UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

1n the Matter of:

The Cincinnati Gas & Electric

Company, et al. Docket No. 50-358

(Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
Plant)
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MVPP'S REPLY TO APPLICANTS' AND STAFF'S
RESPONSES TO MVPP'S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE NEW CONTENTIONS

Intervenor MVPP files this reply in answer to Applicants'
Oppcrsition to its request to file new contentions and the NRC
Staff's response in support of reopening the record in this licen-
sing hearing.

While welcoming the Staff's support, MVPP must emphasize
that of the eight contentions presented, its central and most
important contention is the one challenging the character, integrity
and technical competence of Cincinnati Gas & Electric ("CG&E") to

operate a nuclear power plant.

I. INTERVENOR MVPP HAS STANDING TO INTRODUCE
NEW CONTENTIONS

CG&E charged in its Opposition that Intervenor MVPP was

merely a “"facade, used and then discarded, by succeeding self-
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appointed groups...," Opposition at 7, and that Intervenor's motion
was itself "merely a vehicle for GAP to launch another unwarranted
attack against the Zimmer quality assurance program in its efforts
to delay the plant," Opposition at 2. CG&E failed, however, to
provide a minimal factual basis for these emotional allegations.
Instead, through rhetoric and insinuation, CG&E has tried to draw

a picture of itself encircled and beseiged by hostile forces.

The truth is that MVPP, a Cincinnati grassroots citizens'
group, has been a longstanding and central intervenor in this licen-
sing proceeding, It is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Cincinnati
Alliance for Responsible Energy ("CARE"), a local advocate for seri-
ous examination of the construction deficiencies and quality assur-
ance breakdown at Zimmer.

Nor is the Government Accountability Project of the Institute
for Policy Studies ("GAP") the intervenor. MVPP has retained GAP
to represent it in the licensing proceedings. GAP's primary purpose
is to offer legal counsel to whistleblowers, to provide a legal
education to law students on First Amendment and civil service
issues, to bring meaningful reform to the workplace, and to expose
employer actions -- whether governmental or private -- that are
wasteful, illegal, or pose a threat to the health and safety of the

1/

American public.=

/1, Patrick Swygert and Mary Bastwood, former Special Counsels of the
Merit Systems Protection Board, have praised GAP's efforts to monitor imple-
mentation of whistleblower reform, as has Congresswaman Patricia Schroeder,
chairwoman of the House Civil Service Subcommittee.

Since 1979 GAP has operated a legal Clinic with the participation of
Antioch Law School students, has praduced two films, and has organized a national
Whistleblower's Conference. GAP attorneys have frequently testified befcre
Congress. In addition, GAP formerly represented Mr. Thomas Applegate regarding
his allegations about illegalities at the Zimmer site.



MVPP has retained GAP to represent it within the traditional

attorney-client relationship. CG&E's attempts to mischaracterize

GAP's role in this licensing proceeding must be seen as nothing more
than a blatant interference with MVPP's relationship with its attor-
neys. As such, this Board should resoundingly reject CG&E's argu-

ments that MVPP has no standing to ra'se new contentions.
Applicants surely cannot compla.n that Intervenor has out-
of-town counsel when they themselves have retained the Washington,
D. C. law firm of Conner & Wetterhahn to represent them in this

licensing proceeding.

II. MVPP HAS MET THE STANDARD FOR ACCEPTANCE OF NEW
CONTENTIONS AND THE STANDARD FOR REOPENING THE

RECORD

Applicants contend that MVPP has failed to satisfy the five

criteria for filing new contentions or carried its "heavy burden" to
reopen the record. The NRC Staff effectively argues that Intervenor
meets both standards and recommends reopening the proceeding for
litigation of MVPP's proposed eight contentions.

MVPP has clearly met the five criteria set out in 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.714(a) (1) :

A. Good Cause

MVPP filed new contentions only after it obtained numerous
affidavits from Zimmer workers and internal documents substantiating
the serious allegations contained in its contentions concerning the
fatal deficiencies in CG&E's quality assurance ("QA") program, which

includes the Quality Confirmation Program ("QCP"), and concerning



CG&E's lack of character and competence to operate a nuclear reactor.

Much of this information was disclosed to MVPP only after
workers spoke to the NRC during its investigation and determined
that the NRC had not, and could not, adequately remedy the severe
engineering, construction, QA and management problems the workers
reported at the plant. As the exhibits to MVPP's Motion and to this
Reply illustrate, MVPP has gathered significant new information
demonstrating the continuing failures and structural deficiencies
in CG&E's QA program.

Most disturbing is that the new documentation demonstrates
that CG&E officials have made misrepresentations and misleading
statements to the NRC in attempting to shun responsibility for the
QA breakdown at Zimmer. For example, Earl Borgmann and other top
CG&E officials told the House Subcommittee on Energy and the Environ-
ment of the United States Congress and the full Nuclear Regulatory
Commission that they were largely unaware of Kaiser's QA problems
at Zimmer prior to November, 1980, did nothing to prevent adequate
Kaiser QA staffing, and did not interfere with Kaiser inspections.

See Cincinnati Enguirer article, June 12, 1982, attached and

incorporated herein as Exhibit A, Internal memoranda
show these statements are false and that CG&E has been substantially
involved in the QA program at Zimmer since 1973. The following
document CG&E's acting policy role in QA at Zimmer:

(1) CG&E refused to provide Kaiser with a representative

of the architect and engineer, Sargent & Lundy, on-site to review

Kaiser drawings after a Kaiser request in January 1972. See

January 14, 1972 Letter, attached and incorporated herein as




Exhibit B.

(2) On July 18, 1973, CG&E "suggested" that Kaiser not write
nonconformance reports on rejection of materials purchased for the
Zimmer project and repeatedly emphasized that was CG&E's positi n.
See July 18, 1973 Letter, attached and incorporated herein as
Exhibit C,

(3) On July 19, 1973, CG&E told Kaiser that it was not
necessary to perform tests on sections of stainless steel piping
in full compliance with ASME standards since tests in compliance
with ASME would be done later on the system as a whole. See July 19,
1973 Letter, attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit D.

(4) On March 18, 1974, CG&E directed Kaiser to stop issuing
nonconformance reports on material and procedures for temporary
construction, See March 18, 1974 Letter, attached and incorporated
herein as Exhibit E,

(5) CG&E and Kaiser had numerous discussions, some encom-
passed in written correspondence, about approval of vendors:

-=On February 20, 1974, Kaiser QA Manager William Friedrich
told CG&E that he disagreed with its disespproval of Kaiser's requests
to do surveys of the Quality System Programs of Suppliers to meet
ASME standards. See February 20, 1974 Letter, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit F,

--On March 28, 1974, Kaiser asked CG&E a series of questions
about the procedures Kaiser was to follow in inspecting CG&E-purchased
equipment., See March 28, 1974 Letter, attached and incorporated
herein as Exhibit G.

--On April 9, 1974, CG&E answered all the questions posed



by Kaiser and stated that CG&E's procedures differ from those of

General Electric, See April 9, 1974 Letter, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit H.

==On April 19, 1974, Kaiser outlined for CG&E its proposed
"receiving inspection program" and asked CG&E to amend any part of
the program that was not responsive to CG&E directives. See
April 19, 1974 Letter, attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit I.

In other words, Kaiser set up its entire inspection program
in accordance with specific CG&E-imposed requirements.

-=-On September 19, 1975, CG&E clarified for Kaiser what
documentation Kaiser needed to include in its "Receiving Inspection
Plans." See Letter of September 19, 1975, attached and incorporated
herein as Exhibit J,

(6) In a September 14, 1976 letier, Borgmann informed the
NRC of changes in the management structure for the Zimmer project.
He stated explicitly that "the purpose of this reorganization wac to
give the Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company a more direct and active
role in all phase of the Zimmer project...." Sece September 14, 1976
Letter, attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit K.

(7) In an October 22, 1976 letter, William Schwiers, then
CG&E's principal QA engineer, informed Kaiser that the signatures
of Sponsor Engineers would no longer be necessary on "essential or
non-essential Nonconforming Reports with rework or reject disposi-
tions." See October 22, 1976 Letter, attached and incorporated
herein as Exhibit L,

(8) In an April 1, 1977 letter, Schwiers told Kaiser that

it was "CG4E's intention to maintain a minimum of inspection in the




non-essential area" and to delete "construction inspection plans and
similar Quality Control responsibilities" from the scope of work of
Kaiser's QA program. See April 1, 1977 Letter, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit M,

The press has also reported that internal correspondence
between Kaiser and CG&E show CG&E's deep involvement in the QA program

at the Zimmer site since at least 1974. The following, inter alia,

has been reported:

(1) On October 14, 1974, Friedrich told CG&E it was "abso-
lutely necessary" to improve Kaiser's QA staff to satisfy federal
standards., Two weeks later, CG&E President William Dickhoner refused
because he found "no justification" for providing more QA personnel,

(2) On January 15, 1975, in response to further requests
by Kaiser for more QA personnel Borgmann wrote, "Quality rather
than quantity is the real answer on a project of this nature...."

(3) Friedrich responded on February 17, 1975 that such cut-
backs would make it impossible to run an adequate QA program.

(4) On March 26, 1975, Friedrich complained again that
CG&E's refusal to provide more QA personnel made it impossible to
do adequate inspections of the three shifts of construction work
then in progress,

(5) In a March 8, 1976 letter, Borgmann approved five new
QA inspectors for Kaiser but vetoed a request for five others. See

Exhibit A, supra at 4.

The press also disclosed that an independent report conducted

by Kaiser in 1981 charged CG&E had insisted that up to 90 percent of
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structural materials at Zimmer be purchased as non-essential even
though they were later used as essential materials. CG&E did not
notify the NRC of this confidential report which documents defects
and noncompliances even though NRC regulations require CG&E to report
such known deficiencies that could compromise the public health and
safety within 48 hours., 10 C.F.R. Part 21, CG&E could be fined up
to $25,000 per day or be subject to criminal prosecution. See

Cincinnati Enquirer Article, June 9, 1982, attached and incorporated

herein as Exhibit N.

CG&E's deliberate refusal to report such deficiencies is
even more clearly shown, however, by a January 20, 1981 memorandum
from CG&E QA engineer R. P. Ehas to Schwiers that describes how 30
to 40 percent of a set of "W8 X 17 beams" for supporting essential
hangers may have been purchased from non-approved vendors. Ehas
tells Schwiers that this is a "potential 50-55¢ against the HJK o
program," and if true demonstrates that "we have a breakdown in the
QA program that should have been discovered by a QA audit. Frank'
Adams - a Cinti [sic] scrap dealer supplied a large amount of the
beams. He and the mill -- U S Steel Co. are non approved." See
January 20, 1981 Ehas Memorandum, attached and incorporated herein
as Exhibit O. Deficiencies reportable under 10 C.F.E. 50.55(e) are
considered so significant that the utility is required to notify
the NRC of such deficiencies within 24 hours to avoid severe en-
forcement sanctions.

Not only did CG&E nct report this breakdown in vendor
approval procedures in January 1981, but it failed a second time to

report the problem after Kaiser's independent report verified the
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noncompliances. Even today, CG&E has refused to report the defici-
encies in its vendor approval procedures as 10 C.F.R. 50.55(e)

requires., This is a blatant violation of NRC regulations.g/

B. Availability of Other Means to Protect
Petitioner's Interest

MVPP and its counsel GAP, which also serves as attorney to
Thomas Applegate, have been the first to bring many of these quality
control and "character and competence" problems to the NRC's attention.
The NRC issued two reports to respond to Mr. Applegate and other
Zimmer workers' allegations. Report of the Office of Investigation
and Enforcement ("IE"), November 25, 1981; Report of the Office of
Inspector and Auditor ("OIA Report"), August 7, 198l. Contrary to
Applicants' statements in their Answer, Applicants' Answer at 3
n. 3 and 18, nearly all of Mr. Applegate's charges have been sub-
stantiated. See OIA Report at 1-2 and IE Report at 3, attached as
Exhibit P.

Although the NRC Reports are the best proof that the NRC
substantiated most if not all of Mr. Applegate's charges, a memo-
randum from Mr. Keppler to the File, dated July 8, 1981, corrobo-
rates the reports. In that memorandum, Mr. Keppler states that he
received a telephone call from Mr., Applegate who

...8tated that Mr. Dickhoner, during a recent speaking

engagement, had told his audience that the NRC found

Applegate's allegations to be without substance. He

said that Mr., McCarten had told him earlier that many
of his allegations had been substantiated and h~

. The docunents listed above, as well as others, will be incorporated
in Intervenor's forthocoming Petition to Stop Construction.
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wanted to know if we were changing our story.

I told Mr. Applegate that we were not in a position

to control Mr. Dickhoner's statements and that our

investigation findings had confirmed many of his

allegations -- either in whole or in part.

See Keppler Memorandum to File, July 8, 1981, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit Q.

Moreover the Staff's recent support of Intervenor's request
to reopen the licensing hearing demonstrates the NRC's appreciation
of Intervenor's major role in investigating QA deficiencies at
Zimmer .,

Applicants now argue that most of the information about the
QA breakdown and lack of CG&E character and competence to run Zimmer
is contained in the two NRC reports, MVPP disagrees. However, even
the substance of these two reports would not now be before this
Licensing Board unless Intervenor had urged the Board to give both
a close examination. As noted in MVPP's Motion, Motion at 25, the
NRC Staff did no more than inform this Board that the IE and OIA
Reports were in the Commission's Public Documents Room. Moreover,
prior to the Staff's recent shift in josition, it stood in unquali-
fied support of granting an operating license to CG&E. Certainly
without Intervenor's motion to reopen the record, the Intervenor's
investigation of severe, perhaps fatal, CG&E QA and management

problems, these issues would never have been raised bhefore Region

I11, before the Commission, or before this Licensing Board.
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C. Petitioner's Assistance in Developing
the Record

Intervenor can clearly be expected to contribute significantly
to development of a sound record on the eight contentions it has
proposed. As noted above, the numerous internal memoranda and affi-
davits from former and present KEI workers are critical to this
Board's understanding and consideration of Applicants' QA program
and management structure. CG&E's past conduct, and its present
attempts to cover up or disguise those past actions reveal its basic

lack of character and competence to operate Zimmer.

D. Representation by Existing Parties

It has been MVPP and GAP, representing Mr. Applegate, who
have forced Region III to re-examine tlie CG&E QA program. Mr. Keppler,
Director of Region I1I, conceded at recent hearings before the House
Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment that it was GAP and not

the NRC that discovered the problems at Zimmer. See Cincinnati

Enquirer Article, June 11, 1982, attached and incorporated herein

as Exhibit R,

E. MVPP's Participation Will Not Delay
the Proceeding

As Region III revealed at a June 7, 1982 briefing of the
Commission, the ongoing criminal investigation at Zimmer has been
reopened since June 1982,

This Licensing Board has already denied an operating license

for Zimmer until CG&E fulfills certain requirements for emergency
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planning.

Further, Mr. Keppler has stated that he does not expect
CG&E will identify all the corrective actions needed at Zimmer prior
to December 1982, After Lhat, he expects much of the corrective
work will still need to be completed.

Therefore, admission and litigation of Intervenor's proposed
new contentions will not in any way delay this licensing proceeding.

Although the QA and "character and competence" issues are
new ones in this proceeding, they are crucially important to the
Board's determination of whether Zimmer can be operated in a manner
by the current Applicants to ensure the public health and safety
are protected.

MVPP has additionally satisfied any burden it carries to

reopen this licensing hearing. As previously explained, MVPP, after

disclosure to it of numerous internal memoranda and worker affidavits,

proceeded expeditiously to file new contentions. And Applicants'
repeated complaints about MVPP and GAP's previous activities demon-

strates that all parties to this licensing proceeding have long been

put on notice of the Intervenor, its counsel, and the general public's

criticism of the Applicants' QA program, the QCP and CG&E's manage-
ment conduct. See CARE Shareholder Resolution, attached and incor-
porated herein as Exhibit 5 ;GAP News Rclease, November 25, 1981,

and Cincinnati Enquirer Article, June 17, 1982, attached and incor-

porated herein as Exhibits T and U respectively, both demonstrating
GAP's consistent criticism of CG&E's control over the Quality
Confirmation Program,

Neither the NRC nor Applicants can claim they are surprised
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or prejudiced by Intervenor's motion to file new contentions.é/

MVPP has, in its contentions, put into issue CG&E's basic
ability to operate a nuclear plant. MVPP questions both whether
CG&E has the basic integrity to participate in self-regulation under
the Atomic Energy Act and whether it possesses the technical com-
petence to direct its employees and contractors to ensure sound
construction according to an approved design, and an independent
and adequate QA program.,

Mr. Dircks, testifying on June 10, 1982, before the House
Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment, stated:

If it [Zimmer] were a completely government-

owned project, then the government would have full

responsibility to be in there. These people [Appli-

cants] are licensees., We trust them to operate the

plant. We had trusted them to build the plant cor-

rectly.... It is a difficult problem,

Difficult or not, whether CG&E has demonstrated the necessary

character and competence to operate Zimmer must be the bottom-line

question this Licensing Board considers.

III. MVPP'S PRIMARY CONCERN AND PRIMARY CONTENTION
QUESTION WHETHER CG&E HAS THE CHARACTER TO
OPERATE A NUCLEAR REACTOR

While seven of the eight contentions MVPP wishes to introduce

encompass concerns about CG&E's "out-of-control" QA program, MVPP's

E/Intervenor's counsel Mr., Devine has outlined his critique of OGSE's

quality assurance program to the Commission. See Devine Statement, June 16, 1982,
attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit V.

His criticisms are specific and have included examples corroborated by
former workers, including Richard Reiter, former Kaiser documents reviewer, and
David Jones, former senior QA analyst for Kaiser,
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final and eighth contention is the most important: "“CG&E lacks
the necessary character and competence to operate a nuclear plant,"

The Commission, in Houston Lighting and Power Company (South

Texas Project, Units 1 & 2), CLI-80-32, 12 NRC 281 (1980), ruled

that both abdication of responsibility for construction to a con-
tractor or abdication of knowledge about construction activities by
a prospective licensee is sufficient basis to deny an operating
license, 12 NRC at 291. The Cormission further said that it could
not legally "ignore false statements in documents submitted to it,"
id., at 291, n. 4, since Section 186a of the Atomic Energy Act allows
denial of licenses for "intentional false statements.”i/

MVPP outlined in its original motion, Motion at 16-18,
misrepresentations made by high CG&E officials to the NRC, .~ CG&E
shareholders, and to the press. Subsequently, CG&E Vice President
Bergmann testified, Intervenor believes falsely, on June 10, 1982 to
a Congressional subcommittee and on June 16, 1982 to the full Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, that CG&E had never interfered with Kaiser's
quality assurance progranm, See Exhibits A through 0, and
Exhibit 9 to Intervenor's Motion.

Mr. Borgmann further testified to the Commission on June 16,
1982 that he knew of no CG&E officials who had been questioned in
connection with a criminal investigation. However, Exhibit 52 to

the IE Report, Exhibit 12 to Intervenor's Motion, confirms that

ﬂ/The Commission suggested that even if not made intentionally but only
with disregard for the truth, "misrepresentations can be sufficient ground for
denial of a license." ILid; Virginia Electric & Power Comwany v. NRC, 571 F.2d
1289 (4th Cir. 1978).
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CG4E QA Manager Schwiers knew of the criminal investigation and the
targeting of CG&E officials. On October 27 and 28, 1981, the Com-
missioners discussed ongoing law enforcement proceedings at Zimmer.
Other internal memoranda demonstrate clearly that the NRC was con-
sidering a criminal investigation for falsification of QA records
and that the investigation focused in part on CG&E officials. See
Exhibit 12 to Intervenor's Motion.

Viewing the past misrepresentations of CG&E top officials
such as Mr. Borgmann, who has been personally involved in the Zimmer
project for the past decade, and his most recent misrepreseantations,
this Licensing Board has no choice but to examine carefully whether
CG&E has the honesty, integrity and "character" to ensure its dili-
gent compliance with the largely self-regulatory framework for NRC
licensees.g/

Moreover, in light of the public's increasing distrusc of

CG&E's ability to manage Zimmer, this Licensing Board must provide

a full airing and litigation of these issues to allay well=-justified

fears of the public about Zimmer's safety.

IV, CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Board should reopen the

record to allow full litigation of Intervenor MVPP's eight

5/

= Intervenor would again emphasize that contrary to the characterization
of its eighth contention by the NRC Staff as ore questioning CG&E's technical
competence, the main thrust of the contention is to put at issue CCLE's basic
integrity and character to operate Zinmer safely and in accordance with NRC
regulations.
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suggested contentions, and set a discovery schedule as soon as

possible,

DATED:

July 8, 1982

Respectfully submitted,

LYNNE\§ERNABEf‘

e AR Y

THOMAS DEVINE

Government Accountability Project
of the Institute for Policy Studies
1901 Q Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C., 20009
202/234-9382

Counsel for Intervenor
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PHIE CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY el B TR

CINCINNATLOHIO 45201

January 14, 1972

Kaiser Engineers, Inc.
P.0O. Box 658
Cincinnati, Ohio 45201

Attention: Mr. D. R, McSparrin
RE: WM. H. Z2IMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION =

COORDINATING MEETING,
W.0. 57300~-902, JOB E~5590

Gentlemen:

We are enclosing two copies of the minutes of the
coordinating meeting held at the Sargent & Lundy offices on
Thursday, January 6, 1972.

Anyone having corrections or clarifying comments
pertaining to these minutes should advise us as soon as possible
in order that appropriate action can be taken priox to the
next meeting.

Very truly yours,

R unn’ THE CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

E'- . é’jf %J(/\‘.\q/\/:— ™
3 . ’
AER:dk : A. E. ROTHENBERG, CHIEF ENCINEER,

Enclosure ! ' & Manager - General Engincering Department

cc: W. H. Dickhoner
W. V. van Gilse (3)
W. J. Moran

F. Schierland

——— s —

D. Flynn i
“W. Beringhaus (2) ﬁg?ﬁf ) DATE:
:°A. Borgmann (2) NGPARRIN s-18-7 2

'J. Van Veen (2) CRPICS T0: ¢

P4 & o~ LN 4

C. Pandorf 148 @) o~ | 0P8

B. Murray N e yo &+

M.. Peubserton (2) " T - s

D./ Smith . Cify e I// sphidese &

e / - Y. F—— . e ‘/,'— PR gt 2 )
JJ. Inskeep ] ;
IWE T (lecipen
| CCG 1 : L .




Wm, H, Zimmer Nuclear Power Station - Unit 1
Minutes of Construction Coordination .
Meeting Held In Sargent & Lundy Offices
On January 6, 1972

The following persons were in attendance:

The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company

W, V. van Gilse, A, E, Rothenberg, J. D, Flynn
J. R, Schott, R, J, Van Veen, C, W, Beringhaus,
and E, A, Borgmann ' ;

Kaiser Engineers; inc.

D, Williams, D, R, McSparrin, C, Gray, and
J. Billings - =

Sargent & Lundy

W, Hegener, R, Heider, R, Pruski, R, Cotta, and
L, Oyen

The following items were discusced:

J. A clarification of item 8 on page 3 of the minutes of
the meeting held in Decerber was requested, This item
referred to an agreement regarding revised S&L design
drawings and led to an extended discussion as to how
dravwing revisions and progress prints are to be handled,
The following procedures were finally ag~eed upon:

@a. No so-called progress prints of a drawing
will be issued after that drawing has been
. once issued "For Construction",

b, When signs“icant design changes are made
to a drawing after having been issued
for construction, Sargent & Lundy will
issue ofificial revisions of the drawing,




& Bk ‘

If Sargent & Lundy drawing changes are
not significant to the design nor if
they do not affect the Constructor's
T effort to any degree, such changes will
" be accumulated until Sargent & Lundy
believes an official revision to a
drawing is justified,
c. It will be the responsibility of Sargent
& Iundy-to call to the atiention of
’ » Kaiser Engincers any design changes in
progress to critical areas., This should
be done in advance of any issue of
revised drawvings.,

d. Sargent & Lundy requested that Kaiser
subnit to them for approval any fabrication
detail drawings made by Kaiser, both for
shop and field work,

2. In view of S&L's reguest to approve Kaigser detail
drawings, Mr, McSparrin reqguested a Sargent & Lundy man
in the field to review K-E drawings. This reguest had

! _previously been made of CG&E and Mr, Flynn again refused
this request of Kaiser's,

The 23 Action Items resulting from the December 6, 1971
meeting were then reviewed, The following are the
disposgitions made of those items;

.
w
*

+ a. Items 1, 2, 8, 11, 14, 16, 17, 22 will be
dropped either because they were completed
or are of a continuing nature,

T b. Items 6, 18, and 21 were on the agenda of
the meeting, -

¢, Item 7 covering the culverts under Little
Indian Creek will be dropped since S&L
v has decided to route the cooling tower
blow-off line under the creck, Therefore,
3 i\ the present four, 36" culverts wili remain
_— : ‘ in place, -

o



9.

4. Item 20 covering the well water storage
tank will be dropped inasmuch as S&L
has. concluded this tank can be used for
" eonstruction fire protection service
and moved as requircd for permanent .
well water storage service,

e, Items 3,4,5,9,10,12,13,15,19, and 23
are in progress and will continue to
be carried,

K~E requested that a meeting be set up in February to
discuss testing, particularly pre-op testing. CG&E
agreed to review the information previously submitted
by S&L and to decide if a meeting on the subject is
worthwhile at this time,
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