,

24 understanding the systems and the components involved,

25 extremely technical things. We had a law firm representing
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1 us with really no background in this area at all. So they
2 were severely hampered in ablitiy to put on a case.

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you mean you made a

4 contention for. which you had no backup information? 1Is. that
5 what you are telling me? |

6 MS. DOROSHAW: We went through extensive

7 discovery, and th=y, because they did not have expert helg,
8 determined, using the Commission basically to assist them in
9 determining the safety-relatedness, should go beyond what
10-the NRC defines as “saféty-related.“ They determined what,
11 in their expert opinion, seemed to be deferréd maintenance
12 of safety-related items.

13 And the position they took, as I understand it,
14 wvas, first of all, they were forced to put their case on

15 first, which was sort of an unusual circumstance, because
16the Board believed that they did not properly respond to
17 discovery requests, which were massive, and they proceeded
18 under protest. And that is on the record.

19 They tried to get specific work requests

20 introduced and were fought on just about every one of them
21 by the licensing and the Staff as not being safety-related.
22 Hell, they d4id not have an expert t§ help them on that.

23 And what they wanted.was when Licensee canme timg
24 to rebut the testimony three months later, then they would

25 deal with that problem. Of course, by that time, Louise was
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1 involved, and we basically could not rebut the case.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are there other gquestions?
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COHHISSIONER AHEARNE: I wonder if Ms. Bradford
has anything~she would like to contribute.

¥S. BRADFORD: Yes. The reason I decided to
question -- I admit my questions were limited, as Hs.v

Doroshaw just explained that whole set of circumstances to.

. you, because it seemed to me that there just wasn't going to

be any questioning at that hearing at all.

RAlthough I was very ill prepared at the time to d6

.any in-depth questioning, I at least wanted to get that on

the. record, because it certainly seemed to me to have
bearing on our contehtion as far as management competence to
run a nuclear plant. So when the qguestion came about when I
was attembting to get the Udall document on the record, I
reallx had no idea, since I made several abortive attempts,
meaning trying to bring forward a witness. And by the time
they appeared it was ruled untimely.

My attempts. had always been thwarted before
because Iudidn't have sponsoring witnesses or whatever for
the document. And of course, I finally persuaded sponsoring
witnesses to come forward. They had offered to come forward
before if they were subpoenaed, and one was requested by the
Board in the other instance.

In that case I was ruled out as a matter of
timeliness. It was tﬁen found the decision that we had not

fhoroughly pursued this item, which was not our item in the
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1 first place. I only took it on because it seemed to.me it
2 was not going to be pursued. I knew that the Commonwealth
3 had no interest, for some reason, in pursuing. I was then

4 chastised for not doing it in the fullest manner.

5 That leaves me wondering exactly what is going on

6 here. Othef than that, the maintenance issue. When I éot
: N _

7 involved I spent several weeks at the hearing and also at

8 the same time reading over and trying to understand just

9 wvhat exactly was going on.

10 : I knew that febuttal tesfimony was being put on,

11 and I had been informed that, although the Board recognized

12 that I was at a severe disadvantage, no special

13.circumstances would be afforded me.. And T knew there would

14 be no way to profférm

15 . So essentially I sat there through that whole

16 proceeding, and it was a learning process, so that at the

17 end of the hearing I was just aout ready to starte.

18 CHAIRMAR PALLADINO: Okay. Any other quéstions?

19 We do want to allow time for the Aamodt family. We thank

20: you, and there ﬁay be more guestions if you can stay for a

21 while.. |

2 " I wonder if we could turn now to Ms. BAamodt and

23 Mr. Clewett. -

24 MR. CLEWETT: Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I

o5 have a short statement and afterwards I would like -- I

-
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1 think probably ¥rs. Ramodt has additional commentse.

2 '~ The reason that we are here is because the

3 Commission haé asked all of the parties to this proceeding
4 to address the gquestion of whether the Commission can

5 properly copclude at this stage of the proceedings, which

6 are before the hearings have been-completed and before the

7 hearing Jjudges had rendered their full decision, that

8 Hetropolitan Edison management is competent to be trusted

9 with huclear power dgeneration at Three Nile Islénd againe. -
10 We believe the only reasonable answer to this

11 question is no. We have to object to this eff§rt to in

12 effect short-circuit the hearings. Likewise, we note that
13 even though a specific issue yet to be resolved in these

14 hearings. is the guestion of the adequacy of the KRC staff's
15 plan to retest operators, the current plan would start

16 retesting those operators October 21st, which is next week,
17we11:be£ore this issue can possibly be resolved.

18 And we would also therefore ask that this new

19 testing plan be postponed until the validity of it has been
"20 resolved in the hearings. The simple fact of it is that the
21 hearings are not completed. Important substantive questions

N

22 are still being litigated which bear directly on whether
23 Metropolitan Edison management can be trusted to run the
24 Three Mile Island nuclear generating plant in even a

25minima11y safe fashion.
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1 In particular, there is the question of the extent

2 to which management was involved in cheating on the ﬁRC

3 licensing examinations, which are intended to demonstrate

4 that plant operators are competent to run the plant. If

5 Metropolitan Edison management has been directly involved in
6cheating:o: if they have fostered an atmosphere in which

7 cheating was cdndoned, it would, we believe, have.gravé

8 effects on any proper decision as to whether Hetropolitan

9 Edison can be trusted to run that property.

10 There is at least some such eVidence. In

11 particular, we will be presenting in these hearings that are:
12 still going onveyevitness tesfimony that an entire room full
13 of examinees at Three Mile Island were cheating, using crib
14 sheets that were printed on Metropolitan'Edison’letterhead.
15 _ We feel that it is highly improper for the |

16 Commission to make a judgment as to whether Met Ed

17 management can be trusted to follow the rules and operate

18 the Three Hile Island nuclear plant with all safety, without
19 having all the facts before it. So we respectfully request
20 that the Commission refrain from making a decision, at least
21 until affer the hearings have be;n completed and at least

22 until the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board has rendered a
23 full decision. |

24 ' Now, even if we were to assume, contrary to the

o5 fact, that the hearing had been completed and that the Board
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1 had rendered'a full decision, we believe it would still be

Zinapprdpriate for the Commission to essentially confer its
. 3 blessing upon Metropolitan Edison management at this time,
4 because of the errors and,ﬁiscalculations in the record and
5 the 1imited portion of the decision that has been released .
6 thus far. |
7 For example, it appears that the stamp the Board
8 used in its decision was not based upon safety or public
9 interest, but upon essentially convenience to Metropolitan
10 Edison. For example, on June 28, 1979, in é meeting with
11 the NRC staff, Metropolitan Edison made a commitment that it
12 would train a total of 40 NRC—licensed reactor oéerators and
13 senior reactor operators. But as time progressed, it becanme
14 apparent that Metropolitan Edison would not be able to meet
15tﬁat commitmente.
16 The Board‘®s response was to lower the number
17 required to 30. Even then, it allowgd trainees to be
18 counted in the figure. |
19 ‘ Similarly, the standards that evolved in response
20to the Three Mile Island accident expressed in NUREG-0731
21 called for having two licensed senior reactor operators,
22 NRO's, on duty at all times. Likewise, NUREG-0737 would
23 regquire all nuclear plants to have two SRO's on duty at all
24 time starting July 1982. But Metropolitan Edison would.have

26 had, apparently, a véry hard time meeting that
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‘1 requirement.

2 So the Board's decision would allow Metropolitan.
3 Edison, unlike other piants, to replace éne of those witﬁ a
4 reactor operator who héd trained to be an SRO but who had
5failed the NRC's éxaminations for senior NRO's.

6 CHATRMAN PALLADINO: Are .you saying this is a

7 proposal or a fact or wﬁat?

8 ¥R. CLEWETT: 1In the Board findings. I don't know
9 the number right offhand.

10 " CHAIRMAN PALiADINO: Just state what you are

11 trying to tell me. _

12 ‘ ¥R. CLEWHETT: In the Board's findings, in iieu of
13 requiring two éénior réactor operators on duty, it wvould

14 allow one of those SRO"s to be repléced with a reactor

15 operator who trained for the position of senior reactor

16 operator but who had failed the test, in effect saying that
17 it didn‘'t matter whether or not he passed the test or failed
18 the test. |
19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is this something the staff
20allows or ioes not allow, do you know? |

21 COMMISSIONER AHEARRNE: I believe the issue is

22 being addrsssed --

23 CHARIRMAN PALLADINQ: I understand it.

24 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Until such time as the two

25 SRO's are required. If the_rule goes into effect requiring
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1 the two SRO's, then the two SRO's have to be required.

2 .~ MR. CLEWETT: Your intention is to make that

3 applicable to Met Ed as well? v ‘

4 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It will be applicable to

5 every operator.

6 MR. CLEWETT: It would be theoretically possible,
7if there were a particular set of operating conditions laid
8 out --

9 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: When the rule goes into

10 effect on operating reacfors, any operatinq reactor that is
11 below that has torthen go to that rule unless it is |

12 explicitly in the rule saying, except for. As far ds I
13.know, we had not intended any excepfions.

14 ‘ MR. CLEWETT: As to the training programs

15 themselves, the Board states in its partial decision, on

16 NH-159, that Metropolitan Edison's training programs had

17 been reviewed ﬁy the NRC. However, the NRC staff in

18 Supplement 1 to its safety evaluation report states that,

19 quote: "“"Review and approval of the requalification training
20 program is not required»prior to any restart authorization,
21 since each of the licensed personnel at the facility will be
22 regquired to suécessfully pass an NRC examination.”

23 - Now, at least as to senior reactor operators, this
24seeﬁs l1ike a bit of a Catch 22. They are saying, because of

\

25 the training you don‘'t have to worry about the exam, and
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1 because of the exam you don't have to worry about the

2 training.

3 There are other examples that could be offered of
4lproblems uith the Board'’s decision. But there is one other
5 question which I feel obiiged to bring befofe you, and that
6 is the question of whether any number of examples of Board
7 exror or licenseé incompetence would have the effect of

8 deterring the Commission from deciding in favor of

9 Metropolitan Edison.

10 There are those -- I am obliged to tell yoﬁ, and
11 perhaps you Kknow this on your own —- there are many peoble
12 in the Harrisburg area agd elsewhere who consider the NRC to
13 be a classic example, perhaps the classic example of a
14.captive’agéncy, where in theory a number of>different

15 players, like the Licensee and the staff,vthe Board and the
16Commission( where different hats and they pat each other on
17 the back, and all agree that everything is cool and they go
18 forward, but in fact they are all members of the same club,
1§the same nuclear establishment, if you will.

20 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I am well aware that views
21 have been -- in fact, that is a nicer description than I

22 have heard.

23 (Laughter.)

24 _ MR. CLEHETI: There are other terms which I would

25 not care to bring to this meeting.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




75

1 (Laughter.)

2  ME. CLEWETT: One would hope, one would like to
"3 believe, that tﬁis is not true. There is evidence of this
'4prob1em, however, that.was_apparent,at the hearings. For

5 example, when from time to time parties to the hearing would
6 break into various caucuses to discuss things, the
7Hetropolitén:ﬁdison attorneys and the NﬁC staff would

8 usually meet together, apparently because their perceived
IQinterests are identical. Indeed, the Metropolitan Edison

10 attorneys and the NRC staff essentially shared office space
11 in Harrisburg.

12 » Now the Chairman of the Atomic Safety and

13 Licensing Board for his part treated the citizen intervenors
14vi£h consistent scorn and the Metropoiitan Edison

156 representatives with consistent deference. Beéause of this,
16 T think it is no wonder that the President's Commission on
17 the accident at Three Hile Island stated:

18 “A'purpose of the Energy Reorganization Act of

19 1974 was to divorce the newly created NRC from promotion of
20 nuclear power. According to one of the present NRC

21 Commissioners: °*I still think it (the NRC) is fundamentally
.22 geared to try to nurture a growing industry.'"
éa The President's Commission cohtinues: "We find
24 that the NRC is so preoccupied with the licensing of clients

25 that it has not given attention to overall safety issues.”
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1 The Commission also stated: "We are convinced that unless

2 portions of the industry and its regulatory agency undergo

3 fundamental changes, they will over time totally destroy

4 public confidence, and hence they will be responsible for

5 the elimination of nuclear power as a vital energy source.”
6 - Now, onsza of the very clearest and most public.

7 tests of whether the NRC deserves public confidence is, it
-Bseems to me, how it approaches Metropolitan Edison. I would

9 urge each of you and all of you to remember that the

10 management of this company was a great deal less than candid

11 about the accident at Three Mile Islande.

12 As one study independent of the nuclear

13 establishmant concluded -- that is, the Udall report, the
14 House of Representatives Committee on Energy énd Insular
15 Affairs, and I guotes "The reﬁord indiéates that THI
16managers'pre5ented state and federal officials misleading
17 statements, i.e., statements that were inaccurate and
1aincompiete,'that conveyed the impression that the accident
19 was substantially less severe and the situation more under
20 control than what thg managers themselves believed and what
21 was in fact the ;ase."

22 I would also urge each of you and all of you to
23 remember tha£ that same set of managers is still running
24 things at Metropolitan Edison. As I would imagine anyone

25 can plainly see from the responses of Mr. Dieckamp today to
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1 Commissioner Gilinsky's questions about not being fully .

2 forthcoming, they are still nét being forthcoming. They are
3 trying to cover up their role. |

4 The Chairman referred to the question of sliding

5 0off the point. But I think if a candid evaiuation of the

6 responses of Mr. Dieckamp wefe to be engaged in it would be
7 sesn that he was very assidﬁously, very diligently sliding

8 off the point and taking off cross-country whenever he was
Qasked if in fact they had been ;ess than fully forthcoming.

10 The point is simply this:s It is a political fact

11 of life that if the Commission bends over backwards to

12 accommodate Metropolitan Edison, you will not only be

13 damaging whatever public credibility you may have, but you
14 will also be violating your public trust to protect the

15 health and safety of the people in the Three HMile Island

16 areae.

17 In this case, I believe thét means that you must,
18 as an absolute minimum, wait until the hearing has been

19 completed and until the Board has made a full report on all
20 the issues before you give your approval to Metropolitan

21 Edison management. Horeover, I would urge that you oﬁe the
22 people of the Three Mile Island area your assurance that

23 they will not be subject to another potentially

24 life-threatening accident, and to best do that you should

25 refrain from allowing the restarting of Three Mile Island
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1 until the =ntirz administrative process, including the

2 administrative appeals, has been completed.

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But as far as our decision as

4 to whether or

not we should allow startup, that will await

5 the decision of the Licehsing Board. In othet wvords, this

6 is only a partial initial decision that we are coping with

7 and there is no reason why we can't cope with that as a

8 piecemeal part

9 MR.

of it.

CLEWETT: I think there are some reasons WwWhy

10 it is less ‘than logical to cope with it, to attempt to cope

11. with it in this piecemeal fashion.

12 CHRIRMAN PALLADINO: The Commission order divided

13. the problem into two parts. One addressed management

14 competence, and then you are going to address other issuese.

16 ' ¥R.

CLEWETT: There apparently are going to be

16 some aspects'of‘t:aining that are dealt with in one or more

17 future partial decisions. Some aspects have been dealt with

18 in this partial dscision, but some aspescts are still in the

19 hearing stages: the whole guestion of cheating --

20 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I was going to get to thate.

21 That is a separate issue, but that doesn't make it

22 inappropriatee.
23 inappropriate,
24 take advantage

25 MR.

Just because you say you think it is
that does not make it inappropriate for us to

of the fact that we have a partial --

CLEWETT: In fact, when you say it 1is
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1 appropriate it doesn't mean it is appropriate.

2 '_ CHAIRMAN PRLLADINO: Yes, it does.
3 (Laughter.)
\ e
4 . MR. CLEWETT: That is the nature of being a

5 Chairman.
6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No, I am sorry. There ié an
7 article that says, you will proceed this way. We had that

8 portion, the inifial decision by now, and there is nothing

9 that says we have to wait until the end to look at a parcel
10 of this whole decision.

11 : .But I.wdnted to assure you that we were going to
12 look at it before we make a decision. VWe will wait for that
13 report process. |
14 | MR. CLEWETT: Including the hearings that are

15 currently going on?

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINGC: On the cheating and the other
17 items.. |
18 ¥R. CLEWETT: Thank you. |
19 CHAIRHAH PALLADINOs Did HMrs. Aamodt want to say

20 something?

21 MS. AAMODT: Yes. Mr. Clewett joined my effort in
22 pursuing personnel gualifications of the operators of Three
23 #ile Island several Qeeks ago, when I became involved again
24 because I was one of the two primary parties who hadr

25 contentions in this area. And although very reluctant to
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continue this effort -- it has_taken over two and one-half
years of my time, and it is really a good job. I filed over
100 pages of findings and reply findings.

So Mr. Clewett will be cafrying on in that érea.

I wish to Jjust emphasize with the Commission that
I am very much concerned that those examinations will be
given again next week, before this issue has been fully
explored in this reopened hearing.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is this Board examining the
substance of what should be an examination or the course of
cheatingé

HS. RAMODT: The conditions under which the
examination was given and what contributed to cheating. The
NRC was a party to the decision, or the staff wés a party to
the decision as to what issues were relevant to that
hearing, and they agreed that the conditions under which
this exam was administered was a litigable issue.

I do hope that you will consider those comments
ﬁnd postpone those examinations until we have had some time
to examine that issue in the reopened hearing.

Let me say --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It is not gquite clear. Haybe
we are getting too far afield. If I get too far afield -- I
don't want to get involved in the substantive issue. But as

far as looking at it with regard to cheating is one matter,
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but hbw to offer a replacement exam, I don't find that

connectione.

N

'3 MS. AAMODT: You mean how the examinations will be
4giveh? We want to assure that when they are given the
5 éecond time, since so many decisions by the Board depend on
6 this examination, that we are not discontent again if some

7item is overlooked.

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADIRO: That is the basis for your
9 comment?
10 MS. RAMODT: Yes. I purposely asked Nr. Clewett

11 to soften his remarks about the Commission because, as I

12 expressed to your Secretary, I really am pleased to have

13 this opportunity to come before you. I feel as though I

14 haven't been heard.

15 I participaied very actively in the hearing. I am
16 a psychologist and - I had ﬁo funds to put up a witness, so I
17became my own witness. I cross-questioned and developed

18 over 1;600 pages of testimony in the hearinge.

19 This hearing was supposed to examine on licensed
20 training in detail, and.we ended up examining licensed

21 training in detail through an intervenor's efforts. I feel
22 that where the intervenors have intervened in this hearing
23 that issues have been examined. Not always have the

24 conclusions that were developed, or the evidence that was

25 developed on the record been used in the Board's
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1 conclusions,lbut at least it is there if somebody wants to
2 look at it.

3 - { But where the intervenors did not participate, T
4 really feel as though crumbs were brushed under the ruge.

5 This really, to me, put such a large burden on me, that I
6 did not wish to accept ana do not wish to accept, in this
7cheatin§ incident, but feel that I as a citizen have te

8 continue because I am a resident in the area and wish to

9 continue to be a resident in this area. And it is just an
10 issue that I can't turn away from. . |

11 ' Let me say that the partial initial decision

12 mischaracterizes the evidence on the record. It goes to

13 testimony that was refuted by cross-examination without
14.acknowledging that, or disparaging that refutation. For

15 instance, in simulator training I was concerned from reading
16 the reports of the THMI-2 accident that Hetropolitan Edison
17 had only used a hon-replica simulator, but provided a single
18 week of annual regqualification simulator training; that in
19ce$ponse to the Commission's order, item IE of the RAugust
20 19, . 1979, order, that just an additional four hours of

21 simulator training in TMNI-2 events were given.

22 When I cross-questioned the witness, a consultant
23 hired by ﬁetropolitan Edison who wrote the chapter and the’
24 review of the accelerated training, simulator training, he

25 had no idea as to what the recommendations of others that he
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1 quoted in his report were for a minimum amount of simulator

2 training.

3 _ He finally developed, after many pages of

4 cross-examination and over the lunch break, that two weeks

5 vere a minimum recommendation, but then, under rediréct from
6 the Metropolitan Edison attorneys, asserted that one week

7 was a sufficient amount. And the Board adopted this in

8 their partiﬁl_initial decision.

9 - This is Jjust the,kind—of example. It goes on to
100ther‘issues that I raised, which were how the cperators

11 react under stress. This was mischaracterized. I tried to
12 bring out the burden that is placed upon the shift
1asupérvisor. This was an important part of the lessons
14iearned from the TMI 2 accident, and I am very much upset
iSabout it. .And I am upset abaut what I heard here todgy: one
16 shift supervisor upon restart.

17 I know there is the July 1982 requirements, but if
18 the plant should restart in January or February -- and we

19 have no control over when an accident happens. An accident
20 comes out of routine conditions with routine manning. We

21 don't know when it will happen. It happened on the back

22 shift, the TMI-2 accident did. It happened with only twvwo

23 people in the control room and the shift supervisor as the
24 senior person at the plant.

25 " And it could happen that way again. It could

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




8u

1 happen with an inexperienced person with an SRO license as

2 the senior person in the plant. That is, under the
3conditions; the license conditions that £he Board suggests.
4 ‘ So here I attempted to develop in the record how

5 this shift supervisor would indeed handle an unanticipated

6 condition, communicate with the ottside authorities, #nd so
7 forth, and this was assuming two shift supervisors, one in

8 tha control room.and oﬁe in charge essentially of the safety
9 of the plant.r

10 : The Board entertained this notion as to whethervwe
11 had aﬁy proof, whether Metropolitan Edison could produce any
12 proof as to whether their personnel were capabie of doing
1asuchva thing, whether this had been tried in the simulator.,
14 wvhether it had been tried in their courses and decision
iSanalysis, whether it was in training programs, and they came
16 up with nothing.

17 o So this part of the record, which essentially

18 questions Metropolitan Edison’®s training program then is

19 disparaged in the decision of the Board as ﬁrs. Ramodt

20 saying that phones are ringing, which is a Board

21 characterization. I called it a communications burden that
22 was placed on the supervisor.

23 This is the kind of thing that troubles me and why
24 I am really very happy to be here to tell you this today.,

25 because, as I said, after 100 pages of reply findings and an
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1 entire summer, from May 15th until now, working on this

2 issue, typing and revising findings, replying to a

3 Commonwealth agreement -- there were two Commonwealth

4 agreements that were entered into the record, reopened and
5 entered into the record, and we then had to reply again -- I
- 6 feel some sense of relief in being able to come and talk to
7 you about it. |

8 My findings, which were all tied strictly to the
9 record and found the Netropolitan Edison training progranms
10 were extremely inadequate, were just 14 pages, without a

11 single wotd of my own in them. The NRC found that my

12 findings and the Commonwealth findings were essentially the
13 same in the area of licensee training. The Commonwealth

14 findings were considered by the Board to be such well
i5con§tructed findings that they would have taken a long time
16 to be reéponded to. So theABoard then Justifies their |
17 reopening thé record to enter into the agreement between the
18 Commonwealth and the licensee on the basis of saving time.
19 But the Board at the same time disparages my

20 findings, which so closely paralleled the Commonwealth

21 £findings, and then Aid not have to look at the Commonwealth
22 findings because those findings were withdrawn. For

23 instance, we heard this morning what was learned from the
24 TMI accident was that the operators had to understand how

25 the plant operates. They had to have understanding of
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1. thermodynamics, heat transfer, and fluid flow.
2 : In the Rugust 9, 1979, order at the last page it
8 references a meeting between Metropolitan Edison and staff
4 on June 14, 1979, where Metropolitan Edison promised to
5 train and license 40 operators in college level.exbertise of
6 thermodynamics, fluid flow and heat transfer. And looking
7 at the standards, 0731, the guidelines for management, and
8 the new 3;1, 1979 standards which evolved out of the
9 accident, they speakAabont a college level technical
10 expertise.

\
11 | It was developed well in the record that this is
12 not the level to which these operators have been trained,
13 nor is it the.level to which the KRC examiﬂation measurese.
14 In fact, the staff testified that the NRC examination is the
155ame‘examination with five new gquestions in thermodynanmics,
16 but not ones that require expertise level. In fact, the
17 level isvthe only one that uses, for instance, high school
18 mathematics, that doesn't carry through to the full
i9 description of the plant.
20 Dr.vardan developed that testimony in the
21heariﬁg. But the Board ignores that in their partial
22 decision. Management indicated this morning that the
23 operators have that level of expertise. Everyoné'seems.to
24 be agreed that that level of expertise is needed.

25 The meeting established that those operators would
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1 be assisted by a shift technical advisor, not replaced bf
2 one. The shift technical advisor, of course, doesn’t have
3 operating experience. His training has not been completed
4 in the college level subjects and he is not in a line

‘5 position in the plant.

6 So I don't believe that the NRC in writing the
fhugust 9th order, nor the staff, envisioned that the

8 expertise of the shift technical advisor would reélace.the
9 expertise pf the licensed operators.

10
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1 I also want to point out that the NRC does not

2 cover training,'such as anticiated transient operating

3 guidelines and core mitigation. This training evidently has
4.been partially implemented, but not fully implemented. And
5 there will be evidently no indication to Staff as to the

6 competency of the_operators.

7 It troubles me to hear Mr. Hukill say this mbrning
8to,saf that he met for the first time with the operators

9 within the last month, I believe, or the last two months.

10 The testimony of the hearing and the Staff requirement which
11 Staff refused to pursue any further upon my request was that
12 the highest level of management at Hetropblitan Edison or at
13 THI should certify these operators for eligility to take the
14 licensing examination.

15 I cannot understand what that certification was

16 based on. After the accelerated operator training progranm,
17 an examination was given on THI—Z events and on general

18 training. 15 of the_31 operators who were then candidates
19 for licensing -- actually, there were three instructors, so
20it was 15 out of 23 candidates failed that test at the level
21 that was considered -- that was set by the auditor as a

22 1evel for passing.

23 Eight of those 28 candidates.failed some portion
24 of their written exaination, and si# failed or marginally

25 passed an oral examination.
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1 Now, the accelerated training was mostly review.

N

.75 percent of it was review. The Board finds that this

w

accelerated program answvers the Commission's order, item
4.2+.1.E of the August 9, 1979, order that requires
5 augmentation of training of operators. I find that a faulty
6 conclusion.
7 In fact, after requalification training of a year,
8 another year, the operators were audited again in April of
9 this past year. And then 18 of 29 operator candidates
10 failed the general audit at the level considered required to
11 pass the HRC.examiﬁation, Two weeks later, they were given
12 the NRC éxamination.
13 \ And I have a great question that that is what the
14.Commission intended whenthey ordered that training be
15 augmented and that audits be made and then the operators
V16would take a licensing examination. ¥y interpretation ftom
17 the Staff’s interpretation in their safety evaluation report
18 was that those were requirements for eligibility to take the
19 licensing examination and that they were to be independent
20 assessments in addition to the licensing examinatione.
21 Well, they were not independent. They were
22 mockups of the NRC examination, which troubles me. But theg
23 also were failed, and these operators then were put in a
24 position of attempting somehow to pass the NRC examination.

25 CHRIRMAN PALLADINO: You said these were mockups
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. 1 of NRC exams and thét bothered you. I think almost ever.i
2 exam I know of has had“a predecessor and you use the
. 3 preceding material on which to guide people in. their
A;training. Are you saying that they should be so differenf
5 that there is no relationship to what an NRC exam would be?
6 MS. AAMODT: No. From reading the Rogovin report,
Tif I could just open it, since this is one of the studies
8 that evolved out of the accident and this was the study from
9 which ve learned and could be assured that TMi-1 would not
10 cause the same problem to the residents that TMI-2 did.
11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I do not want to dwell on a
12 minor point.
13 MS. AANODT: Yes. I had some question as to
. i4’ vhether these vere so coachy, whether the questions.were so
15 repeated that the operators could indeed have studied them.
16 There was that proﬁlem.
17 | But the problem I was stressing here today, I do
18 not know, we are looking right here at the examinations, and
19 perhaps there will be some information that comes out of
20 that in this next hearinge. _Fhe pqint I was making today.,
21 though, was I felt that the Qommission was looking in their
22 Rugust 9,.1979, order item 2,1.E for independent |
23 assessnments, yoﬁ are looking for an audit on general, the
. .24 first accelerated training, and then an audit on that

25 training, then an audit on things that had to do with TMI-2
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1 events, then the licensing examination and tﬁe certification
l2p;ior to this fron the highest ievel of management.
3 And with all of that input, there would be some
4 assurance that these operators were gualified. You seé, it
5is rather circular right now; because the Board concludes
6 that the training program is adequate on the basis of the
7NkC examination. So a lot hangs on that examination. And
8 yet in the Rogovin report here, it says, "These examinations
9'do not even measure operator ability iccurately, much less
10 ensure that an operator has the knowledge or competence to
H'opérate a reactor safely when something unexpected occurs.”
12 So we were assuming --
13 | ' CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: ‘vThat was their point. It was
’14when something unexpected ocCurs; Then I think that was a
15vaiid comment. It may still be valid.
16 MS. ARMODT: I was pressing for a similar
1%examiuation as a witness in the hearing. I was p;essing for
18 a more valid examinatiop, which I felt could be done with a
igsimulatdr. But the Board overlooked that. And when I made
20a motion Jjust receﬁtly, they denied that in this initial
21decision, saying I d4id not b;ing it up early enough as a
22 motion. Not'knowiné legal procedure, I did not know the
23 difference between thé weight of the motion and a
24suggestion{

25 And I also did not feel that I was responsible to
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1 the extent of doing more than making up a recommendation at
2 point.' The TMI-1 operators will nbt be examined on the
351mlua§or. I do not know whether you are aware of that.

4 Only the candidates who have not had any experience
50peratihg a reactor, they vill_be. But the other candidates
6 will not, whereas your NRC reguiations state in 0737 that

7 candidates in'Rb ahd SRO should have licensing examinations
Bon the simulator. . ,

9 But the Staff now reads that as if the application
10-for the examinatidns was made before October 1, then it is
11 not necessary to have the simulator examination.

12' ‘ I would also bring that before the Commission,

13 that it would seem that the simulator examination would at

" 14 least alleviate some of the concern as to whether these

16 operators can indsed react to nonroutine conditions.

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADIKO: Do ydu have much more?

17 ¥S. BAMODT: No. I do not have much more. It is
18 just that I am very concerned about the kind of shift

19 staffing.. But I am glad to hear that the 0737 requirements
. 20 0f the two SROs will be in effect in July. I would hope

21 that if you should make a decision for restart, that it

22 would not be before that staffing requirement could be met
23 by Metropolitan Edison.

24 I do want to bring before you, you know, that two

25 years have gone by. Whether you are able to train your
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1 operators aééording to objectives, clearly stated

2 objectives, whether you are able to provide enough personnel.
3 to man é r2actor, these are very objective standards, mucn

4 more than organization charts or subjectivé judgments of

5 consultants who are hired by the Licénsee.

6 So I would ask you to look at this training

7 program and see it as a failure of management to meet an

8 objective commitment.

9 I juét have a couple of more things that I did

10 want to cover. In thése»license conditions, the plant may
11 not have, if they are reqqired to haye two SROs, they may

12 not, of course, be able to work five shifts, they may have
.13 to work fewer shifts. And one of the conditions that the

14 Board is urging to be placed on fhe Hetropolitan Edison

156 license is that they be allowed to operate for as many as

16 ten days with using overtime only bearing in mind NRC's

17 overtime policy and using nonexperienced personnel in the

18 control roome.

19 That troubles me,_because it seems that the plant
20 should never be operating unless it can be ope;ating under
21 conditions of reasonable assurance. That was a point that I
22 vanted to explore in this hearing. It was coperator's hours,
23and I was not able to make a case of nexus to the TNMNI-2
é4accident, which was a standard of admitted issues, although

925it is an 0694, TMI-2-related event.
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1 I would urge the Commission, having worked in this
2area.of fatigue in graduate school, admittedly it was with

3 white rats, but these studies became the Qasis and have not
4 been refuﬁed,\these studies became the basis for behavioral
5 theory that has stood the test of many other people's
Géxperiments.

7 | You ask=d about the control room. One of the

8 consultants from MIT, a Hr. Shéridan, brought beforé the

9 Board thét the human being is'a very poor monitor. Studies
10 show that after a half-hour he is a faulty monitor. I know
11 this is a slow-acting system. But Mr. Sheridan felt that

12 the operatsrs would be in much better condition to respond
13 to abnormal events if they were somehow programmed into the
14 systenm so.that.they‘would essentially be on top of events.
15 And I think that is an important point. The Board
16 cites it as being done, just because it was in the testimony
17 of a consultant ﬁho pat it in as a recommendation. So I

18 would bring that to your attention as an important control
19 toom alteratior that would improve the monitoring of the

20 control room personnel.

21 . One other point I want to bring before you this

22 morning to refute, to rebut what was said on the infraction
23 reports. I read Mr. Copie'’s report, who was Licensee’'s

24 witness. and in the first two and a half years -— statistics

25 can be worked any way you wish —- but in the first two and a
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1 half years it is clearly stated'tha£ thérelwere nearly

2 double the number of abnorﬁal events or t;ansients, I

3 believe it was, personnel errors at TMI-1 than there were at
4 other B&W reactors.

5 So I think, bearing that in mind, that most of the
6 agreements that the Commonwealth accepted in withdrawing

7 their contentions during their firndings have fouﬁd to be

8 meaningless for restart. A simulator by 1985, a part test
Qsimulator by the end of next year really has nothing to dé
10§ith how well these operators are trained for restart.

11 Just one other point I wouldllike to make. And I
12 know you are anxious to get on and the day-is long. But Mr.
13 Hukill mentioned that they have the policy of hiring AOs,

14 auxiliary operators, from the area and then developing thenm
15 through the ranks to be senior reactor operators. This was
16.a policy that many of the people who studied the accident

17 advised against becﬁuse.they felt that although they became
18 experienced on the plant, that they very well may lack the
19 requisite skills to be able to develop an expertise level of
20 understanding how the plant operates. |

21 So I was extremely'surprisedAthat this policy thét
22 was advised against by the very consultants who téstified in
23 this hearing and whose_testimony the Becard depends on is not
24 being adopted by the Metropolitan Edison. |

25 COMHMISSIONER AHEARNE: Just as an interjection, I
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1 was surprised also.

2 : (Laughﬁer.)

3 BS. RAMODT: They say that the narrow focus --

4 that vas called "mind-set-psycholbgy" yhere I went to school
5 -- did'not like those terms. But that would be corrected by
6 procedures that the operators would have to report on mény

7 key paraméters. B
8 . One of the psychologists who testified in this
9-hearing, Dr. Gardner, who by the way was not qualified any
10 more than I am to say what the content of a nuclear

11 powerplant is, but he can festify on some of these personnel
12 things. But the Board did in fact use him as certifying

13 whether this training program was competent;

14 And another witness, which was unfortunate and at
15 the same time dispéraged my credentials, which were similar
16 -- not as extensive but similar to Dr. Gardner's —-- but Dr.
17 Gardner said’ihat mind-set is essentially lack of traininge.
18 There can be other things in it, too, but it is essentially
19 not knowing what to do. |

20 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Lack of proper training.

21 MS. RAMODT: Lack of proéer training or some
22pfoblems in the training. |

23 "And I have tried to develop also since this

24 particular accident -- and I just want to bring this once

25more before you, because I wrote a 14—page report to the
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—r

Board on this issue and did extensive research into the

N

fisld of industrial psychology on fatigue effects -- that

3 this accident happened, remember, between 3:00 and 4:00

F-N

o'clock in the morninge.
.5 And -industrial studies document very well that

. that particular hour has the highest probability of

(o]

7 personnel errors than any other hour in the working day.,
8 which was overlooked in the study of the accident and may
9 not have any relationship, but may, also. Fatigue also can

10 narrow the scope of a person's attention.

11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you very much.
12 ' Do we have gquestions?
13 ‘ (No response.)

14 - CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We;l, I am going to suggest.,
16 if you do not mind --

16 MR. CLUETT: HWr. Chairman, if I may just very

17 briefly as a point of information in the record, the

18 Commission's attention to item 10, issue 10 of the Board's
>19issues listed for the continuing hearing thé second part of
20 that is the adeguacy of the Staff's plan for retesting

21 operators and monitoring its NRC examinations to ensure

220 proper adherence to NRC testing regquirements and to provide
23 reasonable assurance that TMI-1 can be operated safely. I
24 just vwanted to bring that to your attention. |

25 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank youe.
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1 . He still have presentﬁtion by the Staff. So if

2 you do not mind, we will yield the table to the Staff.

3 I thank you very . much. I was hoping to give a few
4 minutes to the party fot a quick rebuttal. We will see how
A510ng the Staff takes.

6 Laidies and gentlemen, we have been sitting here

. 7quite a while. I am going to suggest a five-minute breake.

8 (Brief recess.)

9 CHAIRHAN PALLADINO: We will now move to the
10 presentation by the Staff. Who is going to be the
1Tspokesﬁan?

12 MR. SWANSON: I am, Mr. Chairman.

‘13 _ Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, my

14 name is Daniel Swansone. .I am counsel for the NRC Staff, and

15.I am the attorney who litigatéd the management competence

16 and operator training contentions during this proceeding;

17 On my immediate left is Mr. Haverkamp, who is the
18 senior resident inspector at the THI-1 site. On his left is

19 Mr. Richard DeYoung, the deputy director of the Qffice of

20 Inspection and Enforcement. To my immediate right is Mr.

21 Thomas Novak, assistant director of operating reactors,

22 NRR. To his right is Dr. Stephen Hanauer, director for the
23 Division of Human Factors Safety, NRR. And on his right is
24 the project manager for the Staff for-this proceeding, Hr.

25 Harley Silver.
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1 As we have stated iﬁ our proceedings before the

2 Comnission, this is an enforcement proceeding. The issue

3 presented by the Commission is whether the partial decision
‘4:issued by the Board on August 27 of this vear to remove the
5 public health, safety, or interest basis from the initial

6 suspension of the TMI-1 license iﬁsofar as the management

7 competence and operator training issues are concerned.

8 ~The Commission requested comhents.by thé Staff and
9 other parties regarding the merits of their decision. We

10 shall focus on\the merits of that decision in light of the.
1 concerﬁs thht vwere raised by TMIA and the ARamodts during the
12 course of the proceeding.

13: I would like to point out for the most part I did
14 not understand TMIA and the Aamodﬁs\to be.raising guestions
15 about the facts that were put into evidence nor about the

16 facts that were requested to be put in eyidence. Rather,

17 their concerns lay on the assertion that the Board

18 improperly weighed the evidence which was presented.

19‘ Therefore, the issue which can be properly focused
20 today is not whether rights are denied or whether further

21 hearings are necessary, but whether the Board reached proper
22 conclusions based on the evidence presented.

23 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Or whether they should

24 have looked into exhibits they did not loock into.

25 MR. SWANSONz TMIA exhibits are maintenance work
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1 requests which were ndt alloved in evidencz2 of complaints by
2 those barties today that they in fact offered evidence to
3 the Board, which in fact was not admitted.
4. } COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: VWhether.or not they did,
5 they thought that the Board did not do as good a job as they
6 should have. I would be interested to get your view on
7 that.
8: HR. SWANSON: I understand that to be their
9 position, and I will address that.
10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why were the exhibits not
11 admitted into this record?
12° - MRe. SWANSON: If the Comnmission ﬁould like to turn
13 to that question, I would point out - I would point out
14 simply that there was a definition as to the proper exhibits
16 to be used for safety-related work requestsQ The Licensee
16 proposed one conclusion or one definition of safety-related,
17which'was set forth in paragraph 293 of the Board's
18 decision. I will not repeat that, but essentially it refers
19 to fhe work done»whether or not the work done reflects thev
20 integrity of the system, whether or not the comﬁonent being
21 vorked on is required for safe shutdown of the plant or for
22 mitigation of consequences.
23 The Board, however, in deciding whether or not
24 documents should be admitted on this question, utilized a

25 broader definition of-nuclear safety-related. I would refer
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1 the Commission's attention to paragraph 295 of that

N

decision, on the next page, where the Board indicated that

3the test it would use in deciding whether or not a document

H

should be admitted; in other words, in the context of the

[}

évidehce heing-propbsed by TMIR, whethér or not those

6 documents related tO‘nuclear safety related maintenance, the
7 test of whether the time lag involved in accomplishing the

8 worke.

9 If I could diverge just for a second. "Time lag"
10 refers to the time that maintenance was improperly deferred,
11 wvhether or not fhat time iag resulted in accomplishing of

12 the work after the request results in a potential for an
'13aﬁverse-impact on safety. In other words, not the narrow

14 definition ;f whether the work being done was on
155afety-related systems, but rather the work being done was
16 on a componént yhich somehow could have an effect on

17 safety-related systenms.

18. . The Board found that if TMIR offered work requests
19 which met. that definition, that théy were in fact |
20 admissible. In'the_Board's view, there were requests that
21 vere submitted that did not even pass this broader test of
22 nuclear safetx-relatedness and therefore were rejected.

23 | In the context of the enforcement proceeding, in
24 1ight of the assertions, the Staff simply would like to

95 focus the issue on whethar the disagreement of the parties
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and- wvhether this Commission finds sufficient disagreement

2 with the partial decision which would warrant the

3 continuation of the.immediate stspension of the TMI-1
| 4license..

5 ~ COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Say that again?

6 ] MR. SWANSON: 1In the éontext of the enforcement

7 proceeding, the Staff submits that the question before the
8 Commission. today is whether they have sufficient

9 disagreement with the conclusions raised by the Board in

10 their partial decision, such as to rise to the level of

11 compelling safety considerations warranting exceptional
12ci;cumstances which,‘in turn, would Jjustify the continued
13 suspension, immediate suspension of the TMI-1 license.

14 : The words ™compelling safety considerations" and
15”excep£iona1 circumstances”™ are taken from the Commission
16 decision in the Hidiand decision.

17 A COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Wait a minute. In this
18 case Wwe say we will make the decision on the restart of this
19 plant ourselves. When we were satisfied -~ the Commission
20 was satisfied -- then the plant would operate. And if the
21 Commission was not satisfied, it would not operate. I am
22 not so sure what the relevance of the Board decision is. .
23 MR. SWANSON: I think the relevance of using that
24 standard as opposed to a standard which might be used in

25 deciding whether a licensing decision be made immediately
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1 effective becomeé important, since this is an enforcement

2 proceeding. The Administra£ive Procedures Act Section 9.B

3 applies. And that seétion would require a license to be

4 suspended only under exceptional circumstances, such as when
5 the public health and safety are affected.

6 If the original basis for immediately suspending a
7license without first allowing a Licensee to come into

8 compliance, if that basis no longer exists, the Staff

9 submits that the Commission should and arguably must 1lift
10thetsuspension.. | |

11 So the question today before this Commission is

12 vhether or not the Commission has concerns regarding

13 management capability and operator training as addressed by
14 the Board in its partial decision, which riée to that

16 level.

16 ' " The Staff would submit that in fact these concerns
17 do not rise to‘that level. In'fact, the Board properly

18 considered thg issues set forth by the Commission-ih this

19 area, and that in fact the decision is adequately based on
20 the record.

21 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1In terms of the

22 interpretation given this now, does this not consist of our
23 orders in this case?

24 Hﬁ. BICKWIT:s The August 9th order says the

o5 Commission shall issue the immediately effectiveness if it
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1 determines the‘pUblié health ér safety does not require

2 immediate effectiveness of thé suspension of this decisione.
3 The Commission‘s decig;on will not affect this.

4 ' COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is this any different than
5 what you said?

6 MR. SWANSON: I do not believe so.

7 ~ COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: All right.
8 (Laughter.)
9 _ MR. SWANSON: Perhaps Commissioner Gilinsky, you

10 are concerned about the specific language that I used, in
11 the “compelling saféty considerafions.”

12 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: As long as there is no
13difference, why don't you Just go on.

14. MR. SWANSON: The decisions are set forth in the
15 order, which this Board considered as pért éf its decision.
16Thosg addressed management competence and operator errorse.
17 The Commission, as you know, subsequently specified these
18 concerns in.its March 1980 order, where eleven specific,

19 issues survived.

20 ‘I think it is important for the Commission not to
2t lose sight of the.fact that the Board did address these

22 specific issues as well as the contentions raised by
ﬁsIntervenors in this proceeding. In its partial decision,
24 again addressing the management competence and operator -

25 training issues, both Aamodt Contention 22 and TMIA
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1 Contention 5, which are in this area, deal-primarily with

2 issue number 2 of its March 1980 order.

3 The Ramodt Contention Number 2 dsals primarily

4 with the gualifications of the operating staff. And TMIA
Sﬁontention 5 addrassses the adequacy of thermaintenahce

6 program.

7 ' ) Net‘only_were the speéific concerns of the

8 Commission addressed by the Board in its decision, but in

9 fact the specific contentions by the parties aie-as well

10 addressed.

11 Turning to the specific concerns raised by those
12 parties, Ramodt Contention Number 2 is narrowly focused on
13 the testing of Licensee technicians and management by an

14 independent engineering firm. !The Board allowed the Aamodts
i5.to inquire into matters well beyond the nerrow'scoee of the -
16 wording that that contention would suggest.

1? The main thruét of the contention appeared to be
18 the inadequecy of the Licensee training and testing methods,
19 including the failure to account for extraneous noise |
zointerrubkion of operators, failure, too, of the Licensee to
21 train for stresses of really critical situationé._

22 The Board did examine these areas in depth, and

23 they concluded that sufficient measures had been taken since
24 the eccident to reduce noise distractions and that

25 on-the-job trainimg in the TMI-1 training room, training in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC, )
400 VIRGINIA AVE,, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




the BEW training simulator, extensive training in relevant

-t

2areas,-and training as a shift team was sufficient.

3 '~ The Board further concluded that the Licensee

4 commitment in the future to install a simulator, a basic and
5 exact replica trainer further strengthened the Licensee

6 argument that they had in fact met their burden._ The Board

ﬂ

found that much of the Ramodt Contention Number 2 was

@

satisfied by the DOARRP, the retraining. program proposed and

9 conducted by the Licensee in respon;e to the accidente.

10  | The Board found that the OARRP adequateiy served as
1t an independent training and testing fﬁnction and satisified
12 Commission order item 1;E'of its Rugust 1979 order regarding
13 the trainiﬁg of operators.

14 It also satisified the requirement regarding

15training)at the BE&EW simulator and the requirement regarding

16 the reexamination of operators.

17 The Board enumerated in its partial décision the
18 steps that it recognized had been taken to redﬁée stress and
19 concluded that sufficient measures had been takenbto_

20 alleviate or minimize the potential for stresse.

21 The Aamodts also raised as an issue the adedguacy
22 of the NRC examination, including the eligility of operator
23 candidates. The Board found that the Staff criteria

24 provided reasonable assurance such as applicants who

25 satisfied the Staff criteria could perform license
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activities safely and competently and that the operating

2 test assesses the overall effactiveness and scope of the

w

training progranm.

4 In their comments before the Commission, the

5 Aamodts also guestion the adequacy of the training of .

6 unlicensed personnel at TMI-1. The Board there also

7 addressed that problem and found the concern to be

8 unfounded. The Board concluded that the iicensee has the

9 com?rehensive and acceptable training program based on

10 modifications and improvements since the accident.

11 _ TMIA-5 is a five-part contention concerning the
12adequécf‘o£ the'Licenseefs maintenance program in the past.
13 It specifically addresses whether safety-related maintenance
14 is deferred beyond a point established by the Licensee's own
15proceduﬁes, whether there was.a-failureAto keep accurate and
16 complete maintenance records regarding safety items, whether .
17 a proposed 6 percant cut in the maintenance budget in 1979
18 was drastic and in disregard of safety, and whether there

19 was an extensive use of overtime in safety-related

20 maintenance.

21 A final element addressed the Staff in the quality
22assur§nce and guality control programs. But this is a

23 problem that TMIA apparently has dropped. The Board found,

24 after comnsidering the evidence, the contention to be

25 unfounded. The Board compared the 0ld versus the current
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maintenance system. The Board found that some problems did
exist ﬁith the old maintenance system but they were not the

type of deficiencies that THMIA claimed, such as would

-substantiate their contention.

The Board, in probing into this matter, went
beyond the scope o5f the contention. It inguired on its own
whether properly‘deferred méintenance indicated a lack --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: May I ask you a question,
Mr. Swansonzs Is the assumption from which you are
operating that we have not read the Board's decision?

MR. SWANSON: No. I was simply responding to your
October 6 order, which I believe indicated the parties
should stfess those points in the partial decision which you
thought vwere critical.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are essentially
reiterating all that the Board -- which you think is germane
to the points you think are most critical.

MR. SWANSON: The thrust of my presentation was to
refocus the Commission's attention on the fact that the
Board did in fact do a thorough job in conéidering the
issues raised and that in some cases went beyond the narrow
concerns rajised by‘Intervenors and inguired on its own.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I would assume that we had
read it.

MR. SWANSON: I meant no disregard in that in
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preparing the remarks, simply responding to what I
understood the reguest to bes to focus on the critical
moments of the partial decision.

Regarding the proposed budget cut, the Board did
find the budget cut was not drastic and the Board approached
the management decision with regard for safetj. The BoardV 
indicated that the'Licensee had discussed this'problem with
the Office of Inspection and Enforcement and that the cut
would not excluje maintenance, such as to have an effect on
safety as Intervenors have claimed.

.The Board found no abuses of overtime and no
effects on safety-related maintenance and relied upon the
adoption of I&E Circular 80~02 on overtime into the
Licensee's general procedures, which would require plant
manager approvallof a departure from those criteria.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: When overtime was questioned,
vas. the question of fafigue raised or addressed?

| MR. SWANSON: There were two aspects of fatigue.
One aspect that Mrs. Ramodt addressed in her comments, which
she correctly pointed out she was not allowed to present
testimony on, that addressed fatigue, I believe, of
operators. The Board made a finding that that was not a
matter which had been démonstnated.to have a reasonable
nexus to the accident.

. Maintenance, on the other hand, and the use of
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1 extensive overtime in maintenance prior to the accident, the
2 Board ruled was a relevant inguiry and that TMIA had‘madé a
3 threshold showing thaf it was relevant and in fact THIA

4 cross examined Licensee witnesses to examine the use of

5 overtime prior to the accident.

6 . CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Was the issue all with regard
7 to the accident, or are wetalking about overtime generally

8 in the operation of the plant, rather the TNI-1?

9 - MR. SWANSON; I believe the thrust, if not

10 entirely was essentially entirely, on the use of overtinme

11 and maintenance prior to the accident during the calendar

12 year 1978 and there perhaps were examples prior to that.

13 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Was the overtime on THMI-1 or
14 THI-~-2?
15 MR. SWANSON: I believe vwe were limited to THMI-1..

16 THIA did cross examine some Licensee employees, and I
17ﬁeiieve one forﬁer employee, apout the use of overtime in'
18 maintenance.

19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why was fatigue not counted?
20 MR. SWANSON: Fatigue was gone into. The use of
21 overtime and whether or not that caused the maintenance

22 personnel to reach a.level bf fatigue whereby safety was

23 assured. And the Board had made a finding that there had
24 not been any indication through the cross examination of

25 these witnesses that in fact safety had been compromisede.
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1 The Bbatd did express concern that at times during
2 refueling outages working shifts sometimes extended longér
3 than tweiﬁe hours. The Board at that point relied on the

4 adoption of I&E Circular E-02, which set gﬁidelines for

5 overtime usage aﬁd the Licensee’'s commitment to not exceed
6 those guidelines unless the_plant manager had in fact

7 authorized such a departuree.

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Was the overtime forcible?

9 Was it so forcible that individuals who were sick were
10c§11ed_in to work and then got a letter in a file because
11 they did not do that, I mean beéause they did come in and
12 then went home or d4id not come in?

13 MR. SWANSON: I think it is safe to say that the
14 record was not clear-cut on that regard. There were three
15 individuals who were examined on the use of overtime. One
16 individual indicated that he did not like overtime, that he
17 was requiresd to come in and perform overtime once vwhen he

18 was sick, and he had a letter pﬁt in his file when he went

19 home.

20 Another individual indicated --

21 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:. You say he was sick?

22 MR. SWANSON: He was sick and hadﬁto leave, and I

23 believe had . a claim that a letter was put in his filee.
24 MR. ROBERTS: The letter in the file does not mean

296 anything. It is a matter of personnel practice. Hahy
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1 times, if you offer a man overtime he does not have to
2accept'it necessarily, but you can get into a lot of labor
3 disputes abéut favoritism with how overtime is awarded. So
’4the very fact that there was a letter in thé man's file in
5and of itself means absolutely nothinge.

6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Does that not depend on
7what the latter said? |

s COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Okay, I would say that.

9 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Was this done differenfly

10 than another personf

11 MR. SWANSON: I am not sure the reéord would

12 indicate whether or not that wés a unique circumstance or a
18.commonplace circumstance. .

14 : COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In presenting the Board'’s
15 findings, are £hese'findings you agree.with?

16 MR. SWANSON: The Staff agrees with the Board's
17 findings, that is correct.

18 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Otherwise, the Licensee is
199erfect1yl:apﬁble of presenting the Board'é findings?

20 MR. SWANSON: I have no further need to expand on
21 the Board's findings. I would like, however, to respond
22 more fully to the Chairman's question about overtine.

23 I indicated there was one individual wﬁo had
24testified.that he d4id not like to do overtime, and in one

25 instance he did have a letter put in 'his filee. There were
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1 two other individuals who testified to the Board. One
2 testified jﬁst the opposite:s He was not required tc do
3 overtime.
4 The overall conclusion of the Board was that the

5 Board did not believe that the record presented to it by the
6 rank-and-file emplo?ees demonstrated one way or the other

7 whether licensee had a soﬁnd overtime policy. The Board did
8 rely on inspections performed by the Office of Inspection

9 and Enforcement into maintehance records, in a sample year
i0.prior to the accident in 1978.

11 The Office of Inspection and Enforcement reviewed
12 maintenanca-related activities to determine whether or not
13 extensive overtime was used in performance of safety-related
14 maintenance work and found no apparent basis to conclude

15 whether it adversely affected the guality of the worke. On
16 that basis, the Board found that in fact‘the contention was
17 not substantiated, that the use of overtime was used in a
18 manner which did not compromise safety of the plant.

19 COHHISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you a question
20 that the Board did not deal with, issue number 10, I think
21it was, as fully as it should have. ¥hat is your view on

22 that?

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINGC: Could we define issue number
24 10?7 We had it defined earlier by Mr. Cluett in a way'that.I

25 can substantiate it.
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1 ¥R. SWANSON: Issue number 10 is sét forth in

2 paragraph 461. That is page 257 of the partidl decision.
3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is the issue right?

4 _ MR. SWAN%ON; I believe the Licensee's response to
5 the accident, the Commission testified to the language in
6 that issue, and it is set forth in the March 1980 order.

7 ¥R. CLUETT: Should I respond to that now?

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:s I thought you had mentioned
9 issue number 10.

10 ¥R. CLUETT: Yes. That is one of the issues in
11 the hearings that are still procéeding. A different group
12 0f issues. |

13 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you. That is what 1

' 14 was bothered about, because I went back and tried to find

16 _ MR. SWANSON: The qguestion, I assume, still stands

17 from Commissioner Gilinsky? The parties did not raise

18 specific contentions on the management response to the

19 accident. It was an issue, however, set by the Commission
20 for consideration by the Board.

21 The Board had before it the'Office of Inspection
22 and Enforcement inqﬁiry into fhat matter, and the report

23 that was prepared by the Inspection and Enforcement Office.
24And.in fact, a representative of that office had testified

25 as to the conclusions.
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1 The Board also had before it at various times

2 officers of the lLicensee whb were present during the time of
3 the accident and were available for cross examination not
4bnly by thé Board but by all parties.

5 The Board pointed out in this partial decision.

6 The parties were reminded that they had an opportunity to

7 propose testimony or propose witnesses on the mat£er and

8 that they repeatedly failed to do so.

9 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I want to know whether you
10 think they did an adeguate job? y
11 MR. SWANSON: Whether the Board 1id an adequate

12 job? I think it was a reasonable judgment, given the

13 circumstances, the circumstances being that there had been
14 numerous investigationS‘intd the métter by several groupse.
15 The Board inquired as to whether it thought ﬁhe Office of

16 Inspection and Enforcemént witness thought, for example,

17 that the Udall committee reporf had a different dafa base

18 than the O0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement. The reaction
19 of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement waé, "No,"”

20 essentially these groups had the same data ba;e, but thej
21were‘different opinions, different treatment of the material
22 by different revisvwers.

23 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you agree with the

24 conclusions of ths Udall report?

25 ¥R. SWANSON: Do I? I personally?
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1 ‘ COMMISSIONER GILIKSKY: I assume you represent the
2 Staff. Does the Staff agree? .

3 MR. SWANSON: I think that would be an appropiate
4 gquestion, since the 0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement did
5 the inguiry, I think it would be an appropriéte question.

6 MR. DE YOUNG: We agree with the conclusions of

7 the report by the Inspection and Enforcement Office. They
8are not the same as the conclusions in the Udall report. So
9 therefore, we differ in our views.

10 COHHISSIONER‘GILINSKY: In what respect? Let me
11 just take fou‘back one step. You say you mentioned the I&E
12 reporta. You accept the Board;s finding, the Board's

13 interpretation that the Board was not fully forthcoming?

14 The Board juoted from one of the findings on the
15investigation;‘ Two .of the findings, of course, were that

16 the Licensee had not withheld ipformation. But another

17 £finding which I regard as heing’inéonsistent with that

18 stated that the Licensée had not been fully forthcoming with
19 this data on the éccident.

20 The Board then ihterpreted that to mean that the
21 Licensee had withheld, and they said in the sense §fv .

22 consciously intentionally withheld in the sense of
23.consciously.

24 ‘ COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That is page 268.

25 : MR. SWANSON:s Yes. And the actual decision is on
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1 page 265, paragraph #63.
2 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are asking Dick to

3 respond to a specific question by the Boarde.

4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 2767
5 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: 268.

6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am asking whether they
?accept that reading.

8 "MR.. DE YOUNG: I would have to read it more

9 completely. I think one of the individuals here may know
10 nore about it than I do.

11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Tﬁe conclusion in that
12repor£, I think, as I understand it, was written by the

13 director of IEE. I think you also know that. This, as we
\14also know, as is referenced, you héve a.-letter referenced in
15 the record, particularly, the.statements were debated very
16 fully as to what exactly did each of these mean and how

17 exactly was it intended to be met.

18" ' And I would guess if the Commission wants to find
19 out whether I&E agrees or disagrees with the Board, then we
20 should ask the director of I&E.
21 -COHHISSIONER GILINSKY: I thought this is what we
22 were here for. I do not understand.
23 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You, as you know, at least
24 my understanding is, we have asked the director of I&E in

25 the past that question, and we have received an ansver.
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1. COMHISSIONER GILINSKY: We did not have the
2 Board's opinion at fhat time. _
3 - | COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So we can ask him again, if
4 you wish.
5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I assume we haﬁe his
‘6 representative here. We can have another session. I wduld
7 be héppy'to,have that.
8 CHAIRMAN PALLADIRO: I think it is appropriate, if
9 you are representing I&E -- |
10 ' COMMISSIONER GILINSKI:' I do not want to force an
11 ansvere.
12 ' CHATIRMAN PALLADINO: No, I do not want to force

13it. We have not given him a chance to answere.

14 MR. DE YOUNG: I do not know what comes before
15it.
16 CHAIR¥AN PALLADIKO: You can claim not to be the

17 right person to amswer it, if you feel that way. But if you

18 feel that you have an answer, this would be an appropriate
19 time. I have trouble with this interpretation of the Board,
20 because when somebody says, "I wilfully withheld something,”
21 I do iﬁtend -- I do attach to it a meaning of malicious
2zintent.: And the Board says, "Oh, you shouldn't do that."

23 , It says "intent"® isvdifferent ffom “malicidus

24intent,_“but malicious withholding,”™ if you said

25 "withholding,™ that might imply intent, but when you say
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And I

2 find it a very strnge conclusion on the part of the Board.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I do not view fully with-

‘holding as being contentious. .

MR. DE YOUNG: I do not agree with that interpreté—
fion., |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You have been ably prompted.
I am with Mr. Dieckamp. I think to withhold is to do so
consciously, to‘hold back infofmation. I don't think you
need any "willful" in front of it. Withhold is withhold. I
took that to be, although we differ --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I'm sorry. You can withhold
something because of the circumstances that prevent you from
giving it. If I willfully withhold it I must have malicious
intent.

COMMISSIONER GILiNSKY: If you can't give it, you
are not withholding it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Again, we are coming into
semantics.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I asked my question and i

'got my answer. I take it you certainly don't agree with it.

MR. DE YOUNG: I do not.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You don't agree with the
Udall report if you don't agree with this.
| MR. DE YOUNG: i do not.
CHAIRMAN PALILADINO: Do you have more, Mr. Swanson?

MR. SWANSON: I think I will not belabor :the
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analysis of the Board's decision. The Commission obviously
hasjread.it quite thoroughly and does not need any further
counsel by the staff.

| | (Laughter.)

MR. SWANSON: Let me briefly state the staff's
position. The staff's pdéition is that the Board extensively
relied on the evidence to subsfantiaté the findings that are
contained in the decision. The Board addressed issues not
only raised by the Commission, but issues raised by the
Intervenors and application to the Board by the staff itself.

The staff submits that thé Board findings and
conclusions are not sufficiently offensive to the Commission
so that the Commission should decline to rely on this
partial decision for consideration of whether ~-- as to the
managemént competencevf?r training, for suspending the. license|

Rather, the partial decision adequately is supported
by references to the record: So that, with the exception
of the operator.tésting issue, for which no conclusions héve
yet>been drawn by the’Board, we no longer have the concerns
oriéinally cited by the Commissidn regarding.management‘
competence and operator error as a basis for taking the
extraordinary action of suspending the 'TMI-1 operating
license without further need to correct the actions which
caused the accident.

Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We are open for qﬁestions.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: May I ask -- I assume,

Mr. Swénson, the array of individuals you have here with you
are eligible for questions?

MR. SWANSON: Veryvhappily and moreso.

-(Laughter.) .

MR. SWANSON: We do Have representatives in the
audience.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let me ask Steve Hanauer
a question. Steve, this is -- Mrs. Aamodt made a point about
Sheridan's recommendations. And as I gather, the Board has
cohcluded that Sheridan's recommendations were being accepted.
Are they?

MR. HANAUER: I haven't read that piece of
transcript in a long time. If I understand the reference
and remember what is in it correctly, neither of which may
be the case, Dr. Sheridan wés stating the truism that people
who only monit;r'and don't actively intervene in the process
are less likely to perceive immediately something that goes
wrong.

I don't think anyone disagrees with that. THere's
a large body of-experimental evidence to show that this is
t+he case. As far as I know, no change has been made in the
design of Three Mile Island Unit 1 to accommodate this

truism. The‘funcﬁions which were manually effected before
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the accident.are ﬁd be\maﬁﬁallyféffectedfnqw; 7The.fun¢tians“.

which,we:e autohated beforé the accident are to bé:automated'

;fo1;0wing‘réstar£,,_f"

. . There is a mix of such functions. -There are -

“criteria to déteﬁmine'whiéh things the NRC reddires,to]be-=

'tauﬁomatedeThoSe.fbr which there are no requirements may

bé‘chqsentby fhe‘licensee'on:thé'bééis Qf”va?ioﬁslkmnds:df'“

cost—benefit cohsideratiOns,ﬂoperatiﬁg:qﬁality and other .

I matters.

I think everybbdy_knows that mohitoring is a very

‘difficult taSk, That is why we have annunciators, process

computers;;]That is why we,have:récommehded'the installationf"

12 'ofjsafety'pafameterAdisplay units and other lessOns;learned'

from the Three Mile Island accident.
A:Bﬁt as far as I know, there has been no specific

response in‘this'plant to Dr. Sheridan's views. Ngw;ithe

fpartﬂof.the alerting sYstem to the operator, has been sub- .-

Stantially;approVed;'as~Was described to you this morning. =

It‘has béen”coded,-itihasfbeen;grOﬁped, And'ﬁhe.p;esentatioﬁ

| on the process computer output terminal has been imprOvéd.ff_'

| g So,that—Qﬁevmightﬂséy'thatgthe.machine terminal

é2 ~ has been made more easy to perform this_diffiéulﬁfsurvéillance
: ‘test-'T”

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: -The impression I got from '
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certainly some of the answeré this morning was that Unit l's
control systems wére, A, diffeient, and B, betﬁer than
Unit 2. Cbuld you comment from the staff point of view?

MR. HANAUER: AThe systems-are nearly idenﬁical.'
ﬁutvthe presentaﬁion of inférmation to the opérator in the
control room, while superficially similar, is in fact sub-
stantially different. We perfarméd, as somebody séid earlier
today and as has been set forth in detail in our testimony
and our safety evaluation report, we performed a preliminary
design review of’tﬁe Three Mile Island Unit 1 control room,
and the Licensee has performed a human factors review also
of that control room.

In doing that, I participated in this myself. We
then spent part of a day in the Unit 2 control room to try
and get a better idea if the shortcomings -in the Unit 2
control room, which have been pointed out in great detail in
the investigations, have sufficiently affected the Unit 1
control room tha£ additiohal corrections were needed.

We found that in fact a large number of details

which add up to an important difference. The Unit 1 control

room does not suffer to the same degree from the same
abominable features as the Unit 2 control room, and thathwith
some corrections the Applicant has committed to make, the

control room was acceptable for restart of Unit 1.

In the longer range, the NRR is in accordance with
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_the action plan’fbllowing the TMI[aCéidént;vhés published

‘guidelines for a much more extensive and -detailed control. .

robm'rgbiéw;-and,shprtlygis publishiﬁg;,this week in: fact, .

,férﬁdfaft a proppéal,Whiéh willbéomelto_the Commission in a

Tcouple of.months to‘fequire such:réviews of all bperatiﬁg

4plaﬂtS,:including, if,it_qpefates}7Three_Miie Island Unit l;;:‘

. Which 1bng'énswer can be digested in Ehe,folldwing'

way: . We reviewed it at'length; It 1is notwneakly«as‘bad,as

Unit 2. It haé been fixed up to be adequate for restart.

‘But in' the longer-tefm a much more~detailed review wiil be

-recommended. .

. COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Another question. Which of

the operators are we‘requiring,_is:the:staffvrequiring, to

‘have simulator exam on TMI-17

‘,MR,vHANAUERi I willﬁgive‘the~anSWer’in twb-parts,

:Ehé»preséﬁtjséries_of_exéminations and £hé réqualifiéétion"
':examinétiphs. ~Fér_the p:esent-series; Wé haveArequired"
-éﬁd»the§ haVeiéoﬁaqctéd.on the simﬁléﬁér exams . of all

' péoplé Qho‘&id'not préviogsly>hold liéepéés[pnﬁbné"of'the -

”Thfeé Mile ﬁnits; The;réésenrfdr the Cutoff is_?hat those

‘péoble*who!weredeXperiénéed in control' room operations -and
‘had—expgrienced_transiehts we_aid'not;feel'had to be .

,re—examinéd-on the simulator, which is a non-plant specific

‘gimulator and for which one'géts>limited,5useful;but 1imited,

insight from these examinations. '
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For the future, the requalification program is

required to include simulator training and a simulator

.examination.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You say the non-plant
specific simulatof is thé_one at B&W?

MR. HANAUER: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE; Did we require all of those
previously iicensed'operators to go down and go through a
training period on the simulator?

MR. HANAUER: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But we did not require them
to be tested?

MR. HANAUER: Not by us.

COMMISéIONER GILINSKY; I just want to return to the
point we were previoﬁsly on with Mr. De Young. I believe
Mr. Moseley testified that, with the exception of the matter
of informing the NRC, the I&E and Interior Committee
cénclusions were'consistent. I think that was the word he
used. Are you departing from that conclusion?

MR. DE YOUNG: Will you say that again?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you want me to read it
to you. He said, "With the exception of emphasis on failure
to notify NRC" -- that is only part of the.quoté, the rest
is a paraphrasé'—— that Udall and the 0670 conclusions were

quite consistent.




‘ mte 8

10
1
12

13

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

I don't know what he means by "consistent." I would take

,.-J-v..vIZ? ,

MR. DE YOUNG: I think I agree with Mr. Moseley
on that.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: "Inconsistent" means some-
thing different.

| CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Consistent on the things he

doesn;t think are inconsistent. That's what.I heard you say.

COMMISSiONER GILINSKQ: .We have the staff lawyers
here. I understood him to be saying that the conclusions
about informing the state in the 0760 report and in the

' unquote.

Interior Committee report were, Quote, "consistent,'
that to mean roughly comparable. But you were saying something
very different before, I thought.

MR. DE YOUNG: I was saying before --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It seems clear to me the
Interior Committee report says, yes, informafion was withheld.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:A And_the I&E report says it
wasn't.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Mr. De Young is saying it
was not. Aﬁ the same time, Moseley is saying the two
conclusions are, quote, "consistent,” unquote.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are saying the Interior
report says clearly?. |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, we can read it.-

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, I'm trying to find
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the.pagé,
‘,COMMISSIONEﬁ GILINSKY: Let me‘read the conclusion:

"ihe'record iﬁdicates that reporting to‘state'and”fedéral

officiéls oﬁ March 28, 1979,'TMI manégeré did not communicate

infotmatioﬁ in their possession that they understood to be

‘related to.the severity of the situation. The lack of

Such'informatiqn prevented such state officials from adequately
assessing the conditions of the plant. In addition, the -

record indicates that TMI managers presented state and

. federal officials misleading statements, i.e., statements.

that were inaccurate and incomplete, that conveyed the

impression that the accident was substantially less severe

and the sitﬁation more under control than what the managers
themselves believed was in fact the case;"z

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE; And the previous,conclusion,
which the Boafd points out was changed, was that management
did not provide state and federal officials information that
was'uﬁderstood by them.

COMMISSIONER~GILINSKY; I don't see how that wopld'
be changed from ‘"what the managers themselves believed."v

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think that probably the

'Board may not have. But my recqllection from many people

" that were involved in the discussions of these two last

paragraphs was that there was a difference.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: .Well, it is right in front
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‘heavily involved in the paragraph. You can read it and

English, do you think the company leveled with the state and

of us. '
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. That is probably not
correct. You can say, what does someone who,perhaps'wasn't

heavily involved, was there a difference. The Board did not -7

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: .You doﬁ't.havé to be

decide whether or not you agreé with it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Unfortunately, as.I think
we probably know, the words in these areas are carefully
tuned, and there was a difference between those two paragraphs

COMMISSIONER GILENSKY: What is the difference?
We're talking about the present versioﬁ.’

- CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wonder if this is arguably
germane to the issue.' When you have to get that fine and
that subtle to find differences, I wonder if we're really
coping with whether or not the situation has changed, ‘'so
we can be sure or not sure.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you in plain

the NRC on a day tb day basis?

MR. DE YOUNG: That is a clear question. I don't
know what you mean by "the ¢ompany." There are a lot-of
people in the company and there are a lot df people associated
with it,. There were a loﬁ éf questions_asked. There was

a lot of information transferred._




mte 11

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

I don't believe there was intentional withholding

or misleading. They may not have'been all fully forthcoming.

There were some that erroneously gave information that misled -

people. But I don't kﬁowIWhat you mean by ﬁthe company."

COMMISSiONER GILINSKY: I-thﬁhk they were in a
dangérous and baffling situation. We went over this before.
I don't have the quote in fron£ of me, but clearly it was
beyond their experience and they knew that, it was beyond
their training and they,knew that. Did they convey that
to the state and the federal government?

MR. DE'YOUNG: I don't think they conveyed that.
I know'they did not convey that. I don't know that it was
clear to them that it was beyond their knowledge. People
hesitate to say that this is beyond my knowledge.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I know pebple hesitate.
That is_exactly what we're talking about. It»is perfectly
natural for them to hesitate; But‘they'have certain
responSibilities.fo overéome that hesitation. I know it is
natural to hesitate.

| CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am'sorry. You may hesitate

for a number of reasons. Ohg is that you don't know, so you
don't give somequy an answer that you don't know. As a
matter of fact, it would be equally misleading or perhaps
even more misleading to think you know something that isn't

true. TIf you sent forward information that had no basis, I
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think.that would be just as misleading as sending anything
else. |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But they knew.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Management said they did not
know.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I thought Mr. Dieckamp.
said that they did. They were put in a completely new
situation, fundamentally strange I thiﬁk was the word that
he used. Did they say that they were in a fundamentally
strange situation? _I don't think so.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wonder if we're getting
anywheré on that. We have hammered this a good bit today.

I think you have gotten as much information as you are going
to get. We may have differences of opinion, but I don't think
we are going to get any more information, and I think we are
going to have to weigh that information we have and make
whatever judgment; we can make.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I have a few other questions
but I will ask those later.

CHATIRMAN PALLADINO: There isn't much later left.

I do have a deep-seated concern and I would like
to have the staff address it. The TMI accident was in part
due to a whole series of faulty maintenance actions: valves
that were closed that should not have been closed, tags that

covered things on the control board. That relates to some
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of the points that were being made by the Intervenors on

quality control and recordkeeping.

Has the staff made a determination -- I would
like to have it described briefly - that the quality control
aﬁd recordkeeping is now adequate so that we don't get into
that kind of a situation?‘ In other words, 1is the quality
control and maintenance COrrecﬁed enough so that we can have
confidence that this kind of thing won't be a part of TMI-1
restart?

MR. SWANSON: I think since the Office of
Inspection & Enforcement has conducted investigations on this,
it might be appropriate for them to respond.

MR.}HAVERKAMP: Inspections were conducted on the
program areas. A majority of those inspections have shown
an adequate level of cémpliance.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Inadequate?

MR. HAVERKAMP: An adequate, a level that is
adeguate.

There was a fairly recent inspection which comes
to mind,.looking at the implementation of certain areas of.
quality assurance programming. Our correspondence is still
being drafted related to that inspection. There was one
finding, for example, related to drawings where we felt that
there were inadequate drawing controls, drawings used by the

plant.
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- In another area we found that there were perhaps

inadequate controls of certain records used in terms of their

ultimate storage. - Those were two specifié areas. The only

other areas that I am aware of in quality assurance were to

our satisfaction.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: On the checkoff of these

- items, they shouldn't wait until -- I don't remember your

exact words.

' MR. HAVERKAMP: Are you addressing the exact words
relating to quality control fér maihtenance activities
specifically?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes. Well, go ahead.

"MR. HAVERKAMP: ThereAwas one of the findings,
for example, that had_to’do with hold points and the job
tickets. The licensee has adopted the Board’'s recommendation
and. we examined that change in their policy and practice
and found it acceptable.

There was a very recent inspectibn just last week.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me go back to a yes or

‘no question. Are you satisfied that maintenance -quality

control program was an adequate one? Are you satisfied with

that?

| " MR. HAVERKAMP: At this time I have to.say no.
CHATIRMAN PALLADINO: What is it going to take to

get'it to that point?




mte 15

10

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23

m-mff;134

MR. HAVERKAMP: We afe reviewing aﬁd wé have not
yet reached a conclusion. We really haven't compléted'our
review yet of the quality control listing, which is related
to the new guality assurance program, which identifies both
safety related and important to safety type categories for
quality.

Our inspection was completed last week and we are
still discussing with the licensee the results of that
inspection. We really haven't reached a conclusion yet, so
we have to determine whether there is a problem that needs
correction.

WCOMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How does that affect your
generai,recommendation?

MR. HAVERKAMP: Our inspections have not yet been
coméleted that we feel are necessary to reach any fully
satisfactory conclusion for our restart.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Was this a quallified

recommendation you are then making'to the Board?

MR. HAVERKAMP: In most program areas —-- the
quality assurance program covers many areas. In most areas
of the program -- in staffing, qualifications of people, the

program itself is written and the operational quality .

assurance plan procedures are developed. Most of those areas

have -been found acceptable.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What was your recommendation
to the Board? |

MR. SILVER: If I can interject. Perhaps I can
pqint out that the essential difference -- or the recommenda-
tion to the Board was that the quality assurance program 1is
generally acceptable. I should emphasize the word "program,"
which of course ié what NRR staff reviews and did review
aﬁd recommend to the Board that the program in all of its
aspects is in fact acceptable.

I&E, of course, is charged with verifying the
implementation of the program, and I suspect that the
inspections that Don is referring to have to do specifically
with the implementation rather than with the program itself.
There are m?ny such aspects, obviously, that are still being
inspected a£ the site and will continue £o be.

'CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: When we make éur decision,
we have to have a degree of satisfaction not only with the
program but with'the way it is carried out.

MR. SILVER: That'is correct. That will'be part
of the staff certification to the Commission if such certi-
fication is made.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I certainly would be looking

for that before I would venture a decision.
MR. SILVER: That will be forthcoming.

MR. HAVERKAMP: The inspection program that we are
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implementing is_a special inspection program. It is almost
complete in the program areas. Iﬁ should be complete by the
end of this next month or early next month., It won't be until
that £ime that we will have reviewed each of the areas that
we felt were necessary to review, as descried in:Supplerent 1
to NUREG-0680.

MR. SWANSON: If I ﬁight refer to paragraph 358
where that specification was specified, the Board referred
to the testimony of I&E where I&E was referring to the
programs and proposed corrections to account for prior
deficienciés, and if this program was deficient and if the
changes and modifications are fully implemented the staff
believes that it will be adequate to satisfy staff.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have a question for
staff?

Okay, we want to thank you. I gather Commissioner
Gilinsky ‘has some remaining Questions that he did not get a
chance to ask of the licensee. If you could keep the
questions short and the answers shorf, it will be beneficial
in the interest\of time.

Would you mind, rather than taking time, would'
ybu.mind answering them from where you are.

COMMISSTONER GILINSKY: I'm wondering, who is in
.éharge of the plant, or who would be in charge of the plant

on a day to day basis? Who is the chief operating official?
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Would that be Mr. Hukill or is that the manager under hiﬁ or
the one under. that? | i

MR. ARNOLD: We again run the risk of getting into
semantic problems here. Mr. Hukill located on site full time:
and he is responsible for day to day operations at the site.
His operations and maintenance director, Mr. Tooie, obviously
is the one in the line structuré who provides the most
direct management supervision of the operation and maintenance
activitieé on a day to day basis.

But We have put Mr. Hukill at the site for the
purpose of having his level of experience and background
available day to day for the overall direction &f operations
and maintenance.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The person in actual
charge of the operation of the plant I presume would be the
man under the operations manager.

MR. ARNOLD: If I understand your question,
Commissioner, I wéuld gay the shift supervisor is the person
on a shift to shift basis who is actually responsible for
the condition of the plant at a given moment and for
responding to changes and to direct the control of it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Who is over him?

MR. ARNOLD: Over him is the operations manager.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That is who?

MR. ARNOLD: That is Mr. Ross. Mr. Ross reports
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to Mr. Toole, as does the maintenance manager, Mr. Shauvlin.
And Mr. Toole reports to Mr. Hukill.

MR. HUKILL: Just for example, Mr. Toole is the
operations and maintenance director, and runs the daily plan
of the meeting. He runs the 1600 planning meeting with his
maintenance director and with his operations !director and
his other ménagers. But he directly reports to me, every
single day, probably 15 times a day, and he directly works
for me in cbntrolling the people in the plant. The direct
orders to the people in the plant and his managers would
come from him, but I directly control his operations.

I do not run the plan of the day. He runs the
plan of the day.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you have experience in
the commercial side of nuclear power?

MR. HUKILL: I had one year with Burns & Rowe as
an architect in the architect-engineering business. My
experience'is 22‘years-in the United States Navy.

>COMMISSIONER'GILINSKY: Thank vyou.

I want to ask Mr. Dieckamp —-- actually, we took
it as a measure of vour dissatisfaction with the way the
instruments were handled. I don't want you to cite specific
instances, but I wonder if there have been any other actions
of this sort, if performance evaluations took account.af

actions on that day or subsequently in handling information,
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both to the state and.federal government or to the company
itself. I wonder if you could characterize the company's
handling of this? |

MR. DIECKAMP: Other actions have been taken and
do.relate‘more broadly to-the_question of the individuals'
performance, not this specific aspect of communications, but
I think'ﬁore nearly to the questiqn of were they properly
understood, or exhibitea the level of understanding that was
necessary and whether he was able to carry out his duties
in a way that would be considered acceptable.

Mr. Arnold testified to that specific issue in
the ASLB hearings and, without again going into personalities,
there is at least one individual within the plant at the
time of the accident that is no longer with the company.

I think it is fair to say because of our performance
appraisal thatAhe is not with us. One other individual who
was present in the early hours of the accident has been
assigned to other duties.

Again, what we have tried to do is we have tried
to look at all of these investigations, all of the observa-
tions, and we have tried to make judgments about what that
means in relationship to people's capabilities. We have made
other judjments about what people are capable of doing and
we have tried to realign the organization so as to best

utilize-the neople, taking into account that'which we
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learhed about{them in the coﬁrse of the accident.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But these actions wefe-
not specifiéally related to your concerns about the
dissatisfaction with the information flow?

MR. DIECKAMP: No, not information flow
specifically, not concerning a question of whethér we thought
someone was forthcoming or truthful, bécause we did not feel
that that was an element of the pnobiem. We felt that the
fundamental problem related to the insufficient gathering
of information, the insufficient assessment of the informa— 
tion, the insufficient ability to understand that that
information meant. That is what we felt was the fundamental
failing and that is the factor that we have taken into
account in looking at how to best utilize the people
resources.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:' I am wondering if you or
someone else céuld clear up a residual‘question I have about

the circumstances of that day. At one point .you stopped,

~closed the steam dumps. There is some ‘suggestion this was

a result of pressure from the state or you might haveldpne
it on your own. -

I wonder if you could clear that up?

MR DIECKAMP: Is there anyone here who was
involved iﬁ that? You hadn't gotten to the site at that

time, had you, Jack?
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MR.‘ARNOLD: I think Mr. Herbein is probably‘the.
one to address that.

| COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: i'll tell you why I ask,
and this may help you. Mr. Millerfs testimony, who indicates
that he felt that holding onto that was imporﬁant for
safety, and I wonder what the reasoning wasrin closing the
steam dumps.

MR. HERBEIN: As I understood the situation, we
weren't getting very good heat transfer, if any, through the
steam génerators. There was a concern in my mind that we
had radioactively contaminated the second plant earlier throygl
a tube leak iﬁ one of the steam generators. So it seemed
to me that it might be possible that we were releasing

radiocactive steam.

I wasn't sure about that, but complaints had come
in from the state, and I can't identify exactly where they
came in, whether they were into the control room or whether
they came into the observation center. But in view of my
ﬁncértainty ;bout the release of radiocactive steam, as well
as the concern expressed by the state and the feeling that
there‘was heat removal through periodic opening of the
poWer operated relief valve and that flow injection up
through the core and out through the relief valve, I directed

that the steam dumps be closed.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me tell you a little

=]
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further why'I>askgdthis, because I had a-nagging wonder
whether an unwillingness to tell tﬁe state just how'sérious.
things might then -- had you told the state, listen, this is
pretty éerious, we have to release that steam, would it have
made them quickly back off?

MR. HERBEIN: Sir, there was no reluctance in my
mind to share with the state the information that I had. On
whether the éituation that existed at the time as I understood
it -- in retrospect, I think we all recognize two and a half
years later that we all know a lot more. about that accident
and the implications that various events that occurred on that
day=actually had.

I arrived at the site at quarter of 12:00,
talked to Mr. Miller on the telephone, got an understanding
or at leaét thought I had an understanding of the situation
in the plant_and-where they had been. En route to brief
the Lieutenant Governor in Harrisburg, I did brief the press
on the lawn of the observation center and indicated to them
that radioactivity had been released offsite. It was about
a tenth the level of our general emergency at that time.

And while we were concerned with the health and public

safety, we did not feel that the public at that time was in

danger.

I answered various other questions, and it seemed

to me at the time we talked that the press in some instances
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displayed a hostile attitude, and I dian't understand that

for many weeks, until later I recognized that it may have been
due to the information lag that occurred later that morning,
with the.public relations department in Reading putting out

information that was possibly an hour to two hours different

-from the actual plant condition at that time.

I am speaking speqificélly to whether or not
radiation was released offsite. Following that briefing or
question and answer session that I had with the press, I
oroceeded to Harrisburg with Mr. Miller and Mr. Koonter and
briefed the Lieutenant Governor for an hour or an.hour and a
half.

In theAcourse of those discussions, I had no
intention of deceiving anyone or withholding information or
trying to paint a rosier picture than I guess I actually
myself believed we had. We had spent the morning occasionally
trying to run the pumps. That afternoon the strategy was
to blow down the system through the power overated relief
valve and try to get oﬁ heat.

I was confident at the time I discussed the
situation with the state that we in fact would have the decay
heat river pumps on by nightfall and thereby would have
established forced cooling. In retrospect, Iklook back at
my performance specifically on that day and the performance

aﬁ the control room and the folks who were at the plant, and
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i see now that thefe were an awfulAlot of miscalculations,
errors of judgment, omitted inﬁormation,-information that was
not préperly communicated. But in no case do I feel that
there was any intent: to deceive, either on my part, on the
part of Gary Miller,‘or on the part‘of the plant. We simply

were faced with a situation that we did not totally understand

at the time and probably did not recognize that we did not .

totally understand it.

We responded to the best degree  that our training
and understanding, that our training permitted.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you about those
steam dumps. i thought Mr. Miller said the? had taken
measurements and were confident that the steam was not
radicactive. Did you not fully believe that?

MR. HERBEIN: He stated that they used radioactive
monitors and the monitors gave no indication of radioactivity
in the steam. I had no way of assessihg the sensitivity of
the monitoré or 5f some information that I had been given
about a radioactive sample that had been taken from the
secondary of one of the steam generators, coupled with the
faét that there were apparently some saﬁple lines mislabeled,
so that one couid not tell whether the A steam generator or
the B steam generator was in fact therne that had been
drawn, and whether in turn we isolated the radioactive one,

which possibly had the leak, and had the nonradiocactive one
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éOMMISSIONER'GILINSKY: It was primarily the
concern wiﬁh releése of fédioactivity that led you to have
the steam dumps closed?

. MR.  HERBEIN: Yes, that 1is true. Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: ~ The hour is late, but I had
indicaﬁed that I would allow the parties who wished to have
opportunity. They can have three minutes wofth of rebuttal.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: ‘Excuse me. I havé one
leftover question of the nuclear people, whether Mr. Annoﬂd
or Mr. Clark. When we wefe talking earlier about the
relationship between the plant and the dispatcher, I didn't
have at my fingertips the testimony that had raised.my
concern. I have since found it.

Let me just read you about five sentences and you
tell me what the significance is of what it is tha£ I am
reading. What is under discussion is a concern relating to
the leakage past valves. The person who is-talking is
Mr. Chuck Mell, who at least at.that time was a Met Ed
emplovee. Here is what“he is teiling the Senate investiga-
tors: |

"As a matter of fact, I believe we calculated the
leakagevrate prior to the accident. I believe they called

up. You have to get permission to shut down, to get off the
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grid, so to speak, You call the dispatcher. I don't know
if it is Lebanon or Reading, we have a dispatcher phone in
there to shut down, to come off the grid, where vou try to
set it ﬁp so the other plants, people at those plants that
come on line to carry the extra load, they will be ready.
You call up and try to schedule an outage.

"I believe some time before the-vaccident they
called and asked for permission to shut down just to fix
those valves. To the best of my knowledge, they were denied
the permission at that time."

MR. ARNOLD: If I could take the first part of
that, I think that what is being described there is the
effort that is made to schedule shutdowns of the plant, the
timing'of them, to make if convenient to the‘opefation of .the
system as a whole. But that was not the case then} and I
don't believe the individual testifying would have been
trying to represent that in the event of a safety issue,
safety question, ‘that the people at the plant did not have
the authority to take the plant off iine without feceiving
permission froﬁ fhe dispatchers.

Obviously, for a variety of reasons, you try to
give as much notice as you can. You alsac try to schedule it
at a time that has the least impact on the cost of energy.

In terms of the speculation, as I understood iﬁ

to be, that a request had been made to take the plant off
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the line and that request denied, I would say. two things:

One, that the dispatcher does not!have the authority to

deny a request that the plant says is necessary in the way

of taking the plant off the line; and secondly, that I am

not aware that any such recuest was ever made. A discourage-

ment of the plant to go ahead and proceed with it, that

could be followed up if -desired, as much as the dispatchers'

conversations are all recorded, I believe, at least the ones

that come over the operating lines.

MR. CLARK: I think it is helpful to distinguish

between when a plant decides to shut down and when they

would like

to shut down to be convenient. In the first case

they shut it down, as Mr. Hukill said, and they do not ask

permission
of when it
would talk
convenient

situations

the second

and need not. In the second éase, it is a guestion
is convenient to have some work done on it. They
to the dispatcher in order to.determine a

time. I think you have to keep those two different
cleariy distinct.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: And YOu think this is
situation?

MR. CLARK: Yes,.sir. I am not personally aware

of the circumstances. I don't know who Mr. Meld is, but I

do know the instructions as they exist today.

MR. ARNOLD: I am not confident that it is either

one, inasmuch as if the plant decided that they needed to
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take -~ the plant manaqemeht felt it was necessary or should

' . 1 be the case to take the plant off the line to do maintenance

9 | on the valve there is no question in my mind that that

‘ 3 would be scheduled to be done.
4 I suspect the person -- frankly, I do not recognize
5 the name -- had wrong information, that the plant management

6‘ had not decided that it woﬁld be desirable to take the plant
7 down to £ix the valves.

8 COMMISSIONER BRADFOED; How much of a cho;ce would
9 it be f.o actually recover the conversation?

MR. ARNOLD: Certainly, to find out whether it

10 ‘
1 exists and _if it does exist tfy to transcribe that, it's not
‘ Y too large a chore
13 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Would you have any
14 objection to my asking for a transcript of whatever
15 conversation Mr. Meld would be alluding to? It isn't
16 - necessarily going to govern my judgment about the outcome
17 of this proceediﬁg one way or the other, but I must say it
18 is an area of concern that I have, not just for this plant
19 but with others as well.
2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Could you supply that?
.' . MR. A_RNOLD: I will make two qualifications., One
0 is, unless it came in over, unless the conversation took
. o 23' place over the dispatcher's operating line, it would not be

recorded, probably. To my knowledge, it wouldn't. And I'm
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COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: If it exists.

MR.AARNOLD: Was the name of the person Noel?.

éOMMiSSIONER BRADFORD: Mr. Charles Mell, M-e-1-1.
I was guoting from ;he interview of Chuck Mell conducted by
the Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation of tﬁe Senate Public
Works Committee on August 22, 1979. Ana I can give my copy
of that to whomever in your company can make best use of it.

MR, ARNOLD: Our best information now is he is a
member of the maintenance department.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Okay.

It was not in this interview, so there is nothing
in the information -~-

MR . ARNOLD: We will try to recap that to you.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I -do want to end this meefing,
by 6:00 o’clock and I did offer é short rebuttal to any of
the parties who want it, It will be by the clock, so when
I say three minufes I am going to ask the Secretary over
there to time it.

Would the licensee like to make any rebuttél
remarks?

_MR. BLAKE Mr. Chairman, I think it probably.é@es with
oat saying that I have disagreements with many bf thé things
that fhe Intervenors have talked on today. I think it is

fair to say they have many disagreements with the licensee
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and the Board's determination, the judgments which the Board
reached. | |

I think it is a well-reasoned decision. I do not
plan to comment specifically on the items, and I am sure
that through the appellate process their vieWS'willvonce
again gét an opportunity to be aired, as they already have
been and have been considered By the Boa:d.

There is one item however, thatihas been raised
today and which has not been formally the subject of formal
pleadings by us, nor of formal determination by the Commission
and that is with respect to a determination or potential
determination by the Commission to allow the restart of the
unit by lifting the suspension of operation of TMI-1 prior
to the outcome or the reopened hearing on cheating. Thét is
not a subjectwe have reguested the Cdmmission to act on at
this point. It is not one the Commission has formally acted
on.

I do not think it is appropriate at tﬁisztime for
the Commission to make a formal determination. I am not
asking for one today. We don't yet have the remainder of
the Licensing Board's determinations in this case on many
important issues, on planning and design modifications. I
think only at that p9int in time, once we have an otherwise
acceptable record and that wére the only item, would it be’

appropriate for us even to request the Commission to
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entertain a,réstart.- \
. | 1 ’ But I should say that if we had those determinations
2 in hand today I would be asking that question, because I do
‘ 3 not see that that issge as it has curreﬁtly been configured

4 ana based on the staff's investigations to date and the lack
5 at this point of any implication of involvement in this, that
6 it shoﬁld stop the unit, with all that is different now from
7 the point in time when the Commission first sﬁspended T™I-1's
8 operation.

9 CHAIRMAN  PALLADTNO: ‘This is a question you hope
10 one day we will answer. |

1 MR. BLAKE: I'm sorry, I didn't hear.

1 . 12 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This is a question you're
13 .asking us eventually to answer.
14 MR, BLAKE: This may well be a question I will
15 be back here, either in pleadings or in person, to rgquest.
16 We’may be facing a considerable length on reopened hearing,
17 months and monthé bevond when we otherwise would be ready to
18 operate..
19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Your tﬁree minutes are up.
20 Ms. Doroshaw?
21 MS} DOROSHAW: Well, first I wogld like to say
- our disagreements with the decisiog are not just differences
2 of opinion._ We really believe that is not a well reasoned

decision and there are serious errors in the decision.
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Tﬁéré are very many arbitrary rulings made. There were
arbitrary rﬁlingé made during the course of the hearing
spgéifically affecting the presentation of our evidehce
during the case. We believe the Board was quite confused
on the standard by which to admit evidence. We believe that
that alone is a éerious error on their part.

As far as what the staff has said and their
support of the auditability of maintenance records, we don't
believe the report which they submitted to the Board is
well reasoned or is adequately supported. We don't believe
that the staff was particularly anxious to look at the issue
at all. In fact, it seemed that the Board had disagreements
throughout the hearing on whether past maintenance practices
were even relevant at all  ,to’'this proceeding, whether they
were relevant at all to management capability, and I think
the Board even disagreed with them on that.

So they started with what we believe is a
predisposition, énd we were not really -- we did not
adequately address the issue.

'And as far as their comments on overtime, it
wasn't a matter of, well, one person didn't like it and one’
person did like it. :The person who didn't like it felt there
was definite coercion going on. He had to leave the plant
because he believed he was under duress, and he believed in

fact that those letters that were placed in the file were
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instruments of coercion on the part of management. It wasn't
just a letter placed in the file. It was an instrument of

coeréion. . That is another issue that I think needs to be

considered.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thankjyou.

Mr. Clewett or Ms. Aamodt?

MS. AAMODT: Mr. Chairman and Commission: I jusﬁ
want to express again -- or not again to you, but I want to

express something that I felt again today, and that is that
the NRC does not regulate the Metropolitan Edison at this
particular reactor in an objective manner., And I think
perhaps the realization of that throughout this hearing was
to me a sadder realization even than the mismanagement and
reluctance of management to correct their errors and present
a suitable program.

The NRC claims that all of the documents that
were. requested were put on the record,- That was not true.
All relevant documents. The Board referred specificaldy:-to
0731, which are guidelines for utility management, and 3.1,
1979, and ANS 3,1 1978, These documents were not put on the
record, although the Board finds that training and personnel
gualifications meet these standards.

I specifically requested to haveithem put on.the

record,'but that request was denied.

The staff misunderstands the scope of
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I was interested that the training of all personnel and
abilities of all personnél were upgraded to meet the
requirements oflthei; job, similar to the ANS 1979, ANS 3.19
1979 standards . which were a taék position analysis aﬁd then
a descrip£ion of the training program.

The Aamodt contention was no longer pursued in the
area of licensee training simply because of lack of my own
resources to pursue all licensee training and management
training. I found, though, uniformly that the Board's
assessment of training programs, except in the area of
licensed personnel, where intervention brought out a number
of items, was just that a list of courses sufficed as a
Board and staff review.

The staff says that the OARP, the operator
accelerated retraining prégram, satisfies Aamodt Contention 2.
I don't know how that could satisfy that contention when the
staff made no re&iew of that progfam and the results of the
audit following that program were dismal.

I want to bring before the Board, too, managemenﬁ's
reluctance to eliminate environmental stress in the control
room., I aftempted to litigate this -- I just have one more
comment. I attempted to litigate this in the hearing, but

this opportunity was denied.

Management has not done simple things, like carpet
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the area to make it more comfortable for the operatoré who

sténd, and eliminate glare and things like that that could

be quité easily done. And management élso -- I would like

to point out their reluctance in not instituting a training
program for management who has no'plant experience, until
this condition was forced on theﬁ as a term for withdrawing thg
Commonwealth's findings.‘

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Your time is up. I'm sorry.

MS. AAMODT: Can I just take one more question?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No. You have already said
one more point.

MS. AAMODT: Thank you very much. Okay.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I really have a meeting
that begins at 6:00 o'clock and it is over on the other side
of town. I am really pressed for time. Iithihk you have
made all your points already.

MS. AAMODT: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Could we have the three
minuteé for the staff?

MR. SWANSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think
the proper timé‘for-extensive rebuttal of the points made
today is in the appellate process., I would like to respond,
ﬁowever, to one request that was made of the staff by the
Aamodts, thaf regarding the exam, that does affect the

staff directly. I simply state that the staff position is
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that the exam‘should not be postponed. The issue of the

substance of those exams whether or not they are adequately

‘a measure of the knowledge gained by the candidates, was

resolved by the Board and is not before the Board in the

hearings.

As Mr. Aamodt éorrectly pointed out, it is the
manner in which the test is adﬁinistéred whiéh is before-the
Board. The Commission has delegated the responsibility té
administer the examsAto the staff and the staff believes it
is the proper conduct of this respoﬁsibility to administer
the exams, and in fact has already begun the process.

Thank you,

CHAIPMAN PALLADINO: Thank you.

Well, I apprecilate the input from all of the-
parties., I knowvwe have a lot of deliberating to do. We
hawve a lot of absorbing to do and a lot of reflecting to do.
You have helped us greatly by your input.

Unlesé there is anything further cbming before us,
we will stand adjournéd. Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 5:57 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned.)
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