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AFTERNOON SESSION
JUNE 13, 1985
PROCEEDTINGS

MR. NOONAN: Let's be seated. We'd like the
meeting to begin, I guess we're ready to g0 back on the
record.

MR, BECK: Vince, thank you very much. John Beck
again. I'd like to introduce Mr. Jonn Hansel, who is
review team leader for the QA/QC area. And also review
team leader for the adequacy of construction and
QA/QC adequacy self-initiated action on the part of
TUGCO and the CPRT.

Mr. Hansel many of you know. I won't belabor too
long the fact that he is an eminently qualified expert
in the area of quality assurance/quality control,
currently serving as president of the American Society
for Quality Control.

John has had over 30 years of experience in tne
QA/QC area. He has lecturecd arcund the werld on that
subject. China and Europe, as well as the United
States. He served as a consultant to Jaytel on tne
For¢ Foundation -« the Ford Amendment Report. Excuse
me,

He also served as a consultant to Commonwealtn

Edison Company on the Byron and Braewood plant efforts,
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insofar as QA/QC was involved.
Without further ado, John, the agenda is yours for
the afternoon.

MR, LIVERMORE: Could I ask a question before we
get started there?

MR. BECK: Me or John?

MR. LEVIN: I want to pose to Bill Counsil.

MR. LEVIN: One of the things you went through, you
talked about your safety ethic or your top management
ethic, where management is a state of mind, and you
instill safety ethics in all employees.

And you also went on, you talked about the CPRT to
charter. It mentions safety. And you talked about
FSAR commitments. ’

And I guess what bothered me, the first -- until
about 10:30, I never heard the word gquality. Ancd it
just bothers me that I didn't hear that at all,

We talk about management ethics, safety ethics.
But the word quality didn't slip in there at all. And

that was certainly appropriate, I would say.

—

And I guess what I'd like to do so I don't hav

(1)

misconceptions, I'd like to get your version on quality
and its role in the organizaticn if you wouldn's mirc.
MR. COUNSIL: BEill Counsil once azain. Mv vieuz 3a

quality: Number one, I believe that you cannot inspect
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auality into a project. And I think I alluged to this
this morning in a very short brief I gave you on my
safety ethics. |

That is, do it right the first time. Have the
proper procedures, implement those procedures, and
inspect to insure compliance with those procedures. Now
I think «- I believe it's Herb? You are =-- come from
the inspect portion of it, which is quite often a
Quality assurance/quality control function,

I believe that to insure quality, number one, you
have to have a fully qualified line management, and hold
the line management responsible for not only
construction quality, but quality of operations, once
the plant becomes operational.

A staff function is quality assurance and quality
control, They insurance the compliance of that
organization. If they find deviations in their
inspection process, they insure that line management not
only corrects it, roots out -- finds the root cause,
changes procedures, practices, wnatever is required, and
then insures after that, that it is peing approgriately
irplemented. Does that answer your guesticn?

MR. LEVIN: Somewnat. I was really waitinz to0 n

Y

(8}

tnhat management state of mind of gquality, trickle dcun

effect, starting with you at the top.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2048



MR. COUNSIL:

effect. It's a rush.

137

I'd say it's not a3 trickle down

I don't believe in doing things

part way, or letting it trickle or anything else.

Any NRC people that's sitting in this room that

have attended meetings with me,

who have heard me before

put on presentations at Northeast Utilities, when I rave

found things wrong and whatever done to correct them, it

certainly isn't a trickle down.

And it won't be too long before all employees here

at TUGCO know of my attitude and what I believe is

safety first.

MR. EISENHUT:

experience, hzre,

In fact,

I can speak from

Let me make one comment., I was

encouraged to hear your first answer that you really

don't inspect safety into a plant.

think

that's -- nothing can be farther from the truth. I mean

I really strongly believe that myself,
encouraged to hear you say that.
I think what Herb is referring

have found an organization that has

ethie,

people in the organization.

it was trickliing down

the point.

MR. LIVERMORE:

safety apprcach, emanates

slowly.

,
i'm

any time ycu

R e:"a?"j
4 sadiet
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MR. EISENHUT: It was really, that message

permeates the organization and comes from the key
players.

And so in that context, I agree with you. Also
from knowing you for a number of years, it's more the
sledgehammer intimidating approach.

MR. COUNSIL: I wish you wouldn't use the word
intimidating approach.

MR. EISENHUT: No. But I do, because there is good
intimidation., There is bad intimidation. So =- but it
really is intimidation by itself, is not necessarily bad
unless it, "you know, =~ bad intimidation, I guess. But
some managers intimidating, I think that is a fact of
any basic management.

But I think what we're really looking for, and only
time will tell, how fast that approach permeates the
entire organization., And I think that's really where
Herb is coming from,.

MR. COUNSIL: I understand. And I'm doing my

darned best to make sure that it dces tnat. Pecple nave

O

3
ot
W

the attitude =« I do, and I'm sure have a f{eel
attitude, I P.ve come that far, Herod.

WYhat I haven't been able to do yet is to insurs

<Y

through meetings with them and otner tnlnis, taa
S

have, quote, the full safety etnic tnat I nave.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2043




1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

139
first the right time. Rework costs money. Inspections
cost money. Meetings like this cost a lot of money.

And I firmly believe ensuring that the procedures
and the programs are right, and then live to them. And
that's the message I would nhope that we are getting to
you today.

MR. LIVERMORE: Thank you.

MR. HANSEL: Thank you, Bill. Just another bit of
levity before we get started. Bill came over and said,
"John, do you mind if I sit at the front table."

And I said, "Not at all. Just don't intimidate
me."

It's been like a breath of fresh air with Bill
Counsil hear. We have had nothing but good resgonse.
I'll back up what he said. We have had excellent
relationships.

Okay. With that, again, as John Beck indicated, my
name is John Hansel. I'm the QA/QC review team leader
for the CPRT. These are the subjects that I'm gecing to

talk about this afternoon. And hopefully I have

(8}
1

together & presentation that will zive you a tostal
understanding of the approach that we're 30inz %o tz«e
that it is integrated.

And it is well tied together with tne cther sz:scecs

of the CPRT. I'l]l start out by talking adbout tne

T ——
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objectives, and then going to talk about the elements of
the plan. And we have several of those.

And I will talk about the interrelaticnsnips of the
various elements between our effort and the efforts of
the remainder of the team, and some other TUGCO
activities.

I'll talk about our collective evaluaticn process,
root cause generic implication process, trending
programs. Talk just a very bit about schedule in our
organization. And I'll represent to you what our end
products are.

MR. NOONAN: John, I wondered if I cdéuld interrupt
you just one minute here. In February and March we met
with the utility, and we talked about some of these
plans. Can you Kind of put in prospective where you're
at today compared to what you were doing in February, so
we will know?

MR. HANSEL: Kind of bring you up from February to
now?

MR. NOONAN: Just a little bit.

o
Y
]

MR. HANSEL: OCf course we received
ycu folks January tne 8th., We did meet in Fetruary and
talked about the exchanzge of that.

e met subsequent to that here in Arlingtcon at tis

Holiday Inn. VWe're well on our way towarg tu2
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investigation of those specific issues that were
identified in the January letter. Issues, specific
plans have.been written. The implementation has
started, and in some cases very close to closure.

Likewise, as other SSER 's have come cut, we have
reviewed those. In fact, to be certain that there were
no new issues that were identified in those SSER 's, and
where required, we have gone back and issued our
modified plans.

Unless you really choose to, I would not want to
get back into the specifics of each ¢of those plans
today. I can just tell you in general that we're well
on the way. We nave conducted some inspections. We
have conducted a lot of documentation reviews. We have
conducted a number of reviews of procedures,

I had a number of interviews. We have been in the
field and looked at the hardware extensively. And we're
well along on the initial set of issues that were
provided to us.

I'll show you later, Vince, the current list of

issues specific action plans that we nave, Sotn in tho
programmatic area and in the hardware area, If you
chocose to question of them at that time, I'll c2 3123 t©2
dc so0.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. That will e fine.
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MR. HANSEL: What's our objective? It's our

objective to provide reasonable assurance that there are

no undetected and uncorrected safety significant
deficiencies at the Comanche Peak station.

I'm going to approach that first by talking about
the specific external issues. John Beck showed you a
list this morning of the sources of those external
issues. I will repeat that this afterncon.

We will also go through a root cause and generic
implications evaluation on each of those issues to
satisfy ourself that, yeah, verily, they have in fact
been resolved satisfactorily, and that there are no
remaining implications that need to be resolved in
respect to those.

We feel that by review of those initial sources
that we will have a good level of confidence. That we
d0 not have any undetected safety significant
deficiencies in the plant.

We have designed and are well on the way to
implementing a self-initiated program of reinspecticn

and documentation reviews that will give us an ez:ira

v

level of confidence. That will extend to the remainder
of the plant.
If you would for a momnent -

MR. CALVO: Jose Calvo for the NRC, About tnis
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finished program, will we hear about it in detail later
on?

MR. HANSEL: Going to talk about it in detail. May
want to run me off before the afternoon is over. If you
would, for a moment, ignore the cross hatched marks in
the first two blocks. |

The elements of the plan consist of the first two
blocks, which deal with issues identified by external
sources. As I indicated, I will show you what those are
in a second. We have broken those down into
programmatic and hardware issue specifics that we will
investigate very thoroughly.

The center block, and let me back up. The first
two I'm going to be addressing later on as category 1.

The third block, the center block, deals with a
hardware reinspecticn and documentation review plan.
We're going to refer to that as a category 2 issue,
specific plan, and that is the self-initiated progranm.

The fourth block addresses the interface that we
will have to the other review team leaders. We nave nad
extensive interface, and will continue to have irterfza2

-

and dialogue, with the other review team leaders

<t
@

I

investigation of any of their specific external izzu

1"
| &)

o - oA -~
a Vs ~ e n Vil

cr

We nave cconducted inspection

wn
W

conducted documented reviews for them. Anything that
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they find in the review of their issue plans that
indicates that there may be something we need to lcok at
in the QA/QC are;, ?hey provide that to us. We either
include it within an existing issue plan, or we will
create a new one.

By the same token, the information that we gain
that may fit into one of their categories, there is a
close dialogue. There is an interface established on a
case by case basis on each -- each item, be it root
cause or generic implication study that we conduct.

The block to the far right deals with other
programs, not specifically from external sources. The
design adequacy plan is in there. Other inspection
activities that have taken ;lace to date on cable tray
hangers, as built, these kinds of things we also gather
information from those programs.

The two center blocks we'll talk about the
collective evaluation process. And we will gather datsa
for twe purposes. One is to address the adequacy cf the
construction QA/QC program. And we will receive irpus
from all of the five sources identified acove tna: fsed
into that.

The other one that we will address is the adecuszay
of the installed hardware. And uwe will azain colliaet

data from every source identified above to feed :into
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From those five sources of data, we will do a
collective evaluation, two colleét{ve evaluations, to
answer those questions. And then finally there will be
a4 summary report put out on ocur effort.

Next chart. In the first two cross hatched blccks
that I talked about are the category one issue specific
action plans. And they address the issues tnat have
been and may continue to be identified by external
sources.

We are reviewing external source documents, and
identifying any item in there that we feel is a concern
or a very specific issue that we should address. We
have a matrix that we're preparing and mai;taining to
assure that we have eacnh of those identified and cross
tracked to an issue plan or some forr of an
investigation, if in fact they have not already been
closed to thevsatisfaction of the staff.

MR. SHAO: Are the concerns in SSER number 11,
weuld be in this category?

MR. HANSEL: Yes. SSER 11 and all other SSER '3,
The previous letters that we nave received, the Cai
report, SIT report, Region 4 reports.

In a second, SSER 11 will be included in tnat

review,
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MR. CALVO: You also will have the Regiocn 4
inspection report? How far do you go back?

MR. HANSEL: Back to anything that is not cloged.
Open issues.

MR. CALVO: Go back to the last ten years?

MR. HANSEL: Open issues. Those remain at this
time. And any new ones that are received that apply to
our effort.

MR. CALVO: Maybe you wait long enough, you know,
all the causes, and then you wen't have to 1lcok ==

MR. HANSEL: We're not waiting. It is an ongoing
process, and has been for us since last November.

MR. SHAO: In that process, appendix P is new.

Have you thought cf how to handle this appendix P?

MR. HANSEL: I nave reviewed SSER 11, I received
it late last Thursday night. I have read it, quite
qQuickly, I might add, because it was preparing for this
meeting.

We are conducting a detailed raview. And exactly
how we will approach appendix P, I'm not certain 2% ta.s3
time. We will, nowever, have that resclved pricr tgo tne
Submission of the program plan and our issue plans that

you will soon have, I think John indicated

0

of June.

MR. NOOMNAN: John, let me ask you a gquestion.
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Anything that comes out of your safety --

MR. HANSEL: 1I'm sorry?

MR. NOONAN: Anything that comes ocut of the SAFE
team work, does that fit into the external sources?

MR. HANSEL: I think that John Beck and Bill
Counsil indicated this morning that there may be some
spillover into our effort, if in fact it fits into our
current scope of work.

I am doing two inspections now at the request of
SAFE team, where they have given me some area of concern

that they felt needed inspection by an independent

party. And we're doing those. That system is working.

MR. EISENHUT: Let me expand that just a little
bit. I was thinking of from a little different angle.
But that's a different point Vince brought out.

There's been a lot of discussion in the hearing
process in the general area of intimidation and
harrassment. And there are -- there was qQuite a number
of issues that were identified and questions and
concerns.,

Without looking at the merits of them one way sr
the other, is there a vehicle for tnat kind of

concern -~ that kind of issue, if there would b

(§4]

considerations also being factored in

o bk e T i sy
O the prozran nere

o

as anotner external force, tnat SAFE team would screnow

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2048



10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

148
factor in? Is there an avenue to permit -- there is
evaluaticns, reports of intimidation and harassment,
that turn out indeed to be substantiated.

How do you factor those into the question of, did
intimidation affect the overall program conducted at
all?

MR. HANSEL: That's a difficult thing to
determine. Again, in most of these cases, and we
certainly know that there were allegations in this area,
It's very difficult to tell, Darrell, if in fact it did
have an impact on the hardware,

I have to approach it from two ways. If I were to
know of a specific, I would have to look at that
specific piece of hardware. And if the hardware were
okay, I would draw a conclusion based on that.

One of the reasons for our self-intitiated program,
certainly is some of the background information in th:ys
area and the concern. Our -- we're going toc conduct a
sampling reinspection program representing all the
nhardware, safety related hardware, in the facility.

And hopefully from that we will be able to draw
corclusions. We will be able to draw conclusicns as tc
wnether or not anything of that nature did in fzet nave
an effect on the nardware, It's a very difficult itenm

to investigate, unless you have a specific == the bdest
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way I know to attack it is to 80 on a sampling basis,
which was our recommendation.

MR. EISENHUT: Yeah. I appreciate it, even though
it's -~ well, Counsil and I were commenting,
intimidation is a very, very difficult subject, because
Yyou can have an intimidating atmosphere or intimidating
individuals, and I think =-- and even I have been accused
of being intimidating by my staff. It's perhaps not
necessarily bad, because you're driving to get the job
done. You're driving to do it right. You're driving to
make sure all safety issues are resclved,

But you at the same time have got to come up with
a first where you have specifics you can follow=-up to
see whether or not there is a -- whether it really
materializes.

MR. HANSEL: I can test the hardware by looking at
it.

MR. EISENHUT: 1It's the second tier of that., That
is a little mcre subtle, where you can't really include
intimidation one way or the other per se. And it's more
¢f a vague charge that the overall atmosphere is to
intimidate and push things along really faster. Trere's
notning you can really hang on.

And that's why == I was trying to get a fe2l fecr

now that information can zet back to them, becausge =--
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MR. COUNSIL: Could I nhave that?

Bill Counsil again. I did check at the lunch break

- that very subject to our corporate general counsel,

because I was interested. And I hope I will have some
more information for you on that this evening before the
close of the day.

But on, specifically, intimidation allegations, to
the best of our knowledge, there's been one verified to
date, and that has been afforded to the administrative
judge. So that that would get into the process. And I
understand that there's one other review right now.

MR. EISENHUT: That have the origin in the SAFE
team?

MR. COUNSIL: That's correct.

MR. EISENHUT: Okay. And then I was only
extending the question very slightly beyond that to say
that, in addition to the SAFE team, there was quite a
bit of discussion dialogue process, a number of other
vehicles for that discussion, that really don't have
their origin in SAFS team. And it was tne same gquestion
I was trying to explore. And I don't know wnetner taars:
is an avenue, or now to get that other infermaticn
factored into tne overall umbrella either. 3ut I tanink
that's scoething we're all going to nave to continue to

look at, is the way to do that.
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MR. HANSEL: I wrestle with that one very hard.
It's difficult when you're dealing with allegations or
intimidation, as to how to research those. And the only
proof -- I know what makes me feel better, is if I find
the hardware to be right. Then you have to say that the
system must have worked, in spite of the harassment and
intimidation.

MR. EISENHUT: Yeah. Has the company done anything
independent of the CPRT? Bill, I'll direct this to
you.

Has the company done anything to =-- there's been,
over the years, there's been charges of intimidation and
harassment. Has the company done anything, what I'll
call systematically, before SAFE team, to go back and
interview the people? Bring in whoever it would be, a
group, whose business it is, so to speak, looking into
intimidation?

If there is such a qualified people to lcok at the
subjects and lcok at all of the sources of charges of
intimidation and harassment, and package it up, s¢ to
Speak, has the company done anything like that?

MR. COUNSIL: Bill Counsil again., I'll take it.

-

alt L

w

As far as tnat subject is concerned, throuzn

Y

ne

team effort, we schedule interviews witn ali en

94 a
-

-~

Employees who are, quote, being laid off, are also
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1 scheduled in for interview. So, as well as the l
e 2 volunteers, have come under the program. There are

3 scheduled interviews each week. And on our bie-weekly

< reports, the numbers of personnel who have been
5 interviewed are covered.

6 By and large what's been occurring on the

7 scheduled interviews and the interviews of people
8 leaving the site so forth, that is, they fall in the no
9 concerns category.

10 Now as far as how to package all this up, Darrell,

1" I can't answer that right now. I don't honestly know

12 how to package it yet. x
LE Y 13 MR. EISENHUT: Yeah. And my question went actually |

14 a little ==~ as I understand the SAFE team concept, went

15 into effect, let's say January of this year.

16 Before that, there was another program. But many

17 of the concerns go back actually, let's say go pack

18 years, in fact, because quite a bit of the construction
19 is done much earlier. Many of the pecple left the

20 project much earlier.

21 So the best I think you can hope for in these

22 areas, 1s that there may be identified ircidences or

23i charges, ideas, wnatever. And I was really mcre lcokin:g
!

24 sre=-SAFE,

25 I think the approach of tne SAFE team is an
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approach which strongly has encouraged; undertaken has a
means of attacking some of those problems. And the
overall effectiveness of an effort like that, we're all
still hoping to learn from, by and large, in our entire
industry, and the government.

I was really more focusiﬁg on those incidences that
80 back several years, let's say. Spanned a period of
time when much of the plant was built, and the personnel
moving on to a different facility, different site, or
whatever, or out of this, to try to systematically look
at that. And of course you are aware we are locking at
all of the documented records, and trying to see what it
means. And that's why I was asking you about that.

MR. COUNSIL: To the best of my knowledge right
now, we have not gotten together an entire prosram.
Somebody can correct me, if possible, in the room. But
a counter, systematically to go back before the SAFE
team and do this resurrection.

Any open areas, however, are being rolled into
these QA/QC issues items that we're looking at. And we

-

are going back and reinspecting nardware, lrat’

w
W
(8]
{

as I think I can go right now.

MR. EISENHUT: So it would be fair to sav,

T
b
S |
3

this effert, really tbetween tne lines, you have 3AFE

team. As in other matters, you nave other open
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intimidation questions as inputs to the program.

MR. COUNSIL: That's correct.

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. CHANDLER: If I can follow=up on what Carl was
asking. Larry Chandler. Talking to Bill or John.

Bill, in response to your last comment, John also
mentioned going back to look at the hardware, in
association with the allegations of harassment and
intimidation. Are you also going back and looking at
the other QA/QC activities, paper flow, and all of that?

MR, HANSEL: Yes. We're doing a number of
prccedure reviews. There will be documentation reviews
included in the reinspecticn self-initiated program as
Qell. So, yes, we're looking at it across the board.

Just as a point of interest, Darrell. One of our
actions plans deals with exit interviews. And we have
talked to those folks, both prior to January, 1985, in
that effeort. And currently we understand the process
and what's happening there. And if we see any need for
recommendations to TUGCO, we'll do that as a result of
that effort.

MR. CALVO: Quickly, the results for the

independent assessment program of CYGNA, ¢o vycu consider
those as external sources cr otner investigative
programs?
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MR. HANSEL: Other investigative programs, the far
block to the right, other investigative, from my
viewpoint.

MR. MARTIN: John, Bob Martin, one more Qquestion.
Is the =-- you described that the open issues remaining
in inspection reports, you are factoring in into the
program as one of the inputs.

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. MARTIN: 1Is that consistent with the lecgic you
have used on other documents that have been provided to
you?

I think perhaps there have been specific issues in
SER 's, SSER 's, in which the safety significance has
been dispositionéd as the NRC has reviewed it. And said
there is no safety significance associated with this.
And it may have some QA/QC implications.

If NRC has judged that a specific hardware item
deficiency has no safety significance, are you still
considering that as an input to ycur program?

MR. HANSEL: Let me take it this way, Bob. On tanat
individual case, I == probably not. But I would like,
in the collective basis, and if I think there is enouzn
implications of more hardware that could oe affectes,
either in that population of rardware or otners, we'l.

search that out.
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The other thing I'll look at is, from the
programmatic standpoint, is even though the hardware is
ckay, there must have been something that caused concern
there, Then we'll search out that avenue.

MR. MARTIN: Okay. Would that not then -- or go a
similar approach from NRC inspection programs, would not
only be the focus of remaining issues which are
remaining open, but to look at the significance of
issues identified in the inspection program -- in the
inspection program, but possibly clcsed in a pricr year,
but in fact represent an issue that may be under that
kind of an umbrella, would deserve a broader look,
rather than not treating it in your current program?

MR. HANSEL: Let me answer.that from two
standpoints. Excuse me.

We looked at and have reviewed Region 4 reports
back, I guess probably clcse to two and a half, tnree
years, open and closed. I think that the key point,
Bob, is that if there were -- let's talk about hardware

specific items.

.
(§]
"3
O
&)
1
f
)
3
T

That where you had generic types o
past, that which would also nit a zood sizable amcunt of

those in the reinspection effort.
A

- . ' \ 4 : | o - . - - -
Again, I thnink when I get to the s2lfeiritiaces

program, you're goinzg to to see that tnat is oroad
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enough and all inclusive enough, that we will have
touched upon a pretty good sized porticn of the plant
that should later rest any past concerns, whether open
or closed, without going back and re-reviewing and
addressing each of those past Region 4 reports, or even

other reports from the staff,.

MR. NOONAN: Someplace in here, Jonhn, we have an

SER that we sent to you on the coding area. We said

basically that was a non-safety -- paints themselves a

non-safety issue. But clearly there are some

QA/QC implications in that SER. How is that being

«..ected?
MR. HANSEL:

Yes. Well, a couple of places. One

is there is a material traceability problem in ihere.

We're going to pick that under the materials

traceability issue plan, which we have. Also there is

some craft inspection training type of issues. We'll

Pick =-- we're looking at that now. '
So even though it's declassified, we're still

lecoking at those, for the implications events on thne

ot -

program, because there was scmething at cne tirta trnas
caused a problem there, even though it's peen
declassified.

MR, CHANDLER: Larry Chandler 3azain. Ycu alss ucac

the term safety significant., Earlier thnis mernin:z
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Beck sort cf begged off answering my question on that.
Are yocu using the particular definition of the term?

MR. HANSEL: The deficiency that you detect cn a
piece of hardware will cause that hardware to not
perform, It's a safety related function. And that will
be looked at on a case by case basis and a collective
evaluation.

Okay. Let me mcve ahead, because I think a lot of
these will get answered later,

MR. CALVO: I want to go back to the original
report. I don't even guess there is an answer. Are you
going to look, going back, are you going to look at the
good and the bad, or what the original reports show
you? Or where the real report maybe shows some
constructions and maybe some designs problems? If you
feed it back, are you going to look at it, or not? No
use saying the overall program is going to consider.

But you are not answering the question. Will you please
answer?

MR. HANSEL: I do not plan to go back currently
more than two and a half or three years, wnienh I nzva
already done.

MR. CALVO: But tne assessment you 0% 2ver tne tuo
and a nalf, three years, that 1s 20:ing e~ .t 235 &affacs

your program here, whatever ycu learn from tnose.

EEETET—

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) U460-2045




1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

24

25

159

MR. HANSEL: Yes. Certainly cpen items, and
something I see in there that may have been reoccurring,
and =-- or something in question, we'll pick that up.

MR. CALVO: On the cross items, when you look at
the cross items, and you figure out that you may have
some generic implications, are they reflected to design
or reflected back to scme other area? The way you're
going to lcok at the PFP SER, you may look at the things
that are crossed out, or find them acceptable? Are you
gcing to do the same thing for the inspection reports?

MR. HANSEL: Yes, I think I followed everything you
were saying there, but I believe -- yes, yes.

We will look =~ let me say it again. We will go
back two and half to three years, which we have done.
Thers is indication there, that something was wrong.
Something didn't work as planned.

As we're looking at our total program, if we think
that we need to look at that area again, we'll do sc.
Either through a specific action plan or through our
selfe-initiated program.

MR. CALVO: Ckay.

MR. HANSEL: Ckay. Moving rignht along. Once that
review of external documents is completed, then wa're

goin

™
ot
O

group these from external sources irtc ei:tner

a programmatic issue plan or 2 hardware 1ssue glan,.
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And they will prepare action plans for each of those as
we go next time.

The methodology that we're going to follow, number
one, is to make sure that we fully understand the
issue. And we may have to call people. We have been on
the phone with Herb and his folks a number of times,
Herb Livermore, to make sure that we fully understand.
"What did you see? What did you observe? What
procedures were you looking at," where we understand
what the issue is.

We'll then go through and select an evaluatiocn
approach. I'm going to talk about each cof these
elements briefly in the next couple of slides. We'll
implement that evaluation approach or approaches,
evaluate the results, and then provide the data into tne
collective evaluation process. Next slide.

Currenr .y, this is the list of external sources.

I indicated a moment ago that I had done a prelimirary
review. It's really more than a preliminary. Ie's
rather a detailed of SSER 11, We'll continue to
evaluate that, and make certain that we have evar:
concern or issue in there covered. And we are
maintaining a matrix of those issues versus gcortzin
issue plans. Hext chart.

This is a list of the current programmatic issue

CODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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plans. They haven't changed much since you saw them
last time, except that we moved the fuel o0l liner
from a hardware issue to a programmatic i and
retitled it fuel pool liner documentation

We'll add to this list as required.

MS. AXELRAD: jane Axelrad, from
inspecting and endorsement. Does the intimi
harassment report fall into the subcategory on
these issues?

MR. HANSEL: I don't have it specificall

What I have done is, I was provided through

attorneys a summary of the harassment and
information. And I have researched myself
satisfy myself that each of those items we!
covered in one of our curren sues speci
that's a pretty gcod summar: I feel tha
oeen covered,

CALVO:

sources
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CYGNA independent sources program, before that you said

the CYGNA independent assessment program, you're going
to oversee that as part of the overall investigative
programs.

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. CALVO: So this is an error here.

MR. HANSEL: No. The primary area that will

investigate the CYGNA report is the group, Howars

Levin's group, associated with design adegquacy. I will

only get involved in that if in fact there are
QA/QC implications, and not the design program or the
design adequacy.

But only those implications in there that might
deal with the QA/QC side of that issue. So it does
apprepriately fit in the far right-hand block for me.

MR. LIVERMORE: John, question. Herb Livermore.
Two things come to mind. Your two reinspections you
have going on there, the one on the electrical hanger
eclipse, and the other one you mentioned this merning,
about the pipe hangers. How would that fit in nere?
They would certainly be under external scurces, su% o
don't see them listed here.

MR. HANMSEL: They're not in there specifizaliv,

3] * \ 1} . w1 ey - . a - ,
Hero. iney have =« well, the catle trayvy rnanzger agc ouilt

program came from Region 4, The pipe support program
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came in from where, John? That came to us from?
MR. BECK: A number of sources.
MR. HANSEL: I beg your pardon?
MR. BECK: A number of sources.
MR. HANSEL: A number of different sources. I d

not attempt to identify each individual case.

163

id

MR. LIVERMORE: VYou are addressing both of those?

MR. HANSEL: Yes. We're involved with it,.

MR, LIVERMORE: They just don't appear here.

MR. HANSEL: They just don't appear here as an
external source.

MR. LEVIN: Are there any others that you're

addressing here?

MR. HANSEL: Just the hits thing that I have just

talked about. We have reviewed that. Nothing else in

an external source.

MR. HANSEL: There was a question back here.

MR. BURWELL: Spot Burwell, NRC. Point of
clarification, please. The C.GNA revie included
certain aspects of quality control, particularly witn
the -« for example, in document control. Am I corre=z
in understanding that you will review the c¢coservation
in this area as far as your program?

MR. HANSEL: Yes. In fact we already aras. Uso

an issue plan on documentation control.
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already, existing or on our way to it.

MR. CALVO: When you submit the final program plan
for approval, you, also by June 18th, will you alsc have
with you a listing of all the sources with enough of the
specific so that we will understand which external
sources you considered? Is that detailed infermaticn
-=- will become available to us so we can ascertain it
together?

MR. HANSEL: John, you want to address that?

MR, CALVO: I'm going on the basis that we're going
to have the program plan by June 18.

MR. HANSEL: No, no. End of June.

MR. EISENHUT: End of June. June 18 is the meeting
on response spectra. End of June ==

MR. CALVO: June 18. That's what I said. 18tn.
Oh, I'm sorry. I missed it by ten days. I'm sorry.

MR. HANSEL: That would be a rough ten days to
beat.

MR. CALVO: Yeah, I know.

MR. BECK: Jose, the -« your questicn, if I

understood it. Let me repeat it again, is, will &n

L

issue specific action plans indicate which sources of

external input are being used 1n each instznoz? 1s tnat
it? Or will there be a table thnat covers tne wool.2
thing?
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MR. CALVO: Right.

MR. BECK: The program plan itself will include in
the appendices coverage in general, which specific
issues are being addressed as a result of external
input. And we have gone over in essence those sources
this morning.

MR. CALVC: What I'm missing in here is the fact
this 1s incomplete. You indicated there is not gquite
all of them there. And I would like to know which ones
there aren't. The reason for is, your self-initiated
thing is going to implement, supplement, or it's going
to see all these things. And I'd like to get an overall
idea how all the things ins

MR. HANSEL: Wnhat he's after, John is a good
detailed list of the external sources. And we can
provide that.

MR. LANDERS: Yes. I asked the question tnis
morning of John. And I thought he told me that you were
going to cover it. And that is, the outstanding issues
that are still in the CAL, and how those are zcing tc e
factored into your plan, and what part of their 2:terns
sources or where they fit ==

MR. HANSEL: You just gave me a new acrcny~. o 4 By

MR. LANDERS: Comgrehensive acticen list For

example, the value that is still there.
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MR. BECK: John, if I could respond. I thought I
answered that this morning. Those issues that were in
the comprehensive action list that haven't interfaced
with CPRT are already directly factored intc the
CPRT effort. We have not tried to draw a correlation or
put a check mark in the right-hand column of CPL open
items that CPRT is considering. Tnere are not very many
who fit into that category.

MR. LANDERS: We talked this morning, John, about
covering an interface between CAL and CPRT. And I'm
wondering if the interface is existent in this current
program with respect to QA/QC. And I think I'm going to
continue to wonder if it is when we get intc the design
area itself.

MR. BECK: Okay. The point's taken.

MR. HANSEL: Back in the back.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: Are the intimidation
and harrassment issues being dealt with purely fron a
hardware standpoint, or also from a programnatic and
management standpoint?

MR, HANSEL: Both. All of tne atcove.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: Pardon me?

MR. HANSEL: All of the avove, 'le're icohirn= 3%
procedures. We're lcocoking at narcduare, bt e Teoiting
at documentation that -- we're covering it all. itts

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (B817) 460-2048



10
"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

167
not Jjust hardware.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: But are you looking
at the programmatic or management consideration that
could affect that? You have haven't ==

MR. HANSEL: I think I know where you're coming
from. Again I -- it's management harassment,
intimidation. I don't know how to evaluate that, since
I wasn't there, unless I can see an impact on the
hardware or in the documentation. That's the only thing
I can do. I know of no other way to evaluate that.
Unless it had an impact on the hardware or the
documentation, I don't know how to do it.

Okay. Next chart, John. This is a listing of the
current hardware issue plans. I might indicate that
there is a significant amount of interface and
interaction between a hardware issue plan and a
programmatic issue plan.

We may do some investigations of hardware, and find
that there are certain programmatic implicaticns that
need to be researched. If there is a current 1ssue
plan in that area, then we'll investigate it throu:n
there from a programmatic standpoint.

By the same token, when we're raevieu.n
programmnatic issues p.ans, if we find thnat tnar £23

oe an 1mpact on the hardware, tnen we'll approacn i1t

R
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both from a hardware and a programmatic standpoint.

Next chart, There are a number of evaluation
alternatives that we may use one or more of as we
approach each plan. There's certainly that. We can g0
out and re-inspect hardware. We can also concuct a
review of closed out documentation.

There will be data gathered in other CPRT issue
plans that will provide us with a certain amount of
information. We may find ourselves in a position where
we want to review and possibly verify some other TUGCO
actions that have taken place that could have been
corrective action programs, special inspections that
they did or might have completed. Any walkdown
inspections they might have done. Any testing programs
that they nave completed., Whatever we can get our hands
on.

We may also end up in a position where we have to
80 some engineering analysis and evaluation to determine
similarity Letween operations, craft, inspection,
inspection techniques, tooling, specific processes, or
wiiatever.

And if we cannot get to some particular piece of

nardware that's either 1naccessible or ey -8 I 4 4
available to us, we may nave to ¢ to same otaer zvenua
to accept thnat piece of hardware, And it could include
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some or all cof these.

And we are currently using just about all of these
in one way or another in current issue plans.

MR. LANDERS: John?

MR. HANSEL: Yes?

MR. LANDERS: The data from other CPRT action plans
or issue action plans, who is going to make the judgment
on a =pecific issue that in fact there may be some
QA significance? 1Is the team leader and electrical
going to make that decision, and call you people in?

Are you people going to review all the specific action
plans, and make your own determination.

MR. HANSEL: We have reviewed -- we're very active
in that case, Don. We have reviewed all action plans
written to date. We're kept informed through pericdic
meetings as a result of those. In most cases, we do tne
inspectiont and documentations reviews for thnem.

As those results reports are generated by the otner
review team leaders, we'll be in on tne review and
exchange of data at that point and pass the paton if in
feact there nas been an implication in the QA/QC “are

We were talking about at lunch a couple of eshrer
that may be cominz down the pipe. S0 that graoeces
working.

MR, LANDERS: Are any of those others tnat you nave
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1 Just talked about part of the category 1, programmatic

S5 2 AISP's, either in the programmatic sense or the hardware
3 sense?
4 MR. HANSEL: That we're currently using today? Oh,
5 we have already done a lot of inspection of hardware

6 already.

|
7 MR. LANDERS: No. I mean data from other issues. i
8 MR. HANSEL: That have fit into us from current == ‘
9 MR. LANDERS: Yes. I think this list is relatively
10 old.
11 MR. HANSEL: Those are just mine. And you're

12 ashing me, is there -- have I had input from other
13 review team leaders into any of these?
14 MR. LANDERS: Yeah. One of the evaluation

15 alternatives is data from other -- in fact, one of the

16 sources, external sources of issues, is other groups
17 within CPRT,

18 MR. HANSEL: Yes. Let me talk about it. On the

19 Hilti anchor bolt installation, we nave exchange

20 informaticn there. Not particularly from the CPRT, 5ut

21 through the group that inspected cable tray hang

22 Same thing, we're exchanging information

23i electrical raceway supports, Materials traceabilit

2“? exchange of dats, but a lot of discussion ¢on materia.s
|

25‘ traceability issues.
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DPocument control, there has been a very active
interface between ourselves and the guys who are
researching the preoperational testing. In fact we're
piggybacking on each other's efforts, going through a
combined review there.

MR. LANDERS: 1Is there any interface in that one
area between you and the design construction peocple,
document control?

MR, HANSEL: The project people?

LANDERS: Yes.

MR. HANSEL: We have certainly had to go tc them to

find out what their files are, now material is filed, ;
|
|

] 13 drawing list, recision list, DCA's, CMC's, these kinds
14 of things.
15 So, yes, we have had to go to them toc find out
16 various computer printouts and access until the =- to !

17 those. And we certainly have a daily interface witn tne

18 people in the document control center for access to

19 information and closed out QA files, QC files. é
20 In the back?

21 MR. BURWELL: Spot Burwell again, NRC. In lcouin:

22 at your list of category one hardware, at these, [

23 remember that ore of the items of this nature f{fcounsd ov
TR 24 the CAT team, I believe, was the heating ans vensilatin:g
25 supports, duct supports. Ycu might want to take a locok

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2048



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
2H

25

172
at that and view. Make some decision about whether you
want to include in that.

MR. HANSEL: I will be looking at that specifically
as one population in our self-intitiated plan. But we
will go look at that, yes.

MR. MOLLONSON: Yes. I'm'Jim Mcllonson, Teladyne.
And under your category 1 issues, I don't see any
category for piping. Now there were in a few cases in
the quality assurance issues that involved piping
deficiencies.

And I would think if you had a category 1 nardware
issues specific action plan, you would have one for
piping inspection, because you have specific actions to
be done.

MR. HANSEL: We're going to hit that under the
category 2, self-initiated program.

Any others? Okay.

MR. LANDERS: Yeah. I guess I would like to ask,
John, what is it that lead you to that specific
Judgment? Because I have the same concern, %hat tnere
are a lot of hardware issues and prograns issues tnot =

don't see on here, that I can go to external sources

w

find.

And therefore you have made scme judziment to %tax

-

4

that out of the external socurce and put it in the
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self-initiated program. And what is it that led to that
decision, specifically for piping?

MR. HANSEL: Just that we have =- that's an area of
investigation. We feel it's probably more easy to get
to through a sample reinspection program and will
provide us better answers than going after some type of
targeted approach.

MR. SHAO: Maybe to answer this question, is this
piping program that you're talking about -=- I think
you're not ready to address. I think that's in the =-
so I don't think you're quite ready to address appendix
P yet,

MR. CALVO: No. That piping SER has been going for
quite some time.

MR. SHAO: Yeah. But the thing is, that kind of
piping, we will say no safety significance. But there
is a key breakdown., So what Herb Livermore is saying
should be in appendix P, I think you should address
appendix P.

MR. CALVO: I'm sorry. But I misuncerstood
something. You say =- you said you went to every
SER that the TRT has prepared. And you went there wit
the looking at the hardware, and picked up tne
QA/QC implications on tnat hardware., Ycu didn't rave =a

be waiting for the Appendix P 1f you nad done tnat, if
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you had in essence collected all the cards on the
QA/QC problems.

MR. HANSEL: You're correct. We didn't have to do
that, we have had sufficient information in the past.

MR. CALVO: So the question, why that particular
one is missing from this list?

MR. HANSEL: Again, we have chosen to put that into
our self-intitiated program.

MR. CALVO: What is the judgment of that?

MR. HANSEL: That's the easiest way for us to get
at researcnhing that issue.

MR. SHAO: If you provide that answer, a lot of
items are missing. A lot of things are missing other
than piping. I can cite other ten areas.

MR. HANSEL: So == no, you have to realize thnese
are the on the issue, There are a number of other
1ssues being investigated by the other team review
leaders.

MR. SHAO: But I'm talking about all QA/QC
related. But i1t's not here right now. But I thousnt
you were going to address in appendix P in the future,
But if you say you took all the issues fron =re renor:t,

iln this report here, I can think of ten is:zu

o

haven't addressed.

MR. HANSEL: Well, we'll be glad to sit cown ana
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review on a case by case basis where you tnink there is
an issue that you think isn't identified.

MR. SHAO: For instance, I don't see anything on

concrete.
MR. HANSEL:

action, under Howard Levin's effort. We have

participated with him in that evaluation.

MR. CALVO: You're saying there is no QA/QC

complications of concrete; is that right?

MR. HANSEL: Not saying that specifically. We may

well address them in Howard's action.

MR. CALVO: You're not quite there to make that

judgment.

MR. HANSEL: That's correct., We haven't clcsed
this action plan.,

MR. CALVO: So this part nhere is incomplete then,

MR. HANSEL: I indicated before that this list may
be added to as we go, as we learn new things, as we g¢
through all the various actions plan,

MR, SHAQ: Howard Levin I think was goinzg %o
address the design, Is Howard Levin zcinz to sddrez:
QA/QC issues?

MR. HANSEL: Howard Levin 1s alsoc responsicls for
researcning certain i1ssues that primariiy enced

being elther a design 1ssue or a process related Lssue,

-~
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Concrete is being addressed in another
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Now if it also has QA/QC implications, there's a
lot of dialogue between mycelf and Howard Levin in the
case of the concrete issue. We worked with them in
reviewing and the development of that plan. We went out
and helped him to get the vendor that would do the
actual testing on that concrete., And we reviewed the
results of that ccncrete evaluation.

MR. NOONAN: John, let me interrupt here. It seems
to me what this needs right here at this point in time
is for you to go back, say, to look at all the SER 's,.
You have got issues being identified by somebody else,
like in the Howard Levin area, something like that. I
think you have to put that on the chart to show where
the hell it's being investigated. I think the -=-

MR. HANSEL: We have that detail at the site,
Vince. But I don't have it on this particular chart.

As I indicated, we're keeping track of all the issues,
where they come from. And if we pass some off to
somebody else, where they go and they -« how they're
dispositioned and the end result.

MR, NOONAN: When get your end program, I think I
need to see that. We need to see wnere all the QA/QC 's
are being addressed, If you're nct lecoking at it

specifically, then we're already teing agirecsse

i

MR. LANDERS: John, is what I'm hearing iz tne

c
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issues that face us here are primarily QA/QC issues?
They may have some other site issues, such as piping.
Maybe primarily in your mind the design issue, it has
some side QA/QA issues. Is that the dividing line?

MR. HANSEL: Yes, Don. And the senior review team
and ours looked at the issues and decided who would be
the primary person to work it. And that's been done.

MR. LANDERS: Which does not mean that you will
not look at the QA/QC aspects of design control.

MR. HANSEL: I will look at every one of those
others, and search out and seek ocut any QA/QC
implications and research them.

MR. LANDERS: So in following up what Vince said, a
Matrix that would indicate primary responsibility for
your group, and maybe a secondary responsibility for
your group, would be of great benefit to us.

MR. HANSEL: Yes. And in each of cur action plans,
the interphases are identified., I don't know for
certain, but I suspect if you go look at Howard Levin's
issue plan on concrete, you'll see me in there as an

interface point for the QA QC implicaticns on tratn.

We may have in our action plans where we may have a
design issue, Or we may nave some other type of 3
process issue, fou will see tnat I have igentifies =12

interface there.
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If you go to the electrical issue plans, you will
see in places where they hnave talked to me, and I'm
identified as an interface.

And there's a very active exchange of data and
information. But I think we see where your concerns
are.

MR. VOLLMER: I guess the important point, the
action plan detail is going to address on how you made
this cross from all the design plans, how you interface
with it. So I at least can understand.

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. LIVERMORE: I have a question. Herb
Livermore. I guess, bottom line, when we come to review
the QA/QC plan, I myself will be looking for that type
of identification of the -- all the QA/QC issues. And
you will address them in your plan?

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. LIVERMORE: Not just by a reference, "zo see
another plan"? I can expect some other plan; is that
correct?

MR. HANSEL: Either that or through a matrix. :
can get you to those other plans. I will not have,
Herb, per se, an issue plan on every QA/QC issue, if in
fact I'm secondary to somebody else wWiC 15 WOrkin: tnas

l13sue, I will have in my records, though, what I d:id :in
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research of that, from a QA/QC standpoint.

MR. LIVERMORE: My bottom line is that I have got
to go see that you did that from a a standpoint,.

MR. HANSEL: And we can provide that
accountability.

MR. LIVERMORE: Address some kind of conclusion
somewhere.

MR. HANSEL: Yes. We can provide you that road
map.

MR. LANDERS: And, John, when you are secondary,
you are still going to lcok at the cumulative effext of
different issues?

MR. HANSEL: You bet. In fact, Don, and for that
second chart where I showed the five blocks across the
top, I'm going to draw every piece of data I can get
from all those actions plan into our collective
evaluation on QA/QC and construction adequacy.

MR. CALVO: Maybe I'm getting too early, I guess.
You're talking about issues geing into the plan, inte
this right here, How do you lcok at tnese issues if
they come from the electrical discipline, or from tne
mechanical, and you relate that, because socmetning Yyou
found on the electrical also was == nad sone
complications maybe in tne mecnanical.

How will you tell the mecnanical team, "Now will
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you please worry about this particular part, because thne
electrical is pointing out a problem in here?"

That cuts across to other discipline.

MR. HANSEL: From a QA/QC standpoint you want -=-

MR. CALVO: Are you talking about it now, or are we
too early? It can wait.

MR. HANSEL: I wasn't going to talk about it. But
again, it's back to the interplay between the various
issue plans. If, in the research of an electrical
concern or issue, and they fouad an implication in there
that says that there may have been a problem in the
quality control or QA aspects of mechanical type
installations, we'll take that and we'll work 1it.

If we don't have an action plan where it fits
currently, we'll create a new plan, and go work the
specifics aspects of that, and feed the information back
into that other plan, or close it our -- in that plan.

MR. CALVO: Who makes that decision? Ycu as the
team leader make that decision, or back to the ser.or
review?

MR. HANSEL: 1It's usually done collectively tetween
the two review team leaders. And then we'll zo tell tne
senior review team it needs to be done and we're coinsg
it.

MR, CALVO: Ycur plan, detailed plan, you're gcing
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to submit it? I will see that you can address, how to
handle that?

MR. HANSEL: Okay. What he's talking about is the
interplay and transfer back and forth of knowledge of
information.

MR. BECK: Yes.

MR. HANSEL: All right., Evaluation and results.

When we are inspecting documentation or reviewing
== inspecting either documentation or hardware, we will
have differences from the drawings or the
specifications.

We're going to classify those as deviations at
that point in time, They will then be evaluated on a
case by case basis, first to determine if in fact tnat
deviation has -- it exists on that piece of hardware, is
safety significant.

At that point in time, if it is, it will bpe
classified as a safety significant deficiency. If we
have a programmatic problem, it's either a problem :in

A A
- Q4

terms of the procedure or the records or the metn

O

handling paper or traceability of materials, whatever
that might be., We'll classify that as a programratic
cdeficiency, and take it fron there.

We may also at that point in time nave %o crezste

some new issue plans if in fact the researcn of tnat, tc
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determine how far spread or how widespread it is. We
may have to create scme new issues plans for the
investigation of that.

We'll then go through a root cause analysis and a
generic implications analysis on a case by case basis
for each of those that are determined to be safety
significant.

MR. NOONAN: John, can I interrupt you. Have you
done any of that? Have you looked at any root causes
yet?

MR. HANSEL: Nothing that we have documented. We
have done a lot of research and investigation. We have
done some, for instance, in the area of nonconformance
reports that came out of the January letter. And again,
is covered in the SSER 11,

And we have done some in the fabrication shop. A
lot of preliminary analysis, but no conclusions thnat I
want to draw yet, We're getting close in a couple of
areas.,

MR. CALVO: Excuse me, Let me pose you a

hypothetical question., Let's say you do a review of

ot
7

3]

(r

NCR. The nonconformance report wasn't kezt,
nypothnetically.

Wnat step would ycu take to convey this message

o
O
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all the team leaders? What will you tell them to do?

MR. HANSEL: First off, I want to identify if it
was a single instance or --

MR. CALVO: Generic.

MR. HANSEL: Generic kind of a problem, and there
are generic implications? Then we'll certainly send a
letter, number one, to the senior review team, and to
all the other issue plans, and say, "Hey, we found
another issue here that could have implications in your
area.,"

And then we'll get together to research that to
look at the effects. But if we found something that cut
across all areas, Jose, it would go to the senior review
team and to other review team leaders. And they would
collectively decide how to go about it and assess the
effect.,

MR. CALVO: Okay. That's all right.

MR. MOLLONSON: John, I'm Jim Mcllonson. I lcok
at this evaluation of results. And from a gquality
assurance effect, I could see a bottom line that snows
how I get over into a corrective acticn meld., Are we
gO0ing to come to that place after the evaluaticn of
resuits?

4R, HAMNSEL: I wili in the seifeinitiated prosran.

In this particular case, [ apologize. Trere snou.ld
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be another one on here that says recommend corrective
actions. If in fact they're in order, and I'm sure
there will be some of those.

MR. MOLLONSON: I have one other question., Is
that a corrective active system within the response
team, or within the Comanche Peak QA program?

MR. HANSEL: We're going to make recommendations
only to the project as to what they need to d> to fix a
specific item or area of concern., We will serd them
information. In most cases, via an NCR,

If it's a programmatic.type of thing, we'rs going
to notify them through the senior review team.

MR. MOLLONSON: And you have a followeup grcup in
the response team that follows up on corrective actions?

MR. HANSEN: Yes.

MR. CALVO: Where the trending appear, or the
= cOme. Where is that?

MR, HaNSEL: I'm going to talk about trending,
Jose, in the self-initiated program., Not so much nere,

pecause I'm working a specific issue here, Now I may
well find trends in the research there as well., I'
going to talk about trending later on in detail.

MR. BOSNAK: Jonn, I'd like to followeup on Jim's

question witn respect to root cause i1n thne p.pin;. anu

pipe support area, Haven't you yet in fact determ.neg
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@ -~ the basic root cause there?

MR. HANSEL: For QA/QC?

MR. BOSNAK: Well, the design process itself,
QA/QC.

MR. HANSEL: I have not gotten involvei in the
design process yet on piping or anything else. We're
leaving that to the other group. They will call upon
me as needed. I -- we have broken that off
specifically, rather than trying to have two parties
working one area.

And that particular piece was given to Hcward Levin
and his folks. Works a whole lot better that way than
having two people mulling in there trying to search out
the same type of issues. Next chart.

In our root cause evaluation, we're going to
attempt to identify what cause -~ what was the root
cause or root causes? And we'll be doing that for
safety significant hardware deficiencies, any
programmatic deficiencies that we identify, and acverse
trends. And you will note thne reinspectiocn, Jose,

Now we may find some in specific action plans, out

34

c'. e .

I doubt it, be:ause we're locking at specifics tn

We may not find generic trends that apply el.seuwner

W

I'1]l talk in more cdetail later in terms of tna2

-« gome Of the potential root causes and how we're zo0.ns
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to go about that., We'll identify those root causes, i
document them and, then look for tne generic implication
in, number one, the hardware population.

We're looking at other populations, and they may as
well as be -- there may well be implications in

programmatic areas.

MR. CALVO: I'm assuming that you will cross
between disciplines and with the same discipline?

MR. HANSEL: VYes.

MR. CALVO: You should have said that. Otherwise
we'll be asking you the same question all the time.

MR, HANSEL: Okay. Next chart. When we finish

this program on the category 1's, we think that we will

have identiried any safety significant hardware

deficiencies that exist, au¢ any programmatic '
deficiencies that exist.
1

We will have analyzed them for root cause generic

implications, and we will have provided reascnacle

assurance that there are no undetected and uncorrected
safety significant hardware deficiencies related to
those external sources. Next chart,

I'd like to now talk about tne self-initiated

program, which is the center block of tnis

O
o

3
c*

labeled nardware reinspection and docunentation reviaw,

And if you will recall, I labeled tnat as category Lwo.
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By the initiation of this program, we feel it will
add another level of confidence into the results of what

we learn in the category 1 issue plans. And that we'll

be able to extend the conclusions that we drew from the

category 1 issue plans to the entire populatiocn of
safety related hardware. It's quite an extensive
program, Next chart.

Our methodology. I'm going to talk about each of
these in great detail. We will establish hardware
populations. We'll select samples. We'll inspect those
samples, and we will 1so conduct documentation
rov;eus. We'll evaluate the results of those on a
populationr by populaticn basis and in the entirety.

Next chart.

MR. LANDERS: John, before you go on, in
establishing populations and selecting samples, now much
reliance, if any, will you place on the category cne
issues that you have resolved? Are you going to try and
turn a blank mind what's going on in that area, or what?

MR. HANSEL: We're -« if we have
extensive sampling process already in
haven't made a determination yet. If
extensive, and we're satisfied witn 1it,
substitute 1it., I'm not ready to answer 1

S0 {ar I know of none where we would d¢ any
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modificaticn of the sampling and reinspection progran.

MR. CALVC: Will the detail plan provide the
eriteria that you are supposed to do that?

MR. HANSEL: Yes.

MR. CALVO: Tell us how to do it, whether you know
that's correct. Will you please take a look, so we have
some plan? I mean your program plan by June 28, we are
going to have that information?

MR. HANSEL: Tell me again exactly what you want,
Jose. Tell me again exactly what you want. How we're
80ing to define the populations and how we're going to
select thc.aamplca2

MR. CALVO: No. How are you going to adjust for
the fact if the specific issues already give you enough
of the sampling, you have got to come up with a ==

MR. HANSEL: That will be covered, yes, in our
issue plans.

MR. CALVO: Will the issue plans also how you are
going teo factor that into selective populatioen?

MR. BECK: If it is.

MR. CALVO: If we nave tc approve the plan, we aave
got to get thnat information.

MR. HANSEL: Yes. You will, in tne corposite
cetween those issue plans, you will know wniech pian trne

nardware i1s being covered in, fou will know 1f we're

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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28th,

MR. CALVO You keep saying

saying no.

MR. HANSEL: No.
It's all going to be
the end of June.

BECK:
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self-initiated programs. And where there is some
interplay between issue plans, Larry, and the
self-initiated programs. You can see that.

MR. SHAO: What about tomorrow? You have a list
that you are working on right now? You said those
issues are working. Tororrow will I see none of this,
of the aissing items?

MR. BECK: What you will see tomorrow is a list of
those items that are going to be covered under the
design adequacy plan. We are not going to address, as
part of this presentation, those issued specific actions
plans that we have already talked about on a number of
occasions., It will, however, be included at the end of
the month in the total package. Everything.

I will, before the clcse of the day tomorrow, give
you a status on the issue specific action plans.

MR. SHAO: I'm a bit confused now. John just say
that a lot of QA/QC item is not nere, but will be
addressed by Howard Levin, QA/QC related. I'm not
talking about design QA/QC related construction .ssues.

MR, BECK: I'm not sure I understand ycur concern
right now.

MR. SHAO: Okay.

MR. HANSEL: Let me take that.

MR, SHAO: Give an example. I'll just ask the
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Question again. A lot of QA/QC concrete construction
issues 1s not listed here. And I think Jonn is saying
it will be covered by Howard Levin.

MR. HANSEL: Let me take a cut at it, John.

MR. BECK: Please do.

MR. HANSEL: 1In the package that you get at the end
of the month, you're going to receive %he complete
program plan. You're gcing to receive an appendix that
covers my construction QA/QC adequacy plan. Yocu're
going to receive another appendix addressing Howard
Levin's program. And you're going to receive all of the
issue specific action plans. Let me go ahead, Jose, if
I may.

MR. CALVO: Don't miss ==

MR. SHAO: Tomorrow you're not going tc cover that?

MR, CALVO: You miss one more important one.

You're going to see all the interactions between all tne
plans design -- what design review, design adeguate
review, right across these disciplines, out if you fing
something's wrong, how the interactions are gcinz %o 28
taken care of, That's what we're going to see; ri-n:?
That was pointed to you, Jonn.

MR. HANSEL: We'll have to develop that.

MR. BECK: Yes. linat we nave nct dcne is put

togetner a matrix that draws on eacn of tne issues
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specific action plans and involve interfaces between the
primary responsibility in a discipline, i.e.,
mechanical, and QA/QC. It's in the body of the action
plan itself. For convenience of reference, we will
develop that matrix, and have it included.

MR. CALVO: I'm not only looking for the matrix.
For the mechanism.

MR. BECK: The mechanism is spelled out in words.

MR, CALVO: All right.

MR. HANSEL: The mechanism for the transfer is
there.

MR. BECK: And the name of the people involved on
both sides of the issue and the discipline, and the
QA/QC., It's all in there.

MR. CALVO: Okay.

MR. HANSEL: Let's talk about the self-initiated
program. And bear with me and, please try to hold ==
not to shut off questions. But try tc nold them because
I think by the time I finish, I will have answered rmest
of the questions.

We're going to establish populations of rarzuare,
And currently there are approximately 30 of tnose. Te1l
show you a list of what those lcok like in & seccr
There will be a population descripticn on a scpulation

0y population basis that says what is i1n a particular
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population, what is not in a population, how it's
bounded, and what are the interfaces between that
population of hardware and another population of
hardware.

Let's show them the list, Jonhn. This is a
preliminary list. This is the approach that we took at
Braewood, and it's worked very well there. I want to
emphasize it's preliminary, but it will come out very
close to being Jjust like this.

And I'm sure I could stand up here all afternoon
answering questions about the specifics of where a
pqrticular item of hardware is at. And I'm not capable
of answering that at this point in time. I can only
assure you that when we finish these populations of
hardware, will include all types of safety related
items.

We feel that these populations of hardware will be
reasonably homogenous, and tnat they -- populaticons will
be based on similarity of construction processes and our
inspection processes, which 1is the best way f¢r us to
get to the nardware.

The adequacy ¢f each population will be, ascain,

()
L0

'

I indicate¢d, based upon similarity ¢f

<
of
‘
e

techniques, construction techniques, and rnow W& $3n 225t

get to it.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2043



11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

194

Let's go back to the main chart, Jonn. From that
point in time, once those population definitions are
completed. And incidentally, we have four of tnose
completed, we then will go about the process of
selecting samples.

Let's put the next chart up. We'll develop a list
of all safety related constructicon work that's been
completed and inspected for both units for each of those
populations. I want to emphasize completed and
inspected. Basically bought off.

We cannot -- will not inspect in-process work.
We're goipg to work on completed work. We then will
select a sample randomly from that total list, based on
the 9595 standard that John talked about this morning.
That will be our first sample. That will be a totally
random sample from that population.

We then will continue to select items randomly from
that population that fall within the category of systems
required for safe shutdown., So we will nave twc samgles
of hardware from the same population.

It's currently planned that the first sample wioll
be 60 items. The second sample will also consist of %0,

£y,
| P -

dut tnere may be some items in tn

W

¢t
L 93]

are from safe shutdown systems.

n U x
v Jew O

overlap of items in the population.
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We have to verify the accessibility of each item.
Can we get to it and can we inspect it? If we cannot,
we will throw that item out of the sample and go to the
next item. Let's go back to the master chart, John.

MR. HANSEL: Once we have the samples selected,
we'll then parallel. Really we will develop detailed
check lists to be used by the inspectors. And those
check lists will include the safety significant
attributes for each of the populations and the
accept/reject criteria. And those will be based upon
released drawings and construction specs, the codes,
standards. whatever might apply. _I want to emphasize
safety significant attributes.

In some cases, where it's necessary, we will even
provide additional instructions to the inspector on now
to conduct the inspection.

MR. BOSNAK: John, I hope the FSAR would include
the criteria.

MR. HANSEL: I had not planned to go that far. Anc
it may be a bad assumption, I don't know. But assuning

tnere has been a verification between tne rele

v

drawings and specifics and the FSAR,
MR. BOSNAK: Do we know tnat?
MR, LANDERS: You mean that they wWere in

compliance?
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MR. BOSNAK: That's an important step, if we don't
know it.

MR. VOLLMER: I missed that. Would you repeat that
again?

MR. HANSEL: The question was, do we plan to go
make a comparison against the FSAR? Again, I'm not
trying to verify in my program the adequacy of tne
design, or the compliance of the design. It's my job to
evaluate the adequacy of the construction. So therefore
I must start from released drawings and specifications.

MR. LANDERS: But in making a determination on
safety significance and reliance on the grauing qnd
specification, then the use of the terms safety
significant, based on your'assumption, automatically
includes compliance with the FSAR because yocu have made
the assumption up front that the drawing complies witn
the FSAR. And my concern is how you are going to
determine safety significant attributes of a weld, for
example.

MR, HANSEN: Well, I think we could. You know, in

that case, Don, trere is sonmne types of defects or

attributes that are certainly more. Well spatterea, for
instance, 1n my opinion, 1s not a safety significant
geficiency. Certain types of undercut, certain isvels

of porosity.
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No need to spend a lcot of time out there in
speculating hardware for certain types of defects, if in
fact you don't determine cor make a determination that
they're safety significant.

MR. LANDERS: But then you bring up a very, very
important issue, because, in fact, the undercut and the
Kinds of things you're talking about won't show on the
design drawing. Will not be allowed by the
construction.

MR. HANSEL: But they will be included in codes
and standards.

MR. LANDERS: Will nct be allowed b& some codes and
standards, depending on what we're talking about, now
;ou're going to make the determination thai the weld
does not have safety significance, if it's not in
compliance with those. I'm just trying to ==

MR. HANSEL: I think that the only -- I cannot teil
you that cur review will be ccmplete enough, in tne
definition of what's safety significant. If we nave %o
g0 to tne FSAR to determine that, we will.

de have not had that experience in tne past, unz2re

we have had to do that, to a great cdezree. Anotner

point, let me help again. The results of cur crazi
lists are zZoing to be provided to tne ctrner reaviay tos:
ieaders as well. And they will have irput into it, in

Pt —— A ———
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fact, if they see something that .aeeds to be included in
there. So they will bring that piece to the program.

HR. TRAMMELL: John, this is Charlie Trammell. On
that same line, I had a quesiion about safety
significant, Is that a yes/no question? Yocu just let
it go at that.

MR. HANSEL: Not totally, but it's very close tc
that, I think.

MR. TRAMMELL: Well, maybe just as a thought here.
There are grades, as you just suggested, of importance.
And it would seem to me like you may want to give some
thought of having maybe critical defects or important
defects or unimportant, so that you can ==

MR. HANSEL:' What it is, Charlie? It's basically
to screen out the unimportant defects and include
everything else.

MR. BOSNAX: We have to have an idea wnhat you
consider to be important and what you consider not to de
important. That gradation is vital.

MR. NOCONAN: Jonhn, I think you nave to rethingk taat
position about not using the F3AR. I really do.

MR, BECK: I nave taken -- made 2 note of tnat., [
think the key is going to be, when w2
nitty-gritty of the safety siznificant asttrisutes,

either they're going to be derived, how tney were

R e————
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derived, what they are, what the sources were, Clearly
we're going to have to consider that.

MR. CALVG: I'm ;orry. I don't think so, because
we are going to approve the master plan by June 28th,
and have the criteria for -- the safety significant.
You keep throwing us back to the plan, specific ones.
Those are not going to be ready for a long time.

We have got to know what you have in mind when you
say what's important and not important by June 28.
Otherwise, we are going to have to have to wait for the
plan, the specific plan. If that's what you want, we
wait for that.

MR. BECK: I just said that we would have to
consider that at the FSAR connegtion and commitments
visavis safety significant attributes, and we will do
that, I think we need to modify the plan.

MR. VOLLMER: I'm scrry. I see.

MR. BECK: I reccgnize the observation as a carned
good one.

MR. MARTIN: Another question. Becb Hartin, ‘nen
will the inspections conducted on those attributses,
which are judged to be safety significant, after w2
establish what those will constitute.

Trose attridutes whicn are safety siznificant

attributes, 1s it possible or likely that tney will e
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be inspected against more specific criteria than were
contained in the codes or standards that were applicable
at ihe time of the original inspection?

MR. HANSEL: No, I would anticipate them to be
equal to or less than.

MR. MARTIN: Equzl to or less than?

MR. HANSEL: In most cases, equal to.

MR. MARTIN: There are certain codes. One I can
think of, in which the code or standard itself leaves
great flexibility to the individual inspector in terms
of judging the adequacy. I think of AWS, the American
Welding Society, D-11, industrial welding code, is tne
most recent example I have in mind. It leaves a number
of attributes to the skill and training and judgment of
the inspector.,

Then are we running the risk, absent tne CPRT,
specifying mcre objective criteria, rather than
Judgmental criteria. Are we running the risk of getting
into having to resolve differerces in judgments? ‘e
will be gcing out in some of those areas and also

inspecting, probably, using the same co

o
-

(&}
w
'
3

different pecple making the judgments.,
MR. HANSEL: I don't ==
_—

MR. MARTIN: Have ycu lcoked at tnose ¢ccces %o s2=2,

and will you be, ag part of your issues, locoking at thne
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standards you're applying, to see if they are
sufficiently objective, that they bezome objective
evaluations, rather than subjective evaluations?

MR. HANSEL: That's in the process right now. But,
you know, as well as I do, in the code world, we're
always going to have a lot of subjectivity and some
disagreement. But we are reseaching that right now as
we develop the accept/reject criteria and the method of
inspection.

MR. MARTIN: And again, if I understood you
correctly, there is a possibility that you anticipate
that the criteria, the inspection criteria, is not
likely to be more demanding than the original. And
could in some cases be less than demanding than tne
original criteria.

MR. HANSEL: That's correct, sir. We certainly
could not go out and inspect that plant today with more
stringent criteria than what was applied. That is not
a good judgment, We do need to assure ourselves tnat
innerently that these drawing and specs were used for
that inspection initially.

But we can't certainly go out and apply more rizis
standards today, unless they have been included in
update standards, and in fact applied to that narguare,.

It's not right to do. It's a very touchy area, and we
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We will also put together a documentation cneck
review list that will be used for the review of
documentation, We do not plan to do an indepth review
of documentation. We will do what is required to assure
ourselves that any critical operations took place, and
that they were applied. And talking terms traceability,
heat treat, whatever it might have been.

But we're concentrating on what impact could have
been on the hardware., We're not lcoking for the
crossing of the T's and dotting of the I's, these aninds
of things. We'll be looking for those kind of
attributes that could have had an impact on the
hardware. Let's go back to the original, John.

Verification packages will be put together for the
inspectors that will include tne drawings, the
specifications, the check lists, and NCR 's thnat are
appropriate for him to do that inspection. They will
then go about the process of conducting the inspections
and the documentation review. Next chart,

MR. SHAO: Excuse me. After you select tne gsaro.a
you look at it, everything, locate <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>