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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: : DOCKET NO,
HOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER 3 STN-50-498-0L
COMPANY, ET AL., ' STN-50-499-0L

(South Texas Project Units 1 & 2 :
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University of Houston
Teaching Unit II, #215

Houston, Texas

Monday, 29 July 1985
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convened, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:30 a.m.,
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JUDGE CHARLES BECHHOEFER, Chairman,
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,
JUDGE JAMES C. LAMB, Member,
Atomic Bafety and Licensing Board.
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APPEARANCES :
On behalf of the Applicants:

MAURICE AXELRAD, Esq.,

JACK R. NEWMAN, Esq.,

ALVIN GUTTERMAN, Esq.,

DONALD J. SILVERMAN, Esq.,

STEVEN P, FRANTZ, Esq.,
Newman & Holtzinger,
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff:
EDWIN J. REIS, Esq.,
ORESTE RUSS PIRFO, Esq.,
Office of the Executive Legal Director

On behalf of the Intervenor:
LANNY ALAN SINKIN,
3022 Porter Bt, N.W,, #304
Washington, D.C, 20008
Representative for Citizens Concerned About

Nuclear Power.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442




13027
& 1 CONTENTS
2
3 | WITNESSES: DIRECT CROSS BOARD REDIRECT RECROSS
4 | LOREN STANLEY 13046 13051 = - -
5 12110 - - -
6
7
8
9
10 | EXHIBITS: FOR ID IN EVD,
11 | Applicant's Exhibit 65 13049 13049
12 | Applicant's Exhibit 8 13050
13 | CCANP Exhibit 99 13051
w 14 | CCANP Exhibit 100 13058 13061 :
15 | CCANP Exhibit 101 13061 13063
16 | CCANP Exhibit 102 13069
17 | CCANP Exhibit 103 13070 13071
18 | CCANP Exhibit 104 13128
19 | CCANP Exhibit 108 13205
20
21
22
23
24
25
*

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 490-8442



o o N O U s W N

B OB B B BN B B e B s e e e e e B
B S W N O~ O W O Om N WM A W N O

13028

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. This is a resumption of the hearings on the
South Texas opeirating license applications.

As a preliminary matter, the Bocard has two
matters we wish to raise. First, we would like to
inquire from the staff what if anything is being done
with respect to the allegations which we were given some
time earlier, particularly whether the staff is following
up on those concerning drug abuse, alcoholism, that type
of thing.

It appeared to us that some of the technical
matters were sent to perheps the I&4E but we were
wvondering whether the staff was going to follew up on the
allegations of drug abuse and alcohol use, that type of
thing.

MR. REIS: Only insofar as they are related to
safety related matters and if they can be shown to be
related to safety related matters.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Are you going to interview
at least the one individual who seems to have supplied a
lot of -~

MR. REIS: He's moved to another site and he
will be interviewed. We are in the process. Most of
these allegations I've been informed since then were not

new, though, at the time I got them on the eve of the

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-0442
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hearing, they were new to me. But I've been informed
that these allegations have been made before. And there
was some investigation done before, though I'm not aware
of the full extent of it. But the staff, in its usual
things of getting allegations and particularly as the
Board knows, allegations come in right to the end of -~
right to the time the Commission is acting, itself, all
the time continually, are being handled by the staff and
they're looking at them.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right, Well, the -~

MR. REIS: I can make some more inquiries as to
what is particularly happening on those. But we are
investigating that as we investigate, you know, every
allegation that comes to us.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, mainly whether anyone
from the staff is going to interview or has interviewed I
guess his name it Hoot, Mr. Hoot.

MR. REIS: We will interview Hoot, I am sure
of that, We will in some way try to interview Hoot,

JUDGE SHON: Mr. Reis, one of the things that
trouble the Board a by the -~ when we discussed it it was
the fact that there seemed to be two kinds of
allegations,

MR. REIS: Right,

JUDGE SHON: That is the technical ones and the

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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ones that had to do with alcohol and drugs and things of
that sort. And although we naturally expect the
technical ones, if they have any substance at all, will
be looked into by the staff from the safety standpoint,
it seemed as if the office of inspection had sort of more
or less given up on the other things. 1I'm sorry,
investigation.

MR. REIS: I can't say that the Commission as a
whole has given up, Judge. 1It's certainly a generic
matter that the Commission is certainly concerned with,
And I was at a Commission meeting last week, an open
public meeting on a totally different plant and of course
the Commission voiced its concern about the general use
by construction workers, particularly of illegal
substances, And they did, of course look in favor on
programs to crack down very hard on these things that
could affect safety., There's no question that it could
affect safety, more 80 in operating plants than in plants
under construction.

But it is a serious problem. But the
Commission is looking into it generically. And I am sure
that we will =~ go often I know that these things at
individual plants are referred to the local law
enforcement agencies, which are the ones in our society

charged with that,

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442




w @ N o v s W N

B M N N N N B R B b b e B e e e
B B W N O~ O W @ N W s W N O

13031

This is not a -- unless you can show interstate
movement or something of the substances, our concern is
safety. And there has to be a safety correlation.

Now, we are concerned with it; we do forward
these matters on; we are encouraging the utilities to
take a very very hard line on these things and not to
wink or allow either alcoholism or drinking at all on the
job, or certainly use of illegal substances to exist.

But I don't think it is within the Commission's
purview generally in contrasting with the Drug
Enforcement Administration or the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, to look at just drug use generally. It
has to have a safety nexus.

JUDGE SHON: Well, wouldn't it seem that a
construction job involving a nuclear power plant would
give it a safety nexus -~

MR. REIS: VYes, it would,

JUDGE SHON: ~~ presumptively.

I just have the feeling that one can assume
that if people have been stoned on the job, that maybe
they d4id something wrong.

MR, REIS: There's no question. And we have on
occasion, I know, gone back and reinspected large arear
of work or had the utilities reinspect areas of work

where we suspected that the people were under the

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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influence of drugs or alcohol.

Now, we are going to «alk to Mr. Hoot and go
into these matters. But as I say, it's a generic matter
and just the fact that there were drugs or alcohol, I
mean, doesn't necessarily, although it may raise a safety
connection, doesn't -~ I mean the worker takes a can of
beer at lunch time, although it's probably to be
discouraged if he's doing vital work, is not necessarily -~
does not necessarily affect the quality of the job.

JUDGE SHON: Thank you.

MR. REIS: 1I'll inquire further about what
particular matters are being inquired into in relation,
in this instance, and information the Board of it.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Thank you.

MR. REIS: T also have a preliminary matter.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: We have one other. That is -~
we would like to set some sort of schedule for parties to
argue CCANP's motion for reconsideration concerning Mr.
Powell., And we wanted to find out when the parties would
be prepared to do that and whether the parties wish to
submit anything in writing firet,

MR, AXELRAD: I am fairly certain we will want
to submit something in writing, Mr. Chairman., We took a
very quick look at the motion over the weekend., And we

would need some time to prepare that, 1 think we may be

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 490-8442
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able to file something in writing by Wednesday, say.

MR. REIS: The staff hasn't seen the motion yet
although we found out on Friday that it was -- that it
was served on the Applicants.

MR. AXELRAD: It was served by mail.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: It was served by mail. We
received in it the office.

MR. SINKIN: Were you down here --

MR. REIS: That might not have gotten from the
9th floor to the 10th floor in our building. We never
know.

MR, AXELRAD: Why don't we file something in
writing by Thursday and then we'll have the oral argument
on Friday.

MR. REIS: That's fine. I'm sure we'll be in a
position to respond orally by that time, if we wish to.

MR. AXELRAD: We will provide a written
response on Thursday and the argument can be on Friday.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Yeah, I think that's fine.
The staff, if it wishes to respond in writing, should try
to follow the same schedule. 1If no one has to respond in
writing., We'll hear it on the record otherwise. Okay,
other preliminary matters.

MR. REIS: I talked to Mr. Collins who the

Poard indicated it wishes the staff to call as a witness,

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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Mr. Collins is not available next week but he is
available the week after at the Board's convenience.

My thought was if we are finished up here next
week, which I frankly doubt, we could hear Mr. Collins in
Washington if that would be the Board's pleasure.
Otherwise, he can come down here. But he will not be
available next week, he was another assignment he has to
take care of.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Where is he located?

MR. REIS: In Washington, in the same building
you are, Judge.

MR. SINKIN: Am I confused or do we not have
the third week already scheduied here?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Yes, we do.

MR. REIS: I'm just saying if we possibly get
through next week.

MR, SINKIN: Oh, through next week.

MR. REIS: Through next week and we have just
Mr. Collins left, I would like to produce him in
Washington rather than have is all travel back here.
That's the only thing I'm saying and that he is not
available next week.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, the Board doesn't
oppose any hearings in Washington.

MR, AXELRAD: Mr., Chairman, let's wait and see

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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where we stand at the end of next week.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right.

MR. AXELRAD: There's always the possibility of
a rebuttal case that would come after that and the
witnesses for that would be here in Houston. 8o 1 think
the Applicants would prefer that those three weeks of
hearings to be held here.

But we can discuss that, see where we stand at
the end of next week.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right. Well, to the extent
Mr. -- we would have no problem with Mr. Collins either
coming down here or later scheduling something for him at
another date possibly in Washington. It is possible that
we could hold a one or two day session at some point in
Washington just for that purpose.

MR. REIS: Let's wait and see how things go.
As I say, he could certainly come down here if we were
still in session. It depends on what the Board's
pleasure is and what the parties feel is appropriate.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Fine.

MR, AXELRAD: I do have one preliminary matter,
Mr. Chairman,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay.

MR. AXELRAD: With respect to scheduling of

witnesses, the subpoena for Mr. Poston provides a date of

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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August 5th. And even though the subpoenaed witnesses
should appear after the Applicants' case is complete, I
think with respect to Mr. Poston we would like to set a
firm date for him to appear on August 5th, whether or not
our -- the Applicants' case is completed at that time.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: My only -- I think our only
problem with that, don't we have something -- don't we
have the soils matterc reserved for the 5th.

MR. AXELRAD: No, the soils people are Thursday
and I'riday of this week.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right. But wasn't the 5th
the last day the staff's --

MR. PIRPO: Yes, sir.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: -- witnesses, if it should
carry over =--

MR. AXELRAD: We have Thursday Friday and
Saturday. I can't imagine the soils panel will take more
than three days.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, not having seen
cross-examination plans, we will -- well your scils panel
plus the staff's.

MR. AXELRAD: Right. I can't imagine that's
going to take more than three days of hearing.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, it will be up to Mr.

Sinkin in part. And we don't have any cross-examination

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442




at

+h

presume the 6




r

ay

: Ok

R
| o

Ll
[ * 9
(3]
-~
O
ore
[+ o

AAN &

» rar

a

.
SINE

¥
il

now w




after Mr.
ne

clear that
that

e
1ing

S
h

e
+
A

-

ide whe
b

1

-
y

-

until
e

witn
e
}#

not

y

have a
dec
498-8442

he way,
estify concerr

.

lins did
-

not
then

.
-
nd
itresses
By
(o)

1y don't we wate

may
Co

Wi
Ot

[ -
= =

ELRAD:
other w
NETIN -

2 o
AL
ANAN L AN .

AX
I




on.
a
and

nti
L
ileve,

tter
1
4

be

y the

ed by
NG

der of Fel
4

ul [

»
I
‘e
o
i

their o
requ
TATE REPOR

ed?

lver

14
- -

de




nking

1A

+)

498-8442

SERVICE,

ING

Right.

V‘
=
(s

<

Pr
&V

> Ty
N ALY,
RAD
RFE

——
SINE
AXE],

nere

-
-




w o N o ;s W -

NN N N RN N R R e e b e e
UM B W N - O W O m NN B W N O

13042

would be provided under the McGuire rule. The Board has
not put into contention soils conditions in general; that
is not the issue before this board.

MR. SINKIN: I would just respond, briefly Mr.
Chairman, that the McGuire rule says new information
which might influence the decision of the Board. I don't
know == I think McGuire is more broadly worded than is
being expressed by Mr. Axelrad. I realize he hasn't seen
this, but perhaps after he's seen the audit that was
referred to there, he would have a better feel for
whether it should come forward.

MR. AXELRAD: Mr. Chairman, if I can interrupt
the Board for a minute, make I can shortcircuit this. We
will put on a panel on soils and as far as the Applicants
are concerned, the Board is perfectly free to question
that panel with respect to any audit reports on scils
that have been performed since the 1984 audit that have
that have any relevance the the matters before the Board.
I'm just not familiar with what's here.

Our witness will be prepared to answer any
questions.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: We were discussing whether
the audit should be turned over tuv Mr. Sinkin and the
staff prior to the time the witnesses get here.

MR. GUTTERMAN: I don't know what reports

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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they're talking about.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: We're unsure either. That's
the problem.

MR. AXELRAD: Without taking up any additional
time of the Board, why don't we ascertain what might have
been referred to in this particular article and report
back to the Board sometime tomorrow morning.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: That will be all right,
because it's possible if there's anything that touches on
the contention, at least the various parties ought to be
familiar with it.

MR. AXELRAD: Fine.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Possibly us, but more
importantly the parties who can plan cross-examination on
the basis of that. Anything further?

MR. SINKIN: Yes, we have one other item, maybe
two. We now have the radio transcript that we have been
writing Lo the Board about regarding the cooling lakes
and the seepage and we'll file the new contention as soon
as possible after the hearings are closed. Also, the
Board --

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: 1Is this a contention that if
it were to be heard, that it could be heard in Phase III
if it were to be accepted, or is it particularly relevant

to anything we've got in Phase II?

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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MR. SINKIN: 1It's tangentially relevant to the
soils but I don't think it's a directly a soils
contention,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I see. Okay.

MR. SINKIN: Then I just wanted to inquire of
the Board, our attention was called to ALAB A-12, and we
are prepared to discuss that. I didn't know if you
intended to do that this morning.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I think we should do that.
That's the Waterford --

MR. SINKIN: The Waterford opinion.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: -- that the Board was
interested -- and we informed the Applicant and the staff
that we -- and CCANP that we might discuss this, we were
interested in whether the sentence -- there's a sentence
on page eleven of the slip opinion, I think it's eleven

MR. SINKIN: 1It'tc page eleven.

JUDGE BECHOEFER: --was inconsistent --

MR. AXELRAD: Mr. Chairman, I didn't realize we
were going to be discussing that. I left my file on that
subject someplace else. Can we put that off and discuse
it after lunch break, say?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Yeah, I think so.

JUDGE SHON: Sure.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Yeah, it's crucial that we
discuss it before your panel of Burnsen et al., get on as
well as before Mr. Taylor testifies for the staff.

MR. AXELRAD: Fine. Just going back to the
scils, I would like to mention one thing. HL&P is in the
process of preparing a minor revision to the response to
the notice of violation on soils which it plans to file I
think either today or tomorrow, since that does appear to
be potentially, you know, relevant to the issues before
this proceeding, we will have copies of those for the
Board and the parties probably tomorrow.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay.

Any other preliminary matters?

MR. SINKIN: No.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Let's see, Mr. Newman or Mr.
Axelrad or Mr., Gutterman?

MR. GUTTERMAN: The Applicant at this time
would like to call Mr. Loren Stanly. He has not been

previously sworn.

Whereupon,

LOREN STANLEY

was called as a witness by the Applicant and, having been

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

QUESTIONS BY MR. GUTTERMAN:

Q Mr. Stanley, would you please state your full
name for the record.

A My name is Loren Stanley.

Q Mr. Stanley, do you have before you a copy of a
document entitled Testimony on Behalf of Houston Lighting
& Power Company, et al?

A I do.

Q Of Loren Stanley?

A I do.

Q And it consists does it not of eight pages plus
a 23 page statement of professional qualifications of
Loren Stanley?

A Yes, it does.

Q Are you familiar with the contents of that

document?

A Yes.

Q Are there any corrections that need to be made
it to?

A There's one word correction on page three, line

12, at the end of that line, the word "plant" should be

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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stricken and the word "design" should be substituted.

Q Are there any other corrections,

A There are no other corrections.

Q With that correction, are the contents of the
testimony on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power Company
et al of Loren Stanley true and correct to the best of
your knowledge and belief?

A Yes, they are.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, I'd move that the
testimony on behalf of Houston Lighting & Power Company
et al of Loren Stanley be admitted into evidence and
bound into the transcript as if read.

MR. SINKIN: No objection.

MR. PIRFO: The staff has no objection.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay, Mr. Stanley's
testimony will be admitted into evidence and bound into
the transcript at in point.

Mr. Sinkin -- this is off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

(No Hiatus.)

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 49?-2'42
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In the Matter of

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER
COMPANY, ET AL.

(South Texas Project, Units 1
and 2)

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY “ND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. STN 50-498 OL
STN 50-499 OL

N Vil S it St

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY,

Q.1
A.l

Q.2
A.2

ET AL.,
OF LOREN STANLEY

What is your name?

My name is Loren Stanley.

Please identify your present employment.

I am President of Zytor, Inc., located in San Jose,
California. 2ytor, Inc., provides engineering and
consulting services related to nuclear power

generation and other areas.

Please describe your professional qualifications,

My professional gqualifications are described in the
statement of Professional Qualifications of Loren
Stanley, which is attached hereto and incorporated by

reference.
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A.4

Q.5
A.5

Q.6

A.6

A7

what is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to describe the purpose
and nature of the "Design Review of Brown and Root
Engineering Work for the South Texas Project"®

(Quadrex Report) (May 1981).

what was your role in preparing the Quadrex Report?

At the time the Quadrex Report was prepared, I was
employed by the Quadrex Corporation (Quadrex) and was
assigned as the project manager in charge of the
review of Brown & Root (B&R' engineering. The Quadrex
Report was prepared under my supervision and control,
and it describes the results of the review of B&R
engineering.

Is Applicants' Exhibit 60 a true and correct copy of
the Quadrex Report?

Yes.

Have you read the "Testimony on Behalf of Houston
Lighting & Power Company, et al., of Jerome H.
Goldberg" and "Testimony on Behalf of Houston Lighting

& Power Company et al., of Dr, James R. Sumpter?”

Yes.
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A.8

Q.10

Do you agree with Mr. Goldberg's and Dr. Sumpter's
description of the role of Houston Lighting & Power
Company (HL&P) in the performance of the Quadrex
review of B&R engineering and their description of the
meetings involving HL&P and Quadrex?

Yes.

what was the purpose of the Quadrex review of B&R
engineering?

The purpose of the Quadrex review of B&R engineering
was to evaluate BiR's engineering activities as they
might reflect on B&R's ability to complete the plant
in an efficient and orderly way. Quadrex was asked to
make this evaluation by reviewing selected aspects of
BaR's engineering response to issues that were known
to present difficulties to the nuclear industry as
well as those areas in which HL&P believed that B&R
was experiencing problems. Based on this information,
Quadrex found indications of potentially weak areas
and identified these to HL&P so that they could
inquire further into the specific details and

characterizations regarding each issue,

What were the major results of its review that Quadrex

intended to convey to HL&P in its Report?
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A.10

Q.11

A.ll

0.12

A.12

Our review of B&R engineering primarily indicated that
BsR was not as far advanced in the design of STP as we
would have expected for a plant which had been under
design for at least seven years. In many areas, such
as mechanical, electrical, instrumentation, and
piping, B&R had not yet performed much of the work
needed to complete the design, including the
development of basic design documents. In a few
instances, we also opserved some deficiencies in the
design work that had been performed; these instances

are identified in the Report.

Was it the purpose of the Quadrex review to identify
failures of B&R to conform to the requirements of
Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 in the design process for
STP?

No, this was not our assigned task, We did not review
B&R's design procedures or quality assurance (QA)
program for design activities, nor did we assess B&R's

compliance with such procedures and program.

Did you separately identify specific findings which
might have licensing implications?
Yes. These findings were placed in a "most serious”

category.
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Q.13

A.13

Q.14

A.l4

Q.15

A.l5

At the time Quadrex performed its review, were you
aware of 10 CFR § 50.55(e)?

Yes, we were aware of it., However, the only similar
reporting requirement applicable to Quadrex was 10 CFR

Part 21.

Did you identify findings which were reportable to NRC
under 10 CFR § 50.55(e)?

No. HL&P had asked us to try to identify any findings
which might be potentially reportable under 10 CFR §
50.55(e). However, we could not make this determina-
tion because we felt we did not have sufficient
information to make such a judgment, Instead, we put
everything with possible licensing implications into
the "most serious" category. We believed this
category would encompass anything that might be
possibly reportable. Additionally, this category

included findings which clearly were not reportable.

why did Quadrex include generic findings in its
report?

The Quadrex review of B&R engineering was not intended
to be a detailed review of the B&R design work, HL&P
desired to have a quick review of the status of B&R's
engineering work, Consequently, Quadrex devised a
program to sample a limited segment of B&R's work in

selected areas., The specific results of this sample
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Q.16

A.16

Q.17

A.17

are presented in Volumes II and III of the Quadrex
Report and are summarized in the discipline findings

in Section 4.0 of Volume I of the Report,.

In the generic findings in Section 3.0 of Volume I
of the Quadrex Report, we attempted to identify some
common threads which appeared in the discipline
findings. The generic findings were intended to
assist HL&P in identifying areas where HL&P could
inquire t»> determine whether improvements were
desirable; they do not represent conclusions regarding

the existence of any deficiencies in design.

Do you recall discussing with HL&P whether the generic
¢indings were based on the discipline findings?

Yes., Our report plainly stated that the generic
findings were based on the discipline findings.

Additionally, I confirmed that point with HL&P.

Could a determination of whether the most serious
generic findings in the Quadrex Report were reportable
be made based upon a review of the most serious
discipline findings?

Yes. Since the generic findings did not have indepen=-
dent factual bases, they did not have to be reviewed
separately for reportability. A careful examination

of the most serious discipline findings by experienced
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Q.18
A.18

Q.19

A.19

engineers alert to the potential that several most
serious discipline findings could, as a group, repre-
sent a systematic deficiency would have captured
anything reportable under 10 CFR 50.55(e). If the
HL&P reviewers were sensitive to this consideration,

the foregoing approach was reasonable.

Please describe Applicants' Exhibit 65,

Applicants' Exhibit 65 is a copy of a letter dated
March 16, 1981, from me to Dr. J. R, Sumpter, then
Manager of HL&P's Nuclear Services Department. This
letter states my conclusions that B&R's method of
conducting ALARA reviews was inadeguate to meet HL&P's

needs,

Was it your intent in this letter to identify a
significant breakdown in the QA program for STP with
respect to ALARA or to identify violations of the
ALARA principle?

No. B&R's ALARA review program was similar to
industry practice at that time. However, it was
HL&P's goal to establish an ALARA program which far
exceeded industry practice. The purpose of my letter
was to alert HL&P to the fact that B&R's ALARA program

did not satisfy HL4P's goals.
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A. 20

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.



‘ STATEMENT OF PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
OF LOREN STANLEY

Experience Highlights

Twenty-nine years in engineering design, systems evaluation,
and consulting service with nuclear plant systems and
aerospace instrumentation. Thirteen years experience in
Quality List development and implementation, and seventeen
years experience in systems design review on BWR, PWR, and
HTGR plants.,

Thirteen years managing technical groups performing design,
licensing, and consulting activities, Provided FSAR
licensing; response to USNRC questions; failure mode and
effects reliability analyses; safety-related component
determinations; instrumentation design and analysis, and
design review of engineering work.

Professional Experience

2/83-Present President, 2Zytor, Inc., San Jose, CA.

Performed the Instrumentation and Control (I&C)
. portion of Integrated Design Inspections at two
BWR and three PWR plants, and participated in an
audit of electrical construction at a PWR plant.
Performed accident meonitoring instrumentation
conformance analyses relative to USNRC R.G. 1.97
rev. 3 and provided recommendations for analog
transmitter implementation at an operating BWR
plant. Provided ASLB testimony regarding a BWR
plant Component Classification Program involving
safety-related and important-to-safety aspects.

3/74-2/83 Quadrex Corporation, Campbell, CA.

Group Manager, Licensing and Systems Analysis
Department.

Supervised consulting activities in licensing,
design review, safety classification of plant
components, and probabilistic risk assessment.
Directed a technical review of Brown & Root South
Texas Project engineering work,

Deputy Director, Engineering Services. Prepared
technical proposals and performed technical design
reviews of engineering output for client projects.



4/63-3/74

6/56-4/63

Director, Project Services.

Supervised consulting activities in Licensing and
Ssafety, Quality Assurance, Environmental Services,
Reliability and Risk Assessment, and

Records Management. Participated in a MFTF fusion
reactor reliability improvement program, a TNS
fusion reactor licensing criteria evaluation, and
an EPRI study of.PWR feedwater steam generator
level trips,

Manager, Licensing, Safety, and Reliability.
Supervised FSAR reformat with added technical
content for six BWR plants. Developed and
implemented Q-List methodology to identify and
classify safety-related components and spare parts
for BWR and PWR plants. Supervised an accident
monitoring instrumentation study of a typical
westinghouse PWR and a pressure sensor response
time verification program for EPRI. Prepared
FMEAs for TMI 1/2 ECCS, BWR 5/6 ECCS, HTGR Steam
Dump System, ATR Plant Protection System Upgrade,
and LMFBR secondary control rod system and test
facility. Performed hazard analysis and MTBF
estimates for the ATR PPS Upgrade program.

General Electric Company, San Jose, CA.

Manager, Nuclear Instrumentation and Protection
Systems.

Supervised initial conversion of the BWR safety
systems to a solid-state design, and design of
safety-related control systems. Prepared
technical system descriptions, compliance
analyses, and technical responses to USNRC
licensing questions,

Technical Leader, Control and Electrical Systems.
Performed design improvements for BWR control rod
drive and reactor protection systems. Designed
instrumentation for the process computer system,
rod worth minimizer, and a prototype RWM system at
Dresden 1., Participated in the development and
testing of intermediate range neutron monitoring
system equipment,

General Electric Company, Utica, NY.

Lead Electrical Engineer, Polaris Guidance
Electrics and Orbiting Astrological Observatory
Electronics. Assisted in the initial design of the
Apollo guidance computer, and Polaris guidance and
fire control computers,



Field Service and Senior Field Service Engineer.
Provided technical training and maintenance
supervision for Polaris guidance electronics
equipment and airborne ARR-39A data link
electronics equipment.

Education
M.B.A. University of Santa Clara, Santa Clara, CA, 1970,
B.S.E.E. Carnegie Institute of Technology, Pittsburgh, PA.,
1956,

Professional Registration

professional Engineer, California, Electrical Engineering,
1975.

Professional Affiliations

Senior Member, IEEE

Member, IEEE/PES Nuclear Power Engineering Committee,
1971-Present

Chairman, IEEE/PES/NPEC SC6, Safety-Related Systems,
1972-1975.

Member, American Nuclear Society

Chairman, ANS 4.5 Writing Group, Criteria for Accident
Monitoring Functions in LWRs, 1979-1980.

Member, ANS Nuclear Power Plant Standards Committee,
1981-1983.,

Member, IAEA Work Group on Safety System Safety
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JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Back on the record.

MR. SINKIN: Good morning, Mr. Stanley -~

MR. GUTTERMAN: I haven't finished my direct
examination.

JUDGE BFTHHOEFER: Oh, I'm sorry. I'm sorry.
We were just discussing his cross-examination plan.
But, anyway --

Q (By Mr. Gutterman) Mr. Stanley, I'd like to
direct your attention to page 2 of your testimony, line
16, question 6. The testimony refers to Applicants'
Exhibit 60 and I'd just like to ask you to look at
Applicante' Exhibit 60 and verify whether that is, in
fact, the Quadrex report,

A Yes, it is.

Q I'm now referring you to page 7 of your
testimony.
A Okay.

Q On line 8, question 18 refers to Applicants'
Exhibit 65.

MR. GUTTERMAN: As a first step, I'm handing
three copies to the Reporter and I'm asking that this
document be marked as Applicants' Exhibit 65 for
identification. It's a two-page letter dated March 16,
1981, addressed to Dr. J. R. Sumpter, Manager of Nuclear

Services Department, Houston Lighting & Power Company,

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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and it's signed Loren Stanley, Quadrex.

And I believe the parties have already
received copies of Applicants' Exhibit 65.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Do you have one extra?

MR. GUTTERMAN: Yes.

(Applicants' Exhibit No. 65 marked for
identification.)

Q (By Mr. Gutterman) Mr., Stanley, do you have a
copy of Applicants' Exhibit 657

You do now.

A Yes.

Q Is the document I've handed you that's been
marked as Applicants' Exhibit 65 the document referred
to in the answer to guestion 18 on page 7 of your
testimony?

A Yes, it is.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Based on the prefiled
testimony which has been admitted into evidence, I move
that Applicants' Exhibit 65 be admitted into evidence.

MR. SINKIN: No objection.

MR. PIRFO: No objection,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Applicants' Exhibit 65 will
be admitted.

(Applicants' Exhibit No. 65 admitted into

evidence.)

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Gutterman, how about
607

MR. SINKIN: It's been admitted.

MR. GUTTERMAN: I think that's already been
admitted into evidence.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Oh, okay.

Q (By Mr. Gutterman) Now, Mr., Stanley, I'd like
to direct your attention to Applicants' Exhibit 58 which
I believe has been previously marked for identification.

A I have it.

Q Are the handwritten notations on the
right-hand margin and on the bottom margin of
Applicants' Exhibit 58 your handwriting?

A Yes, they are.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Mr., Chairman, I move that
Applicants' Exhibit 58 be admitted into evidence.

MR, SINKIN: No objection,

MR. PIRFO: No objection,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Applicants' Exhibit 58 will
be admitted into evidence.

(Applicants' Exhibit No. 58 admitted into
evidence,)

MR. GUTTERMAN: Applicants have no further
questions.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr., Sinkin?

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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CROSS~-EXAMINATION

BY MR. SINKIN:

Q Good morning, Mr. Stanley.

A Good morning.

Q I'm Lanny Sinkin. I represent Citizens
Concerned About Nuclear Power.

Mr. Stanley, prior to your becoming a witness
for Houston Lighting & Power, you and I discussed
whether you would become a witness for CCANP. Do you
remember those discussions?

A That's correct. Yes, I do.

Q And we discussed the Quadrex report and
Houston Lighting & Power's response to that report on a
number of issues?

A Yes.

Q You decided not to become a witness for CCANP;
ie that correct?

A That's correct,

Q I'm going to show you what I ask be marked for
identification as CCANP 99.

(CCANP Exhibit No. 99 marked for
identification,)

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Do you recognize this letter,

Mr. Stanley?

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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A Yes, I do.

Q Does this letter accurately describe the
decision you reached regarding appearing as a witness
for CCANP?

A Yes, it does.

Q And the reasons for that decision?

A Yes.

MR. SINKIN: I would move CCANP 99 into
evidence, Mr. Chairman.

MR. PIRFO: The Staff fails to see any
relevance in the letter. I mean, we don't have any
reason to keep it out, but I'm not sure for what purpose
it's being offered. I mean, it's not relevant to any of
the issues.

Again, if he intends to use it in some way to
impeach credibility, it's a little bit premature to
offer it into evidence at this pcint,

MR. GUTTERMAN: Applicants would join in that
comment. We don't see any relevance in this document.

MR. SINKIN: The document is offered to create
the context in which Mr., Stanley appears here. The
reasons that he would not appear for CCANP but would
appear for HL&P do go to the overall approach that the
witness is taking to the guestions provided. Now,

that's why it's offered as really the context of his

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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‘ 1 appearance.
2 MR. PIRFO: Well, that can be brought out on
3 cross-examination. And to the extent Mr. Stanley
< punitively contradicts this letter, then the letter can

5 be presented to the witness. But I just simply don't

6 see why the record should be burdened with an irrelevant
7 document.
8 MR. SINKIN: I don't expect Mr. Stanley to
S contradict the letter. He's already stated that the
10 letter accurately represents what he decided to do. I'm
11 just demonstrating what he decided to do as the context
12 for his appearance here today.

‘ 13 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: The Board has decided that

14 we will not admit this letter, but it can travel with

15 the record tc explain Mr. Stanley's previous answer. It
16 isn't relevant particularly to any contention, or issue
17 I should say.

18 Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr. Stanley, are you

19 appearing here today pursuant to a contractual

20 relationship with Houston Lighting & Power?

21 A Indirectly through the attorneys, yes.

22 Q Through the attorneys.

23 In your prefiled testimony, Mr. Stanley, on
. 24 page 1, lines 17 through 19, by the phrase nuclear power

25 generation, do you mean nuclear power plants or do you

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442



A e present ne ’ nuclear power

power

And yo

Zytor have any

usly done work

to the

TATE REP( 13) 458-8442




erence

f¢f
4 L4

Ci -
8442

498

between
13)

get
(7

to
confusion

.
You

MAN

=)
L&)

O

(]

o

o .
g

=

o

m

=3

GULLLK
woulc

-~
MSrImmor

T
-

~

Vil

-~

ct?

corre




and

-
4

in
nere
& Root

really

wa

activities
own
wab

l88Ue

.

B

stion
t

es
UT S
L)

this

G
with

S a
chan
airman,

(
\

3

rather
i(

»
-

ded
ERMAN
iL&P
'}.f')‘.
TI

- AN

n
r“‘yvr'\"'

b
'E REPOR

with
QTy
TAT

recomme
MR
MR,

d
dealing

indee

1
-




JUDG

something.

M b ! &
GCOlADerg’s

That would be rior work done

)y Mr.

)8€ three

engineering
operational

A

(713) 498-8442




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

13058

Q And is this, in fact, an 84-page report that
was prepared by the Quadrex corporation?

A It appears to be 84 pages. It's been five
years since 1've seen this one.

Q Mr. Stanley, I'm going to show you a letter
which I'll ask be marked for identification as CCANP
100.

(CCANP Exhibit No. 100 marked for
identification.)

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Do you recognize that letter,
Mr. Stanley?

A Yes, I do.

Q And this letter is Quadrex' response :0 HL&P's
approach to Quadrex to do what eventually turned into
the Quadrex report?

A That's correct.

Q In this letter you refer to a brief two-week
engineering audit, Could you explain your use of the
term engineering audit?

A In the context of the work we did, what we
meant by that engineering audit was an engineering
review of the design work that Brown & Root had
performed. We did not mean the term audit in the sense
of a quality assurance audit.

Q Was the original plan by Quadrex to involve

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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only the individuals identified in this letter, or where
there's a blank aé to the individual one person?

A The letter states one technical participant in
a technical discipline area. So, it was our intent to
support this effort with one person in each discipline.

Q S0, originally it would have been a staff of
perhaps seven with yourself as manager?

A That's correct.

Q And it was expected to take two weeks?

A Yes.

Q And the original cost was to be $32,500?

A That's what the letter states, yes.

Q What was the final cost of the Quadrex report,
if you remember?

I My recollection of the cost at the end of the
review, May '8l1, that we were in the range of 132 to
$140,000. There were subseguent efforts in reviewing
the Bechtel task force report that raised that total,
but the final dollar amcunt I simply do not recall any
longer.

Q S0, the 132 to 140,000 range was just to
produce the three-volume report. Later on yocu reviewed
Bechtel's task force response to the report. Did you do
any work beyond that?

A That's the only thing that I can recall where

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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we were funded.

Q 1 see.

Well, there was a later Bechtel EN-61%, a big
two-volume thing. You were not funded to review that?

A My memory is not that good. I don't
remember. I know that I personally reviewed the EN-619
Bechtel report, but I don't believe that we were
funded.

Q In setting the schedule for this review, did
you discuss with Dr. Sumpter or other members of the
HL&P management why it was needed in a two-week period?

2 I don't have a good recollection of why we
picked two weeks; however, baéed upon other similar
proposals that I prepared while I was at Quadrex, that
almost certainly was based upon input from the client,
an indication of the time frame that they wanted us to
perform the work in. Typically two weeks is
impossible.

Q But you thought you could =--

A I would not volunteer two weeks ordinarily.

Q But you don't remember a specific indication
from HL&P as to why it had to be two weeks?

A No, no, I didn't know the basis of that.

Q Was it at all mentioned to you prior to the

initiation of this study that licensing hearings were

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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coming up in May of 19817
A I was unaware of that.
MR. SINKIN: Mr. Chairman, I would move CCANP
100 into evidence.
JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Any objections to that?
MR. GUTTERMAN: I don't want to start an
objection about it, Mr. Chairman. I really don't see
why it's material, but we won't object to it.
MR. PIRFO: The Staff has the exact same
feeling and has no objection.
JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay. CCANP 100 will be
admitted into evidence.
(CCANP Exhibit No. 100 admitted into
evidence.)
Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr. Stanley, I'm going to

show you a letter that I ask be marked as CCANP Exhibit

101.
(CCANP Exhibit No. 101 marked for
identification.)
Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Do you recognize this letter?

A Yes, I do.

Q Is this letter the formal authorization you
received to begin the Quadrex review?

A This letter is supportive of the funding

level. The authorization is in the form of a purchase

TATE RFPORTING (713) 498-8442
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order through the HL&P purchasing department.

Q I see. I noticed in the first line Dr.
Sumpter is saying this letter is to authorize Quadrex.
But you're saying the formal authorization is an actual
purchase order?

A That's correct.

Q I see.

Had Quadrex begun any work on the review
before the date of this letter, January 27th, 19817

A My recollection is that we had begun work
about the 19th of January, somewhere in that range.

Q Were the purchase orders you received
similarly marked- confidential?

A In the purchase orders I believe there is a
standard terms and conditions section which identifies
that work performed for the client is to be treated
confidential and disclosed only after written
authorization. That's a fairly standard clause in all
the contractual arrangements with other utilities as
well,

MR. SINKIN: I would move CCANP No. 101 into
evidence.

MR. PIRFO: Nc¢ objection.

MR. GUTTERMAN: No objection.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: CCANP 101 will be admitted

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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' 1 into evidence.
2 (CCANP Exhibit No. 101 admitted into
3 evidence.)
- JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Sinkin, are you going

5 to ask further guestions on 101 at this time?

6 MR. SINKIN: Not on 101, Mr. Chairman, no.

7 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: 1I'd like to ask one short

8 guestion.

9 Mr. Stanley, when you mentioned that the

10 confidentiality clause was fairly standard, did you have
11 any discussions about confidentiality of this particular

12 report with either Mr. Goldberg or Dr. Sumpter or any of
13 the other HL&P persons with whom you interacted?

14 THE WITNESS: I don't recall any discussions
15 with Dr. Sumpter or Mr. Goldberg with regard to

16 confidentiality.

17 This is very standard for all work done for

l¢ utilities. I wasn't the least bit surprised by this

19 sentence and fully expected it.

20 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Did you have any

21 discussions about whether any or all parts of the report
22 or the work in progress were going to be reported to the

23 NRC, any part of the NRC?
. 24 THE WITNESS: I don't recall any discussions

25 along that line at all.

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
lg
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

13064

After the report was turned in to HL&P, later
that fall we received several requests from the
utilities by telephone to obtain a copy oi the report.
The first request was from Pacific Gas & Electric and
the second request was from Commonwealth Edison
Company. In each case I contacted Mr. Goldberg by phone
and determined whether we could or could not permit the
party to see the report,

In the case of Diablo Canyon, we were not
permitted to make a copy for PG&E, but we did permit a
PG&E engineer to come to my house on Halloween night and
read the report while I handed out candy to the
children.

In the second case, we were permitted to mail
the report to a designated individual at Commonwealth
Edison on the promise that he would make no copies,
disclose to no one else and promptly return that copy to
me, which he did.

Those were the only cases.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Were both of those
situations after September '817?

THE WITNESS: Yes, both were after September
'81.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: §So, that was after the

report ==

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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THE WITNESS: After it had been turned over to
the Board.
JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right. Thank you.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) After you began discussing
with Houston Lighting & Power doing this review, it's
obviously not a two-week audit that's done by seven
people, so the scope expanded of the review; is that
correct?

A That is correct,

Q And were the changes in the scope at the
suggestion of Houston Lighting & Power?

A There were two changes that I believe
occurred. Here 1've listed seven groups and my memory
says that we reviewed nine technical disciplines. The
second part of the scope expansion was the depth of
review which was based upon the questions that we
prepared. Once we had prepared the guestions and
determined the areas of inquiry, the scope expanded
considerably.

(No hiatus.)

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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Q Were you preparing the questions having in mind
a two-week audit, or did you already know when you
started prepering the questions that this was going to be
more than a two-week audit?

A Let's go back for a minute if we can. The
letter that referred to the two-week audit was done on
January 5th, following a telephone conversation the day
before from Dr, Sumpter. Shortly after that, in further
telephone conversations with him, it became evident that
this estimate was unrealistic, that the work couldn't be
accomplished in that time frame.

Q And was that unrealistic because HL&P wanted
you to do more than they had originally thought or
unrealistic because you wanted to do more than HL&P had
suggested?

A The latter is more correctly -- more correctly
depicts the situation. What we did was prepare a list of
questions that we thought were appropriate to ask, with
the expectation that that list of questions would be
added to, modified or deleted based upon what the utility
wanted to do.

As it turns out, the majority of the questions
did not get deleted. They remained in the study which is
then an indication of the extent of the scope.

Q You mentioned that it went from seven topics to

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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as you remembered it, nine. Would I be correct that in
service engineering -- in service inspection and access
engineering were added?

A That was one activity that did get added in the
middle of the study.

Q And who added that?

A I made the recommendation that we look more
seriously at access space, maintenance space, et cetera,
to Dr. Sumpter, and proposed the name of one man who had
more experience in that area than any of our other team
members. And he agreed for a small amount of effort to
be added to the program to cover ISI.

Q Did you make that recommendation based upon
observations of this project or based on your general
experience?

A I made that recommendation based upon the
observations we had made on the review at that point.

Q You said you began your work developing
questions around January 19th, I believe. Where are we
in the process that you've made enough observations to
make this recommendation to Dr. Sumpter?

A Are you referring to the ISI recommendation?

Q The 181 recommendation, what time are we ~--

A Much later.

Q Much later?

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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A Much later; it was in March sometime.
Q And there was one other area added?
A I recall the number nine but I don't recall the

specifics any longer.

Q Would that have been piping and supports stress
analysis?

A That was one. Also I see the computer codes
was added.

A We identified electrical, civil, mechanical,
nuclear, radiological, geotechnical and HVAC and we did
add piping and supports.

Q And computer codes?

A Computer code.

Q Well, just looking at Applicant Exhibit 60, the
Quadrex report, the table of contents, Page I, it appears
to me that whereas originally in the January 5th letter
you spoke of doing geotechnic, geotechnic was actually
not done, 1Is that correct?

A There were a limited number of questions in the
geotechnic area. I believe we asked six questions of
that discipline.

Q Why wae that discipline more limited than the
others?

A I don't know the answer to that. I'm sorry.

Q And then on piping and supports, the stress
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analysis, do you remember how that got added; was that
something Quadrex suggested or something HL&P suggested?

A Again, I don't recall who was the originator of
that addition.

Q How about the computer codes?

A I feel reasonably certain that that was
prompted by HL&P, rather than Quadrex. We were able to
support it, but I believe that suggestion came from HL&P.

Q Do yovr.remember a time frame at all as to when
that suggestion was made?

A Well, all of these eight areas, these eight
areas except for in service inspection were decided upon
at the time that HL&P visited Quadrex; I believe that was
around the end of January, 1981.

Q Okay.

MR. SINKIN: Mr, Stanley, I'm going to show you
what I ask be marked as CCANP Exhibit 102.

(CCANP Exhibit 102 marked

for identification.)

Q (By Mr., Sinkin) 1Is CCANP Exhibit 102 a
schedule you drew up for the study, Mr. Stanley?

A I do not believe so., I don't recall ever
seeing this particular -~

Q Okay.

MR. SINKIN: Mr. Stanley, I'm going to show you
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a document -~ I don't intend to move in 102 since he
hadn't seen it,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I've already marked my cop..

MR. SINKIN: Just to be clear about that. I
show you what I ask be marked as 103.

(CCANP Exhibit 103 marked

for identification.)

A I recall this letter.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) This letter represents your
suggestions to Dr. Sumpter in February of 1981 as to how
the actual report should be organized?

A That is correct.

Q And the gquestions that you would seek to answer
with this assessment?

A That is correct,

Q At the end of the letter, you state that you
would welcome Dr. Sumpter's thoughts on the proposed
cutline. Did you actually receive a response from Dr.
Sumpter to this letter?

A I don't believe there was any written response,
My recollection is that he orally said okay on the
outline, with no change.

The purpose of putting this letter out was to
format the report early so that any disagreements could

be addressed.
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Q Well, as I read the letter, it's both to format
it and to identify the gquestions that the study is going
to attempt to answer?

A That's correct,

MR, SINKIN: I would move CCANP 103 into
evidence.

MR. PIRPO: The staff has no objection.

MR. GUTTERMAN: The Applicants have no
objection.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: CCANP 103 will be admitted
into evidence.

(CCANP Exhibit 103 admitted

into evidence.)

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr., Stanley, lpproxilat‘ly how
many person hours did the Quadrex report study take?

A Approximately 24 to 26 hundred manhours.

Q And is that just Quadrex?

A Yes.

Q That doesn't count Brown & Root's time or
HL&P's time?

A That's strictly Quadrex.

Q How many total Quadrex personnel worked on that
study?

r I can only give you an approximate number,

Approximately 13 people.
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Q Turning to Page 3 of your testimony, Mr.
Stanley, your prefiled testimony. First of all, Mr.
Stanley, let me ask you about the testimony, itself.

Were these questions and answers written by
Houston Lighting & Power attorneys and then submitted to
you for your review?

I3 They were developed in a joint meeting where we
sat down together and discussed the gquestions and the
responses. I helped prepare with the attorneys these
words, this text.

Q On page three, line ten, the statement about
the purpose of the Quadrex report, could you tell me what
you mean by the word "efficient" at line 137

A The word "efficient” in this context means
"economic,"” as opposed to any safety consideration. The
thing is we were asked to look at Brown & Root's ability
to complete the design in a cost effective and a time
efficient manner.

Q And what do you mean by the word "orderly"?

A The word "orderly" in that sentence means that
the work was being accomplished with proper management
controls, that the sufficient number of resources were
there, priorities were correct, that the work was being
accomplished in an orderly manner.

Q Mr. Stanley, was the only purpose of the
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Quadrex report to look at whether Brown & Root had the
ability to complete the design in a cost effective and
timely manner?

A The exact statement is, I believe, just a bit
different. We were to take a snapshot of the current
design as of March '8l1, and then to also make an
assessment of the technical capabilities and the skills
that we had observed in the meetings with Brown & Root.
S0 we were to provide an assessment of the technical
adequacy or inadequacy of the current design output as
well as try to make a forecast of the future.

Q I'd 1ike you to review answer nine on page
three, Mr. Stanley, and see if that provides a complete
description of what Quadrex did in their study?

MR. GUTTERMAN: Mr., Chairman, I think it's kind
of a strange question since the question nine doesn't ask
for a complete description of what Quadrex did in its
study. It asks what was the purpose of the Quadrex
review of Brown & Root Engineering. I'm kind of confused
by the question.

MR. SINKIN: The answer goes beyond the simple
purpose into what Quadrex actually did. I'm asking him
whether that's a complete discription of what Quadrex
actually did. If there's a problem, I can do it another
way, Mr. Stanley. We'll try it another way.
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Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Quadrex reviewed selected
aspects of Brown & Root's engineering by a process of
questions and answers. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q And based on that review, Quadrex then wrote
discipline findings. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q In the discipline findings, did Quadrex find
areas of design and engineering where Brown & Root was
weak?

A Yes, there were a few.

Q ' Based upon the review of the gquestions and
answers and did discipline findings, Quadrex then wrote
generic findings. 1Is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q The sentence on page three beginning at line 18
where it says, "Based on this information," that sentence
describes the generic findings, does it not?

A Not necessarily at all. The potentially weak
areae fall into two categories. The ones where HL&P
eventually reported such as the HVAC, temperature
conditions had only been the normal plant conditions,
computer code verification; it included those kinds of
things as well as areas where the work had not been

started or had not been completed and that the staffing
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levels and skill levels were such that they were
potentially weak, that's what we what we meant by that
term.

Q So by "weak," you were really referring to the
skill levels; the adequacy of staffing?
Partially, yes.
How other than that are you using "weak"?

We also identified specific defects.

o » O »

Okay. Thank you.
MR. GUTTERMAN: I wonder if we might think
about taking a break pretty soon, Mr. Chairman.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I was just thinking about
that --

MR. SINKIN: That's fine. .

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Let's take a fifteen minute
break.

(Recess)

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay, back on the record.

Q (By Mr. Simzin) Mr. Stanley, let me ask you to
turn to Page 2-1 of the Quadrex report, the document that
is Applicants' Exhibit 60.

A 1 have the page.

Q Looking at the item dated January 29th, did Dr.
Sumpter select the Quadrex personnel who were to 4o the

audit?
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A Yes.

Q You provided him with a list of resumes and he
selected from the resumes or did he actually interview
the personnel?

A The people -- the entire group that we had
proposed met in a large conference room and we spent a
number of hours going over the questions and discussing
the scope. Afterwards, he decided which participants he
wanted and which ones he -~ were not to be put on the
project.

Q I think you said that to the best of your
recollection, there were 13 that actually -~

i Approximately.

Q It's in the report,

A In section two, for example, on page 2-9, we've
got one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine,
ten, eleven -~ twelve technical people. In addition we
had some review by Quadrex management, we had
secretarial, clerical help.

Q You weren't counting management review in the
12 or 13, those were people that actually worked on the -~

I3 Technical, right.

Q All right, 1In the proposed group, how many
were there; how many did Dr. Sumpter eliminate?

A Oh, there were only one or two individuals that
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vere eliminated in that process.

Q In your prefiled testimony at Page 3, guestion
and answer eight -~

A I have it.

Q Did you, in fact, review Mr. Goldberg's and Dr,
Sumpter's prefiled testimony as that testimony described
the meetings involving Quadrex and HLAP?

A Yes, I have reviewed their testimony and I have
sat in the back and heard their direct testimony, also.

Q If you would turn in Mr, Goldberg's testimony,
if the Applicant could provide you with Mr. Goldberg's
testimony.

A Okay.

Q If you would turn to Page 9, question and
answer 14 describes the March 18th briefing.

A Okay.

Q Do you agree or -~ let's see. Was the meeting
on March 18th so brief that you could not have covered
all the points in the outline that you had prepared?

A Yes. The meeting started at 4:00 p.m. and was
over before 6:00 p.m,

Q If Applicants could provide you with CCANP 74,
which is your notes for that meeting.

A Okay.

Q These are notes you prepared prior to the
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meeting of items you were going to corps in the meeting?

A That's correct,

Q Turning to the third and fourth pages of this
document, do the numbers in circles on the left-hand side
refer to the numbers found on the first and second pages
in circles?

A 1 would say yes, that the -~ that the circle
attachment 6A, Page 3, which starts with a circled 6 and
ende with a cicrcled 3, that those circled numbers are
cross references to the first two pages where I had
listed my general observations and had numbered them,

Q Can you identify the points in this outline
that you did not discover on March the 18th?

A No, I'm afraid I cannot, It's too long. We
covered some of this material but we certainly did not
get a chance to cover it all.

Q On ftem No, 1, in your general observations on
page one?

A Correct,

Q The last line, "Strong evidence of hostile
attitude toward WLAP." I assume that that's evidence of
hostile attitude on behalf of Brown & Root towards WLAP?

A That's correct,

Q Was the hostility you observed present at all

levels of the Brown & Root operation or was it
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concentrated on a particular level.

MR. REIS: I object to the question, Mr,
Chairman, I don't think it has any bearing on the issues
before this Board as admitted by the Board's orders.

MR, SINKIN: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goldberg has
testified as to what Mr., Stanley said in this particular
briefing, and he has testified particularly on this point
as to what Mr. Stanley said in the briefing; I'm now
asking Mr. Stanley's recollection of what Mr, Stanley
said in the briefing.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Does the staff have a view?

MR, PIRFO: I have no recollection of the
testimony specifically.

MR, GUTTERMAN: Mr, Chairman, {f I could make
one additional comment., The question that was posed to
the witness didn't ask what the witness told Mr,
Goldberg, the question was, "What did you observe?"

And I just submit that that is not either
introduced by anything in Applicant direct case nor
relevant or material to any issue before this proceeding.
It certainly doesn't have any bearing on something that's
in the Quadrex report that the Board has selected for
being at issue in this proceeding.

MR, PIRFO: The staff would add simply because

Mr., Goldberg has referred to in hie cross~examination
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doesn't necessarily mean it's relevant to extent that Mr.
8inkin is going to continue to pursue with Mr, Stanley.
That's all I have.

MR, SINKIN: One area of relevance, Mr,
Chairman, is the credibility of Mr. Goldberg and how he
responded to my gquestions about those representations
about that presentation., I'm get Mr. Goldberg Stanley's
recollection of that as a check on whether those were
accurate representations.

MR. PIRFO: Again, if he's using it forever the
purposes to go to credibility, he's attempting to impeach
Mr. Goldberg on a collateral issue so that would be
another problem with the question, if that's his purpose.

MR, SINKIN: I don't consider the presentations
made by Quadrex since one of the issues in this
proceeding is the treatment of draft reports by HL&P, I
don't consider the presentations made by Quadrex on March
the 18th as outside the scope of this hearing. And I
don't consider Mr. Goldberg's representations of what
Quadrex said during that briefing as a collateral issue.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: This objection we'll
sustain, We're not ruling out everything Mr. Stanley
might have said on March 18th, but this doesn't appear to
have much to do with any of the contentions.

Q (By Mr., Sinkin) Turning to item five on page
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one, Mr. Stanley --

A I have it.

Q Was the absence of the key front end documente
a systematic problem or an isolated problem in the Brown
& Root design and engineering proceass.

MR. GUTTERMAN: I'm kind of confused by the
questions. What's confusing me, Mr., Chairman, is that we
are looking at a document which is, I think, pretty clear
from the testimony Mr. Stanley's notes of what he
intended to talk about at a meeting. The questions seem
to be asking about what Mr., Stanley observed. I'm not
sure if it's intended that the witness is supposed to be
explaining what was discussed at the meeting or what his
sense was of why he wrote these notes; the whole area
seems ambiguous to me.

MR, SINKIN: I think I can clarify it.

Q (By Mr, Sinkin) The firet question was: Did
you mean by the observation and the second question is
did you convey that observation to the meeting on March
the 18th,

MR, GUTTERMAK: I assume the important part,
Mr. Chairman, is: What was told to Mr., Goldberg; why
these notes were written seems irrelevant
to me, 8o the question ought to be first what he told
Mr. Goldberg.
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Q And in item 10 it says not much evidence of
concern here either. Was that lack of concern a Brown &
Root lack of concern?

A To be perfectly honest, I don't recall the
context of that. It starts off with virtually no
analysis capability, NUS dependence, EDS dependence, not
much evidence of conc2rn here either. I really don't
recall the context of that at this point.

Q Did you convey on March the 18th to Mr.
Goldberg and Dr. Sumpter that Brown & Root was heavily
dependent on other organizations for nuclear analy#is?

A Yes.

Q And did you convey to them that Brown & Root
didn't seem to be bothered by that fzct?

A I don't recall whether I conveyed that or
not. The thing I was attempting to convey with that was
the error rate in the calculations that we looked at.
That was my primary point.

Q So, you did on March the 18th specifically
bring up the error rate in calculations as a concern?

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me how either Mr. rfoldberg or Dr.
Sumpter responded to your bringing up the error rate in
calculations?

A I don't recall any specific response negative
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or positive on that particular item.

Q Turning to page 2, item 16, did you bring up
this item in the March 18th meeting?

A Yes, I'm reasonably certain that item 16 was
discussed at that meeting.

Q Can you tell me what you mean by the phrase
multi-disciplinary freeze?

2 That phrase is a reflection of the GE design
practice which was part of my background where at some
point in the design of each project the documents fo: a
given system were brought together and coordinated among
all the disciplines in a series of meetings over a one
or two-day period so that it was multi-disciplinary, it
was a review that was multi-disciplinary in scope. And
then the documents were frozen, if you will, where
design changes were very hard to accomplish after that
point.

So, I was trying to explain that the
integration of systems within Brown & Root did not
appear to have that type of coordination at the point in
time that we were looking at Brown & Root,

Now, a multi-disciplinary freeze is not the
only way to accomplish the coordination. 1It's one way
that I was exposed to that I've seen work. There are

many other ways of accomplishing the same objective.
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Q But as far as you observed, as of March 18th,
Brown & Root didn't have a way of accomplishing that; is
that correct?

2 I didn't -- at that point in time 1 had not
seen any way.

Q Prior to completion of your study, did you
ever see a way that Brown & Root had to accomplish this?

A wWell, the method that they were using was a
review of documents by each discipline as they came
around and reviewed so that a flow diagram would be
circulated to the affected disciplines and they would
make their comments on it. But that type of approach
was the only one that we saw.

Q And from what you saw of that approach, was
that an adequate way to achieve systems engineering?

A It's possible to accomplish the integration
that way if you have strong technical discipline
leaders.

Q Were they accomplishing it as of that time?

A In my opinion, no, and that was why I raised
the issue here that the amount of integration that was
being accomplished was not at the level I had expected
to see.

Q And when you said earlier in a design

freeze -- in the multi-disciplinary freeze method that
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design changes would be hard to accomplish, is that
because there's been a basic agreement this is how we're
going to do it, so if you want to change, you have to go
through a lot of people?

A Exactly.

Q At the March 18th, 1981 meeting, Mr. Stanley,
did you tell Mr. Goldberg and Dr. Sumpter that you were
aghast at the preliminary observations made by Quadrex?

£ No, the word aghast was used in only one
document, that was my testimony to the NRC Region IV
people later that year. I don't recall using the word
aghast in the March 18th meeting.

Q Did you convey to Mr. Goldberg and Dr. Sumpter
that you were very disturbed by what you were seeing?

A Disturbed is not the correct word either.
Disappointed is probably the correct word.

When we prepared our guestions, we were aware
that the plant had been under design for seven or eight
years and our people prepared questions expecting that
the design would be at that point. As we got into the
questions and answers with Brown & Root, it became very
evident that the design state was much more preliminary
than we had anticipated and I was really disappointed
and surprised at that state of affairs.

Q Were either Mr. Goldberg or Dr. Sumpter
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A I really can't express that because I wasn't
attempting to look for reactions, I was trying to convey
some initial impressions and some initial observations
so that they would at least be aware of my thinking. I
wasn't seeking reaction at that meeting.

Q Well, did you get any reaction? Did they have
any comments about what you were saying to them?

A Certain items were discussed as to what the
backup was. But in the main it was mainly a one-sided
presentation without a great deal of interaction or
response.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Was the one side you?

THE WITNESS: Obviously.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Stanley, before we get
too far away from that item 16 that you were just
talking about =--

THE WITNESS: Okay.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: == in CCANP 74 there's a
note which says, if I can read it correctly, no one
checking in environmental qualification. 1Is that what
it said? 1Is that your notes?

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Could you direct me
to where you're reading from?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right by item 16 on page
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MR. GUTTERMAN: In the left-hand margin.

THE WITNESS: Oh, I can't read that.

It says what now?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, if I'm reading it
correctly, it says no one checking on environmental
gualification.

THE WITNESS: Okay. That was one of the
examples that I wanted to use in the discussion of
that. We had been made aware of the aux feedwater pump
motor being located down in the IVC at the basement and
that that area was subjected to line break, postulated
line breaks, but that the pump motor had been procured
to something like 104 or 120 degrees F, totally
unrealistic with what the environmental conditions
were. That was one example of where multi-discipline
integration involving EQ and nuclear analysis and so
forth of equipment, mechanical equipment, electrical
equipment and designers, that was one example where they
could have caught that mismatch had they had a
coordinated approach.

I don't know the particulars of how that was
detected. It was detected before we came. But it was
certainly one example applied to this concern.

JUDGE BECHEOEFER: Would you characterize what
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you just described as a design deficiency?

THE WITNESS: I would call it an error. A
deficiency in my lexicon would be something that doesn't
meet regulatory requirements or might not later on meet
eventual regulatory requirements.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: That's how I was referring
to it.

THE WITNESS: I would characterize it at that
point as a single design error.

JUDGE SHON: But still, Mr. Stanley, it seems
tc me that you saw in it a more fundamental and
pervasive difficulty, not just that they made a mistake
in this one motor.

THE WITNESS: I saw the potential. And what
we were trying to do through the review was to see if
there were more examples that would say that it was
across disciplines. At that point I had that one
example and the fact that documents were being
circulated for review and that there was no centralized
synergistic meetings to make sure that everything was
compatible. So, at this point I was merely flagging the
potential of a systems integration problem.

JUDGE SHON: And later you discovered that, in
fact, it did exist; is that right?

THE WITNESS: We found quite a few examples to
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support this, yes, of work that hadn't been done that
should have been done and that would have been flagged
had they gotten together that it was missing.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Would that reach the level
of a significant QA breakdown in design?

THE WITNESS: Not in my opinion. Again, our
program was not looking at QA or QC, we were trying to
take a snapshot of the engineering design and also make
an assessment of the engineering skills and capabilities
that they had. We really were not looking at it from
the aspect of a quality assurance type of thing.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Given the information that
you provided to HL&P at the March 18 meeting, shouid
they have been aware of a potential QA breakdown from
what you told them?

THE WITNESS: I don't really believe I'm
gualified to answer in that sense. I've never had the
responsibility of reporting under 50.55(e). And what we
were trying to convey to Mr. Goldberg at this point was
some initial observations that we were pursuing so that
he would be aware of them, But at no -- I had
insufficient evidence at this point in time to say that
this was anything like a QA breakdown. That was not in
my mind at all.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr. Stanley, I would ask the
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Applicants to show you Applicants' Exhibit 65 and
Applicants' Exhibit 71. I have an extra copy of 65 if
you need it.

A Okay. I have both documents.

Q Let's start with Applicants' Exhibit 71. This
has been identified by Dr. Sumpter as notes of a
conversation he had with you on the 13th of March,

1981. Apparently there is an error at the top, it
should be '8l. Do you remember that conversation?

A Yes, I do.

Q Prior to this conversation, were you aware of
problems in the Brown & Root ALARA review program?

A We had just completed the ‘radiological control
review, including ALARA, with the Brown & Root people on
the 13th, which was a Friday, I believe. S0, we had
just spent two or three days reviewing that area with
the Brown & Root people.

Q Were you aware of problems in the
implementation of that program at that time?

A Based upon the review that we had with Brown &
Root, I would not characterize it as problems. The
characterization that we saw primarily was that Brown &
Root was implementing ALARA criteria that were typical
of those used in the industry at that time and had not

implemented more extensive criteria, more rigorous
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1 criteria that HL&P had wanted to be implemented. That

2 was the major characterization of that.

3 Both Dr. Sumpter and I saw an opportunity with
- Brown & Root to initiate an ALARA rereview and this note
5 was a summary of our discussion along those lines.

6 Q As part of your study, the Quadrex report

7 study, did you ever ask to see the quality assurance

8 audits of Houston Lighting & Power or Brown & Root?

9 | A No, that was not our assigned scope. We were
10 hard pressed to do the work we laid out.

11 Q Turning to Applicants' Exhibit 65, could you
12 explain how you came to write this letter to Dr.

13 Sumpter?

14 A Well, as I explained previously in a previous
15 answer, both Dr. Sumpter and I saw an opportunity to

16 have Brown & Root begin an ALARA rereview based upon the
17 two or three days of review we had had of radiological
18 control. Our discussion, his note ended up in this

19 letter which I prepared and submitted to him and led to

20 a meeting with Brown & Root shortly thereafter that did,
21 in fact, reinitiate the ALARA rereview.

22 So, to me it was an opportunity to move

23 ahead. We saw a breakthrough there and we wanted to

24 pursue that.

25 Q Was Dr. Sumpter approaching you about writing
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this letter to say if you write this letter, it will

help HL&P convince Brown & Root to get this rereview
going?

A No, not in =-- I wouldn't characterize it in
those terms. The discussion was back and forth as to
wvhether there was an opportunity or whether there
wasn't; whether Brown & Root would adopt HL&P's criteria
or whether they would not.

The suggestion was that if the letter came
from the consultant, it might have more impact. And I
saw it as an opportunity for one group at Brown & Root
to begin using criteria that HL&P had established rather
than not using it. I was perfectly willing to write
this letter and see if we could cement the parties
together. And, in fact, that happened in this area.

Q Your letter states that, let me see, in the
second paragraph states, "Yet, the number of piping
interferences observed, their seriousness, and the
number of ISI accessibility exceptions required for STP
attest to the overall ineffectiveness of the present
ALARA review method."

Do you see that sentence?
£ Yes, I do.
Q Were the observations that you include in that

sentence regarding piping interferences, ISI
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accessibility exceptions, were those observations you
had actually made in that two or three day review with
Brown & Root?

A Some of them were in the review meeting. Some
of them were based upon viewing the plastic model that
was constructed of the portions of the plant. Some of
it was based upon the review of our ISI individual.

Q You mean -~

A We just felt that an improved ALARA review
method would reduce -- would never eliminate all of
those, but it would reduce the number and the severity
of those cases.

On the model we saw an example of a valve
installed upside down. That becomes a trap for
radioactivity and an effective ALARA review would be
sensitive to that. It was that kind of thing.

Q Is it your testimony that the Brown & Root
program for ALARA review in place at that time was
comparable to the programs of other architect engineers
in the industry?

£ That was the viewpoint of our reviewer, our
technical reviewer in that area.

Q Was the implementation of that program
comparable?

A I would characterize it, yes, that it probably
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was, based upon the responses that we got and the

reviewer's assessments.

The big point is that it was not up to the
criteria that HL&P wanted to have imposed, that was the
big difference.

Q And the fact that Brown & Root was not
operating up to the level HL&P wanted was known to HL&P
even before you did your review, was it not?

MR. GUTTERMAN: Objection. First of all, he's
asking the witness to speculate on what was in HL&P's
mind, And, second of all, I can't see how it relates to
any safety-related finding in the Quadrex report that is
at issue in this proceeding.

MR. SINKIN: Well, the ALARA findings are at
issue in this proceeding. They have been since early
on.

MR. GUTTERMAN: But the fact of whether HL&P
knew or didn't know whether Brown & Root was
implementing HL&P's criteria is far afield from the
specific ALARA findings that we have at issue and the
specific Quadrex findings that are called out in the
Board's order.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: We'll overrule the
objection.

You can testify to the extent that you were
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told or aware of HL&P's views.

A Could you repeat the guestion? It's been a
little bit. Please.

Was I aware of what --

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I was saying you can't
speculate what was in HL&P's mind. But to the extent
you were aware of that, they told you or you found out
through some other means, you may testify.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) The question -- let me try
the question again.

You're pointing out a problem that HL&P has a
certain criteria they want implemented in ALARA. Your
view is Brown & Root is not performing up to that
level. Did HL&P know that Brown & Root was not
performing up to that level before you told them?

A I can infer the answer to that and the answer
would be yes because the HL&P engineers that were
working at Brown & Root in that area pointed out to us
that the HL&P manual that had been given by HL&P to
Brown & Root for that very purpose was not being used in
those reviews. So, by inference, yes.

Q How about Dr. Sumpter? Before your
conversation of March the 13th, was he aware that Brown
& Root was not living up to =--

A I have no way of knowing. I don't Kknow.
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Q But in your conversation on March the 13th,
you did discuss that point?

A Yes. We -- this was at the conclusion of the
review of radiological control and we saw an opportunity
to go off on a new path, one that met the client's
objectives.

JUDGE SHON: Mr. Stanley, do you know whether
conformance with that manual and living up to that

standard would be necessary to meet the obligations in

the FSAR?
THE WITNESS: That I don't know. I don't know
for sure.
Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Did your reviewer review the

FSAR section as to what Brown & Root was to do on ALARA?

A Yes.
Q Did you ever discuss that with your reviewer?
A T don't recall the discussions. However, you

need to keep in context that I was the coordinator, sat
in on thirty days worth of meetings and every second or
third day it was a different discipline. I really had
to depend on my discipline people to track those kinds
of issues. I simply couldn't keep all that straight.

Q In your prefiled testimony, Mr. Stanley, on
page 7, answer 19.

A Okay.
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Q In the last line of that answer you state that
the purpose of my letter was to alert HL&P to the fact
that B&R's ALARA program did not satisfy HL&P's goals.

Isn't it true that by the time you wrote that
letter, HL&P was well aware of it and you were actually
writing the letter to influence Brown & Root?

2 I was writing the letter to influence Brown &
Root, but I didn't know how much distribution within
HL&P the letter would alsc receive. I had talked with
Dr. Sumpter about it, but I didn't know whether other
members of his staff or other groups would then be
notified that the program wasn't meeting their needs.

Q Did you subsequently check with Dr. 5umpt§: as
to what kind of distribution the letter received?

A No, I did not.

Q In Applicants' Exhibit 71, Dr. Sumpter's

A Okay.
Q -- it says our review indicates the ALARA
review is inconsistent. 1Is he referring to your review?
A Yes, the Quadrex review.
Q The Quadrex review.
He says in his notes, this same review would
appear to indicate a breakdown in the ALARA review at

the present time. Did you and Dr. Sumpter discuss that?

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442



10

11

12

13

14

19

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A I'm sure that we did. I don't recall the

specific discussion. I didn't feel at that point in
time that I would characterize it that way.
Consequently, I didn't use that term in the letter that
I wrote.

This was -- you need to remember, this was the
first instance that we came across in the review where
we saw a chance to get the team working together again.
And my whole thrust at that point in time was to try and

find a way for Brown & Root and HL&P to become partners

- and work hard on a particular issue. So, I didn't feel

that it was a breakdown and I didn't characterize it as
a breakdown.

JUDGE SHON: Mr. Staniey, in this connection,
had you thought of it as a breakdown or had someone
thought of it as a breakdown, would they also face the
implication that a breakdown in an ALARA review was in
some way the equivalent of a breakdown in quality
assurance? Are the two that bound up?

THE WITNESS: I don't know that I can answer
your question definitively in the linkage of a breakdown
in ALARA to a breakdown in QA. I'm not sure of that.
What I noticed here was more of a commercial situation.
The utility client had set some goals and the vendor

architect engineer was not performing at that level.
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JUDGE SHON: Yes.

THE WITNESS: Was actually performing at what
was typical of the industry. Whenever you don't get the
client's wishes, you need to be wary, you're on
dangerous ground. And it was that gap that we were
trying to close.

We really hadn't thought of the issue in terms
of a QA breakdown because we were trying to look at the
technical detail. Have the ALARA principles been
incorporated in the design output documents? Have they
thought of radiation exposure to people? Things of that
nature. SO --

JUDGE SHON: Thank you. ‘

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Stanley, is it common
industry practice to install valves upside down?

THE WITNESS: No, it's not. In my experience
that has not been common.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, is that purely a
commercial matter?

THE WITNESS: 1In that particular instance, we
viewed that as an ALARA radiation exposure problem to
maintenance workers, that the maintenance people would
be exposed to greater levels of radiation because of
that.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: §So, that would be safety
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significant?

THE WITNESS: I wouldn't characterize it as
safety significant. I would characterize it as
radiation exposure, keeping the radiation exposure as
low as possible.

You're dealing in an area where, you know, the
degree of compliance is a subjective measure. It's as
low as reasonably achievable, so what's reasonable?

It's subjective by nature,

JUDGE SHON: Yeah, but it would seem that
putting the equipment together right side up is
reasonable.

THE WITNESS: We thought so also.

JUDGE LAMB: Mr. Stanley, was the upside-down
valve in the field or in the working model?

THE WITNESS: It was in the plastic model.

JUDGE LAMB: So, it was not actually installed
that way in the field; is that correct?

THE WITNESS: No, it was not installed that
way.

JUDGE LAMB: That was what I understood from
your earlier answer. I just wanted to make sure I
understood that.

THE WITNESS: 1I want to clarify that then., We

observed it on the plastic model and confirmed it in the
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design drawings, but it had not been installed yet.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) When you confirmed it in the
design drawings, had those drawings been released for
construction?

A I don't know the answer to that guestion
because I don't recall that.

MR. SINKIN: Mr., Chairman, I see that it's
12:20. I'm moving into a separate inquiry. If we want
to break for lunch, that's fine.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I guess we'll break now.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, before we Jo off
the record, well, I don't care if we're on the record,
but I wonder if we can get some estimate as to how we're
doing time wise so0 we can plan on the schedule for the
succeeding witness panel.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, we really -- we're
coming -~ toward the end is a very major area which may
or may not be acceptable. Toward the end there's a
couple major areas which may or may not be permissible
and the difference on those rulings, which we haven't
made and obviously haven't heard about, could make a big
difference.

I would -~ it looks to me, Mr. Sinkin, you can
correct me, but it looks to me that in an" -“vent we will

carry over till tomorrow morning.
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MR. SINKIN: Yes,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: No matter what happens on
those last two items, but it's hard for me to estimate
otherwise.

MR. SINKIN: Yes. Definitely till tomorrow
morning.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: But beyond that I can't =--
it will depend on a couple of rulings which I'm sure
we'll have to make.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Thank you.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: 8So, let's make it 1:30,
back at 1:30.

(Luncheon recess taken.)

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442



© @ N O U s W NN

I S S T S N T T =
U & W N O W N wm s W N O~ O

13108

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Back on the record. As a
preliminary matter, the Board thinks we will probably
postpone our discussion of Waterford until tomorrow or
perhaps even later after Mr, Stanley's testimony. It
doeen't enter into our discussion of this testimony. But
possibly first thing in the morning.

MR. AXELRAD: Fine.

MR. REIS: Mr. Chairman, the staff has made
further inquiries on the Hoot allegation and just what is
being done with it. The staff coordinator has identified
particular concerns in -- the Region IV coordinator -~
dealing with allegations that identified particular
concerns that we're looking into in what he sent forward,
and we've been attempting to get in touch with him.

His address is rather hard to find now. But
we've gone through the private organization he first
wrote to. We have a Post Office Box number and he's not
respondino to us. But we are trying to get in touch with
him.

As far as the drug and alcohol issues, at HL4P,
if there are any, I have been informed that HL&P has been
very aggressive; I don't think that's part of this
hearing, but just for the Board's information, has been
very aggressive at the site in using dogs to sniff out

illegal substances and firing anybody who either has
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alcoholic beverages or illegal substances on the site,
just summarily, in trying to control the situation. To a
great deal, as the Board is probably aware, this is a
problem at many plants all over the country and is
endemic in our society both these matters. And there's
been no question in the Staff"s mind that HL&P has been
very much on top of these matters. I don't think it's a
particular issue in this hearing, but I'm just telling
the Board what I found out in my inquiries because the
Board asked me this morning about it.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Right. Well, our inquiry
was really motivated not so much because it was a
particular issue, but becapse it just appeared to us that
possibly the drug and alcohol problems could fall between
the cracks if OI did not investigate and, for instance,
I&E would be looking into technical questions; it's
possible that the alcohol and drug problems would not
have been looked at. So that was why we raised the
inquiry.

MR. REIS: Well, the staff, as I say, is
concerned about these matters and whether in one sense,
it's illegalities in the sense -- and violations of law
in the sense that OI looks at them but if they do have
safety implications, certainly the I&E is concerned about

these things as well.
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this item and the briefing on April the 13th, did you
approach HL&P with any other items you felt needed a
review similar to that given the upset condition?

A No, there were no other items. This was the
only one.

Q After the April 13, between the April 13th
briefing and the May 7th final report, did you bring any
other times to their attention?

A There were no items in that period, either.

Q Did you ever discuss after March the 5th, 1981,
did you ever discuss with HL&P personnel whether you
should continue to bring items to them individually or
whether they should be held for the final report?

A No, there was no discussion of that. I was
operating on the basis that if we uncovered a problem of
that type, that we would immediately bring it to their
attention regardless of time.

Q And you operated under that assumption all the
way up to May 7th?

A All the way.

Q Turning to Page 9 of Mr. Goldberg's testimony -~

A Okay, I have it.

Q Starting at the very bottom, it says, "Please
describe the April 13th briefing." And then on page ten,
Mr. Goldberg describes that briefing.
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I'd like you to review Mr. Goldberg's
description of that briefing and tell me if there's
anything that he conveys in his answer that you would
convey differently about the role of Quadrex in that
briefing?

A There's nothing that I would disagree within
this testimony.

Q Would it be correct to say that by April 13,
the Quadrex technical reviewers had prepared their
individual findings for each discipline?

A They'd -- at least their first draft at that
point. They did continue to work through much of the
rest of April to complete their write-ups.

Q Did you say to complete their --

A To complete their write-ups. We turned Volumes

II and III over to HL&P at the end of April. So they
were continuing to work on their write-ups.
Q If you would look at Applicant Exhibit 57,
.\ I have it.

Q All right. If you will notice on the left-hand

side, on occasion there's a star kind of mark. What I'd

like you to do, Mr. Stanley, is for each starred item,

explain whether the work of Quadrex, the review by

Quadrex, was complete as of April 13th on that item, and

if it was not complete, what remained to be done.
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Q First one is item five, "Receipt of input
design control."

A I think you are asking me a question that I'm
really going to be speculating a lot about.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Shouldn't speculate.

MR. SINKIN: We aren't looking for speculation --

THE WITNESS: He's asking me to say it whether
I know whether the item was complete or not.

MR. SINKIN: Right.

THE WITNESS: And there's no way I can be
absolutely certain of that. We started writing the
report in March, as people came back from Houston; we
turned the report over to HL&P Volumes II and III, in
April 27th, and in between that time, when something was
finished, I simply don't know. There's no way that I can
answer that question.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Okay. If you can't answer it,
you can't answer it.

When you were making your presentation on April
13, did you attempt to convey whether a given item was
finished or still more work had to be done?

A No, we didn't. We didn't make that distinction
for the HL&P people that we were presenting to. What we
did try to do was to present our current status, in the

development of specific findings. But I had the other
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nine or ten or eleven members of our team back in
California working still; they were trying to get
additional information from Brown & Root counterparts;
they were attempting to collect their material for the
material that they looked at during the review as well as
commen:s that I had provided to them; certainly we were
nearing the end, but I just can't state that they were
done at that point. I don't know.
Q When you say "comments you provided," were

those comments of your own?

Yes.

Or were those --

Yes.

o » O »

But for the people sitting in the meeting on

April 13, would there be any way for them to know whether
a finding you presented was indeed a finding at that
point or whether there was additional information that
you were gathering that might alter the finding?

A I believe we set the ground work that this was
a interim type cf meeting in the middle of the report
preparation phase. It was intended to communicate our
status, give them some advance knowledge of what we were
writing about, where we were headed, and to solicitc from
them what comments they wanted to provide. That was the

purpose of this meeting.
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Q Let me ask you if you will turn to the fifth
page of this document.

A It starts with item ten at the top?

Q No, back up one page.

A Starts with item eight on the ECP?

Q Yes.

Q You have what Mr. Goldberg has recorded generic
observations. Was this the first time that Quadrex
indicated that they were going to do generic findings in
this fashion?

IS I believe earlier you introduced an exhibit --

Q I think you are absolutely right.

A -- which was my outline of the report where I
had generic items listed.

Q Yes.

A So it was my intent from that point to have
generic observations, where they were relevant and
pertinent. I believe from his notes here, this is the
first presentation where we have called things generic
obeservations.

In the March 18th meeting, I was giving him
some preliminary indications of early information that I
had picked up. But this is, I believe, the first time
where we presented anything that would be called a

generic observation, to the group of HL&P managers.
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Q Down at the bottom 6f the page, item eight,
"Use of preliminary data up to fuel lcading"?

A Yes.

Q What was that? What was the basis of that
generic observation?

MR. GUTTERMAN: 1I've got a problem, it seems to
me that the questions ought to deal with what was told to
HL&P, not --

MR. SINKIN: 1I'll ask it that way.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) What did you tell HL&P was the
basis for that generic finding?

A What we indicated to HL&P was that through out
a number of disciplines at Brown & Root, a number of
different meetings, we had been told that it was going to
be Brown & Root's position to design -- verify design
documents when the data became final and that that could
be all the way up to the point of fuel loading.

We had heard that message many, many times,
that it was their intent to do the verification at the
time of final data which would be fuel loading. So we
wanted to report that to Mr. Goldberg, that we thought =--
we thought in our mind that that was not particularly
economic, not particularly the right way to approach the
verification of final designs.

Q Wae your only concern economic?
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.Y Primarily it was economic. There is always the
potential that it could involve safety related equipment,
safety related designs. However, based upon the design
outputs that we were exposed to and we had looked at, the
design output documernts at that point in time were
relatively good. And in many cases were very over
conservative.

There was plenty of margin in some of the
things we looked at. So safety wasn't our primary
concern with that one as much as it was economic. It
could lead to equipment redesigns, equipment up sizing,
things of this nature, which would be mostly an economic
issue.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Stanley, were you aware
at that time whether any of the preliminary data that was -~
that you apparently referenced was, in laymen's language,
non-conservative on its face?

THE WITNESS: I don't recall any of our
reviewers saying that they had come across preliminary
data that was non-conservative. Probably the closest
would be HVAC, where they had designed the system for
normal operating conditions and had not even considered
accident conditions. Clearly any preliminary data there
would probably be non-conservative and that item turned

out to be reported. But I'm not aware of any of our
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reviewers saying, "Hey, I found a bad number, and we
think this is clearly wrong." That didn't occur.

Our concern primarily was the attitude that "We
don't have to do verification until we get final data and
we don't have to have final data until fuel load."™ And
that just seemed to me to be a very risky course from an
economic, from getting a license, from those stand
points.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I take it that you would
have considered designs which incorporated the
preliminary data as or at least as including those which
had been released for construction?

MR, AXELRAD: 1I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, I didn't
hear your question.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: As at least including those
which -~ those designs which would have been released for
construction, designed for the preliminary data, that is.

THE WITNESS: My understanding of general
industry practice, based on what I've looked at over the
years, that designs are frequently released for
construction with preliminary data, where a listing is
kept or some other mechanism of tracking is kept to
identify what data it is that is preliminary so that you
can search for the final results, and then verify that

the design is still conservative.
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I don't think that's at all unusual. What was
unusual here was a strong attitude toward, "I don't have
to do it until fuel loading."™ That was pervasive across
the disciplines. We just felt that that was a risk that
HL&P should not have to bear from an economic standpoint.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I just guess to repeat, you
don't know of any other than perhaps the HVAC area, you
don't know of any of these designs, assuming they were
releas2d for construction, designs using preliminary data
which were, to your knowledge, non-conservative?

THE WITNESS: I am not aware of any that fit
that category.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: All right.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) During your study, Mr.
Stanley, did you see evidence demonstrated that Brown &
Root was assuring that the design assumptions were
conservative?

MR. GUTTERMAN: I will have the same objection
I've had throughout that the questions ought to be
phrased in terms of what was told to HL&P rather than
what Quadrex saw.

MR. SINKIN: Not on this question, I don't
believe. 1I'm following up on the Chairman's question
about what the designs they considered were and whether

those designs were found to have non-conservative values.
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He said no.

I'm now asking whether he saw evidence that
Brown & Root was assuring that the design assumptions
were conservative.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Well, are you limiting it as
I did to where preliminary data was being used?

MR. SINKIN: Where preliminary data was being
used.

I There were indications that Brown & Root was
performing checks of calculations and verification of
drawings and I would quess -- I would state that the
facts that the design output documents that we looked at
did not contain significant errors is an indication that
that was probably true. Other than that, I didn't have
any evidence.

Q So you knew that Brown & Root was performing
checks of calculations and drawings and you had looked at
drawings and had not found -~

A We had not found significant errors in the
drawings.,

Q But in terms of a Brow~ & Root process that
would show you they were assuring the -- that the
assumptions were conservative, did you see that kind of
process?

A Not at that time, because their stated policy
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was that they would do design verification when the
numbers were final. That was going to be some time in
the future.

Q It may be a difficult with my question. Let me
try and rephrase it.

One of the reasons that you have expressed that
it is a general practice to release things, construct
them, install them, on preliminary data, is that you
assume the assumptions being made are conservative, and
that when you go to verify it, everything is going to be
all right.

My question was: Did you find evidence that
Brown & Root was adequately assuring that the assumptions
underlying the preliminary data were conservative?

MR. GUTTERMAN: I object to that as asked and
answered. I think that was answered two questions back.

MR. SINKIN: I think he answered in a slightly
different way than that question was worded. And we can
go back and have the court reporter read the question and
answer.

MR. GUTTERMAN: Mr. Chairman, I don't see the
need to do that. I think the witness clearly stated that
he looked at the output drawings, the design outputs, and
that they didn't indicate significant errors, and that

was an indication that they were doing checks.
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That's as my notes reflects and I think that
was directly responsive to the guestion that was posed
before and that was directly responsive to the guestion
that's now pending.

MR. SINKIN: Well, I don't agree, Mr. Chairman.
The fact that they looked at output documents and didn't
find errors does not establish that there was an in-place
system that at Brown & Root for assuring that the
assumptions underlying the use of preliminary data were
indeed conservative.

They only looked at a sample of some drawings.
What I'm looking for is was there a formal process, was
there evidence that Brown & Root was assuring that the
assumptions under the preliminary data were conservative?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I think we'll overrule the
objection.

A If I understand your question correctly, you
are trying to search out whether we taw evidence of QA
recorde that would indicate that the assumptions were
being checked by Brown & Root.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Okay. Let me try again on the
question., I'm not necessarily referring to QA records.
When you're using preliminary data -~

A Right,

Q -= you supposedly have a certain confidence

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442




13127

that the assumptions are conservative. When you looked
at Brown & Root's operation, did you find that they had
an operation that would give you the kind of confidence -~
let me try again.

A I think I can I can answer your question
without the question.

MR, GUTTERMAN: We need to have a question

before your answer can be meaningful on the record,

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Okay. I was hoping there

© O N o v e W N -

—
o

would be an easier way to do this, but I'm not sure that

—
—

I have an easier way.

—
~N

1 4id have something specific in mind and let

—
w

me show you, Mr, Stanley. If Applicant would provide you

—
e

with Applicant Exhibit 63, which is the Bechtel task

—
w

force assessment. Do you have that?

—
o

(No Hiatus.)
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MR. SINKIN: I'm going to distribute what I
ask be marked as CCANP Exhibit 104.
(CCANP Exhibit No. 104 marked for
identification.)
Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Do you recognize CCANP
Exhibit 1047
A Yes, I do.
Q 1s this your comments in reviewing the draft
of Applicants' Exhibit 637
A They are, yes.
Q Okay. I'd like you to go to comment number
3. And perhaps in order to be sure your answer 1is
completely accurate, you might want to revieéw the
particular line items mentioned in that comment and then
I'll ask you to address your comment.
While you're reviewing the line item, Mr.
Stanley, if you would also review the task force
assessment, I think that clarifies your comment.
A Okay.
Q All right, As I read line item 2, line item
10 and line item 22, these are examples of areas where
preliminary data is being used and the Quadrex finding
ie expressing a concern gbout the licensing risk
involved in using such preliminary data. 1Is that

correct?

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

13129

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And in each of the Bechtel task force
assessments, they say that it is an acceptable approach
to design the structures using preliminary data in a
judicious manner. And then in parentheses they say i.e.
with the application of appropriate factors depending on
the confidence level in these data.

And then in your comment you say you do not
see any evidence during your review that appropriate
factors were applied by Brown & Root to account for the
confidence level.

A That's correct.

Q That's where I'm trying to aim my question.

A That's correct.

Q You did not see evidence that Brown & Root was
applying appropriate factors to assure the confidence
level they were claiming they had?

I And that was what I was trying to point out to
the Bechtel task force that I could accept their
disposition or their assessment of it had we seen those
factors., Our reviewers indicated to me that they had
not seen them in these particular areas.

Q Right. Okay. Thank you,

JUDGE SHON: Mr. Stanley, did you see evidence

that there was any general set of rules of thumb or
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practices that Brown & Root was using uniformly to

account for the fact that they didn't have great
confidence in the preliminary data?

THE WITNESS: That's a very good point because
this first item, line item 2, deals with the structural
discipline.

JUDGE SHON: Uh=huh.

THE WITNESS: The second one is also in
structures and the third one is also in structures. And
what we did observe was that the design was extremely
conservative from a loading standpoint. Much more
concrete and much more reinforcing bar than we actually
expected to see.

So, the design was very very conservative.
Our reviewer in this area did not feel that when the
final loads were ultimately developed, that there was
much risk that there would be an overload.

JUDGE SHON: §o =~

THE WITNESS: 8o, we felt that the design
process they were using was compensating for the fact
that they didn't have these factors to account for the
preliminary data.

JUDGE SHON: Something in --

THE WITNESS: 1It's a different approach.

JUDGE SHON: What you're saying then is
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something in their design factors, you don't know
whether it was factors or what it was, but something was
making them tend to overbuild and hence go on to the
conservative side?

THE WITNESS: Yes, that was the impression
that we had.

JUDGE SHON: Thank you.

JUDGE LAMB: Mr. Stanley, you said that your
people did not see those, if I recall your statement.

THE WITNESS: The factors.

JUDGE LAMB: That's right.

THE WITNESS: They didn't see the preliminary
data --

JUDGE LAMB: By that do you mean they
positively identified them as being absent or they just
didn't see them?

THE WITNESS: No, they positively identified
that they were absent, that that approach was not being
used by Brown & Root.

However, as I pointed out to Judge Shon, the
design was very conservative in this discipline and our
reviewer did not think that there was a technical
problem.

JUDGE LAMB: Could your reviewer account for

that? Did he account -~
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‘ 1 THE WITNESS: I believe so. In the
2 categorization of these findings, I believe that's how
3 he accounted for that.
- Yes, sir.
5 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Stanley, did they have
3 an adequate tracking system so they knew where they had

7 used preliminary data and what they should go back and

8 check?

9 THE WITNESS: I don't really recall the
10 specifics. I'm not sure. I just don't remember that
11 point as to what we saw there or what we didn't see.

. 12 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: All right.

13 Q (By Mr. Sinkin) I didn't quite understand.
14 Judge Lamb asked you how your reviewers accounted for
15 this over-conservatism you found. You said

16 categorization. 1I'm not sure your answer and his

17 question -- let me ask that question.

18 A He was asking me if we positively did not see
19 these factors.
20 Q Right.
21 A And I stated that we positively did not see

22 them. 8o, that design approach of taking preliminary
23 data and using a multiplying factor to provide a
24 conservative estimate, that approach was apparently not

25 being used. However, there must have been another
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approach that Brown & Root was using because the design
was overly conservative from a2 safety standpoint.

Q At any point in the .eview did you discover
what it was Brown & Root was doing that led to it being
over-conservative?

A Not to my knowledge. Now, the reviewer that
performed this review had at one time worked on South
Texas for Brown & Root, so I think he was familiar with
the method they were using.

Q This reviewer worked for Brown & Root on South
Texas?

A For a brief period of time.

Q Brief period of time. 1In the structural
discipline?

I Yeah. The issue didn't come up, 80O
consequently I feel very confident that he was satisfied
that the design from a safety standpoint was
sufficiently conservative, even though the datas were
preliminary.

Q When you say the issue didn't come up, the
issue didn't come up as to how they achieved
over-conservatiem?

A Yeah, he didn't even bring that up. Had he
been concerned, I'm sure he would have.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I don't know how relevant
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this is, but did that reviewer quit or was he fired?

THE WITNESS: No, no.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Not by Quadrex, but by
Brown & Root?

THE WITNESS: Voluntarily.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Well, Mr. Stanley, was any
effort made by Quadrex when this study began to screen
out people who had actually worked on the South Texas
Project?

MR. REIS: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to object.
That's not relevant. There is no way that can be
relevant to this proceeding and the reason is the issue
is not whether -~ no way can an issue of whether Quadrex
wasn't strict enough can be an issue in this
proceeding.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: That's true.

MR, SINKIN: Well, Mr., Chairman, I mean, we
note that Mr. Goldberg made quite clear that the purpose
was to have an independent reviewer with no previous
involvement in the project and suddenly it pops out one
of the reviewers is -~

MR. REIS: We're going into all kinds of
collateral issues and it's taking forever and this is
just another one.

MR. GUTTERMAN: We just seem to be having this
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proposition argued over and over again that if some fact
that is stated in the testimony, however collateral it
may be, that there is some reason why we ought to go
into a deep investigation of it just because it came
into the record. If it's not material to anything,
there's no reason to go into it,

MR. SINKIN: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goldberg made
gquite a point in his testimcny of saying they wanted L.
hire someone independent of the project who had never
been involved in the project., It at least goes to the
credibility of that representation in his testimony.

MR. REIS: I don't know whether we're taking
more time with this objection which I made to shorten
things, but certainly as a general proposition as we go
through these things we're getting into matters that are
80 collateral and so removed from what we should be
focusing on, which is the matters that the Board set out
in its two prehearing conference orders, and this is not
one of them,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: We'll sustain the
objection,

MR. SINKIN: 1 would move CCANP No. 104 into
evidence, Mr. Chairman,

MR, PIRFO: No objection from the staff,

MK. REIS: No, wait,
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MR. PIRFO: Strike that, please.

MR. SINKIN: Can we have specified which
attorney will be arguing this objection?

MR. PIRFO: I think you just got that
specification.

MR. REIS: Mr, Chairman, I don't mind for the
matters stated on comment 3 to come in to illustrate the
testimony, but there has been no -~ this is a long
document and there's no testimony on anything else in
the document. We just have it on essentially six lines
on the first page of an eight-page document, We don't
have a whole document introduced for every purpose just
because it is illustrative of six lines on one page.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr. Sinkin, do you propose
to question Mr., Stanley about any of the other comments
in the document? Before you get done I mean?

MR, SINKIN: Before I get done, yes. Not at
this time in my cross-examination, but =~

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: The Board will defer ruling
on this one at least until the end of your
cross-examination of Mr, Stanley.

MR. SINKIN: Okay.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: And then at least we'll see
how much of it would come in ==

MR, SINKIN: All right,
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JUDGE BECHHOEFER: ~~ if not all of it.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr. Stanley, if you would
refer to Applicants' Exhibit 58,

A I have it.

Q I believe you've already testified that the
handwr.tten notes are your notes.

A That's correct.

Q In looking at those handwritten notes, it
looks to me like, and you tell me if I'm right or wrong,
three different attempts to define for yourself what the
categories would be.

A It's possible, I don't recall whether it was
three attempts or two attempts, but ==~

Q Okay .

A == Certainly they were attempts,

Q Were you going through this process with Dr.
Sumpter?

A No, the initial attempt at categorizing the
findings that we had written up, and there were some
three hundred of them, into the four categories was
done =~ I did that myself. The review of the
shortcomings of that four~letter system was conducted
with Dr. Sumpter by telephone. I was explaining to him
the difficulty that I was having in finding an

appropriate category for a number of the findings we
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reportability would have ended up in A-l. Anything that
had to do with generating reliable power, plant
availability, would have ended up in category B and so
forth down. Each of them had a definite niche. But if
there was any question as to whether it was potentially
reportable or it was a licensing matter or a safety
issue, it ended up in the A category.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Now -- let me see if I can
find something. How does the general category that is
referenced in the Quadrex report itself as potential
problem findings, how would :hat -- how is that
reconciled with the most serious ones? Could potential
problem findings include the genesis of matters that
would be reportable eventuall}, or could be reportable
eventually I should say?

THE WITNESS: Well, the way that we
characterized the potential problem findings were that,
I'll read the words, the potential for future problems
as indicated by the following findings may or may not
exist, Further investigation would be necessary to
fully assess the impact.

So, it was a case where we had some very
limited amount of information, very preliminary
information, and we just didn't have enough information

to carry it further than this category. They could go
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either way depending upon the information Lhat was
developed afterwards. That's all we meant by that.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: 1 see.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) There can be events in the
operation of a nuclear power plant that lead to a
turbine trip, right? And that could be a safety problem
or could not be a safety problem, is that right?

MR. GUTTERMAN: I don't understand the --

MR. SINKIN: The event. We're generalizing
here. An event that would lead to a turbine trip could
be a safety problem or might not be a safety problem.

MR. GUTTERMAN: That's a strange question to
me. Is the question whether causing a turbine trip is
itself a safety problem or is the gquestion something
like a tornado or an earthquake that might also cause a
turbine trip might alsoc be a safety problem?

MR. SINKIN: I see. I see. Okay.

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Let me put it in terms of
category B, generation of reliable power. Generation of
reliable power says to me that the plant is operating
and delivering electricity. There could be events that
cause a turbine trip where the plant would stop
generating electricity, correct?

A Yes.

Q We'll exclude acts of God, tornadoes,
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