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MR. CHANDLER: Good morning, I'm Clarence

Chandloé with the Office of Executive Legal Director. This
morning there will be a public meeting which has been
agreed to between the Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and Intervenor, Citizens Associatizn for Sound
Energy.

Citizens Association for Sound Erargy this
morning i: represented Dy Antrony Roisman and Ms. Billie
Garde. I will turn it over to Mr. Roisman in a moment for
any opening comments or thoughts he may ‘rave.

Notice of this meeting was provided -- and in
addition I see representatives of the Applicant in the rear
of the room. Mr. Noonan, in a moment, will make scme
opening comments, and further discuss the conduct of this
meeting.

Essentially, this meeting is being conducted as
outlined very generally in the joint stipulation of Staff
and Citizens Association for Sound Energy Request for
Subpoenas, a document dated October 23, 1985, ﬁilod with
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board in this proceeding on
that date.

The general subject of this meeting will be a
discussion and questioning by Citizens Association for

Sound Energy on the matters discussed in the Staff's
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supplemental s3fety evaluation toports 7 through 11, which
reflect the reviews and evaluations performed by the Staff's
technical review team, or TRT. This meeting is a joint
Docket 1 and Docket 2 meeting, and as agreed, CASE's
Washington representatives will be asking questions in both
dockets.

With that, I will turn it over to Mr. Noonan for
any preliminary comments that he hay wish to make .at this
time and for introduction of the other Staff individuals.'

MR. NOONAN: Good morning, I'm Vince Noonen.

I'm the director of the Comanche Peak project for the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff. Just a couple of
things I would address ro Mr. Roisman and Ms. Garde.

The subject of intimidation and harassment, I
know tha:'g part of this case. This particular group of
pecple were not involved in that directly other than they
looked at allegations. As you know there was a special
report put out by my parel, and they addressed the subject
of intimidation and harassment. I have asked the Staff not
L0 use names of allegers even though thoybmay have been
made public, since this is a public meeting I asked them
ROt tO use names. If that's no problem I would like to
proceed that way.

At the end of this session today and also

tomorrow, I would ask the Applicant if they wish toc make a

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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comment for the record. One last item of business, I would
like to provide some frequent breaks to the reporter so we
could stop for a short period of time to allow her to cake
& quick break. |
Other than that, Mr. Roisman, I don't have any
other opening remarks. Go ahead and proceed with your

questions. .

OQGMQUNH

MR. ROISMAN: Okay, Mr. Noonan. Ms. Ellis asked

]

UsS to have included in the record a one-page statement

—
o

which attaches the stipulation and simply explains her
11 understanding of the agreement. I've given the reporter

12 three copies, and I will give Mr. Chandler one and

13 Mr. Noonan one, and one for the Applicant's lawyer,

. 14 | Let me start at the outset Dy saying what we
15 will do in the next tweo days is not cross-oxaminqcion.
16 When we do cross-examination, it will take place in frone

17 of the hearing board. Our purpose is a very benign purpose.

18 We linp;y want to f{ind out in each of the areas that we are
19 interested in what was meant by statements that appear to
20 Us to be ambiguocus, or it is not clear; and where the

21 Statement is clear, and it is not clear why the statement
22 was made, to understand the basis.

23 Our purpose is not to argue with you or to

i‘ attempt to pin you to the wall, so to speak. There is a

25 time for that; this is not it. It is not our purpose here.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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This is in the nature of what lawyers talk about. rhis is
in the nature of a discovery deposition. I just want to
find out whut you know, and in the words of Watergate, when
did you know it, and that is our only goal.

[ realize :here's a certain amount of tension
that precedes this meeting, and that's probably inevitable
cn both sides, but I want Yyou t> know that at least Billie
and I have nc particular axe to grind. We come with no
predisposition that any statements you made are clearly
wrong or, unfortunately, that they are clearly right. what
we come for is information.

A lot of the information that underlies the worx
that you have done has only very recently been made
available to us and even larger pieces have not been made

available at all. That's not the fault of any of you who

we'll be talking to, but there will be times when you will

think, why are they asking that, I had a l6-page memorandum
that explained it all. Just tell us that, that it is laid
out in scmething.

We have this POIA request which is being
responded to at a pace which is glacial, to say the least.
Eventually, all the information will De there, and we will
Ery to not ask you gquestions that we should know the answer
to because we have the material in our hands.

The ocutline of how we intend to proceed is, to

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347.3700 Nanonwide Coverage 800- 336-6546
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start with, Mr. Ippolito, who is sort of tha 9r '‘ndfather of
thls project, let him explain to us how it got started,
what it is about. We will ask Mr. Ippolito to discuss in
some detail the July 13, 1984 report, which was, for lack
of a better term, a mini TRT report. And we'll ask

Mr. Noonan very briefly to simply indicate to what extent
the system that Mr. Ippolito put into place was changed,
altered, relied upon or in any other way used for the
remainder of what ultimately became the TRT's letters and
then after that the SSERs.

We'll then take the SSERs, essentially in
chronological order except the one that deals wich
miscellanecus -- we'll probably do that just before we do
QA/QC, so we'll start with number 7 then do number 9, 10,
8 and 11, in cha:_otdor.

Now, if we are talking about matters that are in
one of your areas of expertise to somecne who really is not
4s expert and you want F° Speak up, it is okay with me. I,
don't know what Mr, Chandler or Mr. Noonan may have told
you but it is quite all right with me Lf someone says,
that's not exactly it, or wait, let me explain, because T
was there. That's fine. I'm just trying to get
information, and I'll direct my attention to whoever
Mr. Chandler and Mr. Noonan say I ought to start talking to,

but i{f somebody else wants to sSpeak up from the Staff,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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that's all right with us.

Do you have any gquestions?

MR. CHANDLER: Let me make one comment. That is
in fact the way the Staff intends to respond. To the
axtent -~ and as you can see, there are Qquite a number of
individuals here, you will be hearing from -- likely, from
more chan simply the individuals at the table, to the
extent another individual may have information pertinent to
your Question,

You alluded in your opening comment to the fact
that this is in the nature of a discovery deposition. Just
again so the record is clear, this is in the nature of
informal discovery. These ir“ividuals, unlike a deposition,
will nat be placed under ocath, and let's proceed on that
basis.

- MR. NOONAN: One clarificatinn, the Staff has
been instructed to speak up if somebody - this room has
information that's available, they will speak up and tell
you thar. If something is said wrong, wofll correct it
right at the time that we know about it. I want to ask one
question: In reading the transcripts next week when we go
through them, if I find some errors, I will give them to
Mr. Chandler and he can communicate to you what those
errors are.

MR. ROISMAN: We hoped you would do that. We

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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appreciate it,

MR. CHANDLER: Will this document provided by
Ms. Ellis be filed in the proceeding or is it simply your
intention to have it attached?

MR. ROISMAN: Our intent was to have it bound in
with the transcript,

MR. CHANDLER: f have no problem with that.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr, Ippolito, I would like to
start wich you. Do You have a copy of the June 11, 1984
letter that you sent to the hearing board? well, I'll go
through it slowly enough so we'll be able to talk about the
same thing.

In that letter, YOu state on page 2 of the
attachment -- and the letter that I'm referring tc until T
tell you different is che June 11, 1984 letter to the
hoirtnq board that you signed, in which you transmitted to
them a copy of the Comanche Peak plan for the compiletion of
outstanding regulatory actions dated May of '84. On page 2
of the plan you indicate "this plan proposes the
formulation of a TRT to evaluate and resolve a number of
technical issues, including allegations presently identified.”

Can yéa expand a little bit on the scope of what
you understood was your mission, and in particular,
distinguishing between issues that you were going to look

at that came to the Staff as a direct result of an

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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allcgetion, and other matters that you were going to look
4t that didn't nave their origin in an allegation.

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes. I think that AEOD stated it
on March 12, estabiishec responsibility for managing all
licensing actions to NRR. This included those actions
necessary that are normally performed by the office of
investigation, INE: the region, the hearing issues, as
well as the licensing issues, and whatever allegations we
were aware of. It was principally these four areas that I
was responsible to coordinate, and resolve. The plan that
you have before you provides -- it includes what a typical
plan does include, schedules, manpower estimates, it also
includes an estimate of the amount of work that has t& be
done at the time that plan was written.

MR. ROISMAN: . S0 that your perception at that
time of what the TRT's output would be would be ==

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm sorry, continue.

MR. ROISMAN: Your perception as of June 11 of
1984 of what the output would be was that }: would in
effect be the total technical report on the plant?

MR. IPPOLITO: What I described is my
toop&nlibllitioc. As part of that, I establ.shed a TRT.
That is clearly stated in the Plan. The TRT was to
investigate the known and existing allegations that were

known at the time, and I think that within that, you'll see

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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the distribution,

My recollection is there's something like 300 or
80 allegations that were being loocked at, then there was
something like about another hundred that were being
distributed to OI, that remained in the region, and I
forget whatever is in there but the parceling of the
responsibilities are stated there. As part of the
enclosures there are the charts, schedules, with the pecple
responsible for them.

MR. ROISMAN: The part that puzzled me == and
let me read the phrase again == was, "this plan proposes
the formation o' a TRT to evaluate and resolve a number of
technical issues, including allegations presently
identified.” Were there some technical issues that TRT was
going to look at that went beyond the scope of the
allegations? |

MR. IPPOLITO: If you looked at the record here,
there are areas that are confusing as to what are _
allegations and what are technical issues. By that I mean
if one looks at what has been happening at the hearings,
when you speak -- like, in particular I'n thinking about
the Welch Doyle issues. These were treated as issues to be
resolved,

I had to assemble the peocple to resolve those

issues, but when you locked at the allegations, what you

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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found is a total overlap. So I wasn't going to have people
two groups of people reviewing Pipe hanger design or cable
tray hanger design, and it is within that context -- there
was an issue ongoing at the hearing that needed resolution.
To the extent that the TRT had overlspped in that area,
then we would cover it.

MR. ROISMAN: Were there any issues that related
to technical problems that the Staff was aware of at the
plant other than ones that would GO to OI that the TRT was
not going to look at?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: You don't have to list them. Can
you categorize them?

MR. IPPOLITO: I would say the licensing issues.
For instance,.I'll name two that come to mind immediately.
One is the TDI, the diesel generators. There's a big
problem, there was a generic problem with TDIs. Then we
had a request by the licensee on the paint to declare the
Paint non-Q. It was -- that review was not done Sy the TRT

MR. ROISMAN: When you say licinsinq issues,
that's different than hearing issues?

MR. IPPOLITO: Correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Were there any issues -- was the
Staff trying to at least encompass all the technical

hearing issues within the scope of what the TRT would look

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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like?

MR. IPPOLITO: I just don't recall. There's a
nice chart in that plan that lists rospon;ibilxtios. anq I
think that we could save a lot of time if you just refer to
that. That's what I attempted to do.

MR. ROISMAN: TI'm not good on charts and I caan't
use the term “"nice" for any of them. Why don't you tell me
which one you particularly liked?

MR. IPPOLITO: Look at figures 2 and 3 of the
plan.

MR. CHANDLER: So the record is clear, that was
figures 2 and 3 attached to the letter dated June --

MR. ROISMAN: Attached to the May '84 plan
attached to the letter of June 11, 1984.

Did you participate in the decision on how to
divide the responsibilities between what the TRT would take,
what would be done outside the TRT and by other components
of the Staff and what would be done by consultants?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes, I did, but clearly, a part:
of my responsibilities -- when I was appointed project
director, I was told to attempt to use the line
organization to the maximrum extent that I could. In other
words, those issues that are normally handled by a
particular office, to the extent that T could, with

resources avallable and time, what have you, I should try

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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o coordinate their efforts. .

MR. ROISMAN: And in the preparation of this
division of laber, what, as you understood it then, what
was the operating criteria for whether a technical issue
was looked at by the TRT rather than Dy somebody else?

MR. IPPOLITO: Say that again.

MR. ROISMAN: 1I'm trying to understand what was
the operating criteria by which you decided whether it was
tO be looked at by the TRT or some other component.,

MR. IPPOLITO: Other than those obvious things,
I think I looked to see whether the line organizacion had
sufficient expertise, knowledge available within time
Cr 1straints to work on the job. If not, then I would
attempt to supplement the TRT with the right consultant to
endeavor to meet those criteria.

MR. ROISMAN: Your answer makes me think T
haven't made my Qquestion clear. Some issues were to be
resolved by the technical review team, whether by technical
review team members who were Staff pecple on assignment or
whether they vere done by technical review team consultants.
Some issues the technical review team was not supposed to
look at, somecne elsa2 was supposed to. One class of those
issues was, for instance, all the .ssues that went to orI.
Was thofo some set of operating criteria that you knew of

or planned to develop that decided whether the issue was to

ACE.-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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be looked at by the technical review team or by some other
“omponent of the Staff?

MR. IPPOLITO: There were no criteria. I
decided ~- excuse me.

MR. ROISMAN: If someone else has the answer, it
may be more efficient to say.

MR. NOONAN: Staff can speak up if they want to.

MR. CALVO: My perception was that we looked ar
all cthe issuss available at the time, so whether they were
going to OI or other peocple, the technical merits, as far
as it relates to the merits, that was given to the
technical team.

MR. IPPOLITO: He's asking whether there existed
a4 set of criteria by which a decision was m;;:-;s to who
would work on an item. My response is, like I say in the
report here, I decided after examining the item to be
looked at where it should be looked at.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's talk for a minute about the
decision to give to OI the responsibility for locking at
harassment and intimidation. Can you explain to me what i*r
was that you understood was the way that responsibility was
€0 be divided? wWhat was it that OI was going to look at as
opposed to what the TRT would look at?

MR. IPPOLITO: OI is responsible for locking at

wrongdoing. They and only they are responsible for doing

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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that. 1If there were elements of wrongdoing, they would
look at that portion of it. We would cooperate == i{n their
review of investigating wrongdoing there were possible
technical issues involved, then we would cooperate with
each other. We would extract from that portion of the
issue, the technical issues. 1T would then transform them
into “"allegations,® and insert them into the technical
review team review process. But the technical review team,
or NRR, as far as I know, looks at wrongdoing, and as I
understand it, intimidation and harassment is included as a
responsibility of OI. I stand to be corrected but that was
my understanding at the time.

MR. ROISMAN: Is it == I'm troubled by the term
"wrongdoing.* If a QC inspector == if you learn that a QC
inspector approved something that shouldn't have been
approved == you're doing a review, you find something, you
check back and see that he signed off on something as
satisfaccory and it wasn't satisfactory, and it was a
mistake. Is that wrongdoing by the QC inspector, without
getting to the question of why he did it?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think it is a judgment call on
the part of whoever uncovers this., If it looks like a
typical human error, that's one thing. 1If it was
determined to be premeditated or whatever have you,

pirposefully done, that's another matter. And {f we

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Suspect that it is che latter, then we ask OI to look into
ic.

MR. ROISMAN: I want to be clear that I
understand your understanding of this. The scope of what
yoh understand OI would lock at is if scmebody appeared to
do acuo:hing wrong on purpose or as a result of somebody
olic improperly forcing them to do it against their will,
that would be an OI concern, although you would still want
to have the technical review team look. at the underlying
technical problem?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Then you and 0! would work
together to the extent that they needed your input to
understand what had gone on, and they would give you the
benefit of anything they learned that might reflect on the
technical problem?

MR. IPPOLITU: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you, at the time that you
started this whole TRY process, did you perceive that you
would need to have the conclusions from OI before yo; would
be able to have the Staff reach final conclusions about the
plant safety? Was that linked in any way at the time you
started the technical review team process?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes. If you read the plan, the
plan identifies OI as a possible lupediment to meeting the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202.347.37700 Napoowwds Coverage AN 1IAARA




24941.0

'unnno—-o-r-o—.—r-wt—o-ot-‘
UN"‘O‘.*QU‘UNHO

NN
w »

@ @ N M e W N e

17

intended schedule. I think I identified in there that
there are not sufficient people to complete these things in
time for us to reach a licensing decision around 1 October
of '84.

MR. ROISMAN: And why was it necessary to wait
for OI to firish its work in order for the Staff to
complete its work on the review of the plan?

MR. IPPOLITO: At the time, I thought it was
necessary.

MR. ROISMAN: What was your reason or why did
you believe that?

MR. IPPOL.TO: Since effectively, I had the
responsibilicty for total integration of all issues to their
conclusion, that's the primary reason for it. I thought I
had to wait to see what affect the OI reports could have on
Comanche Peak.

MR. ROISMAN: In your determination to divvy up
the responsibility for review between OI and the technical
review team on issues of wrongdoing, where did you place
the phenomenon, if it was one that you were awvare of at the
time, of employees who were not being forced to do
something that they didn't believe they should 4o, but
employees who believed that management was insufficiently
supportive of their work and thus they were discouraged

from deinc .heir job as they thought they should do it?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 MR. IPPOLITO: You should realize that when I

2 assumed responsibility for Comanche Peak, I don't recall,

3 as project director, requesting of OI any == I take that

- DPack. There were about two instances that I wrote OI and

S asked them to look at something. Let's sav a majority of

6 the effort that was being done by OI had already been

7 established there. I think we had some two, possibly three
3 minor references for additional OI investigations as a

9 result of what we as a team uncovered.

10 MR. ROISMAN: What was your definition, what was
11 your working definition at that time, of what constituted
12 the wrongdoing of harassment and intimidation? And by "that

13 time," I'm talking about around June 11 of 1984,
14 MR. IPPOLITO: I persconally had a difficult time
15 in my mind separating management's style from intimidat.on.

16 And this is after having read some of the OI reports. This

17 uneasiness, I guess, stems from my personal background and
18 personal knowledge of management, both here in the
19 government, I mean in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

20 and with the Navy, nuclear power program. But intimidation
21 was defined, since it was the responsibility of 0I, it was

22 defined by OI at the time.

23 ¢ ‘ I think that subsequent to that, there were some
24 formal hearings, Pleadings, or whatever they are called,
25 that established a definition of intimidation, sc we
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operated with that definition from that point on.

MR. ROISMAN: And this difficulty in your own
mind between intimidation on the one hand and management
style on the other, was it your perception that management's
style was benign but intimidation was something of concern,
and you just had a hard time drawing the line betweeh the
two, or was it that you thought they were both unacceptable
and therefore the line~drawing was not so important?

MR. IPPOLITO: We're Speaking theoretically here.
There's an obsessive type of management style which is
clearly unacceptable, but whether or not it results in
intimidation, that's ancther issue. That's my personal
feelings oun the subject.

MR. ROISMAN: “Now, when OI was doing its work as
a rosul:.oithot of matters that you had referred to them
because of what you were finding in your investigations or
as preexisting work, was it your understanding that they
were operating independently of NRR or were they operating
under NRR's supervision?

MR. IPPOLITO: Oh, they were independent. They
are indopondcpt of MRR.

MR. ROISMAN: Now, on page 3 of the May 1984
plan, there's a reference to -- and it says, "The technical
review team may be called together for a specified period

of time, dispersed back to the individualf: parent office
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and then reconstituted in whole or in part as needed to
complete resolution of like issues.” What was your
understanding of what that meant and how you thought that
the TRT was going to function?

MR. IPPOLITO: As project director, at least,
one has to realize that the home offices for the pecple I'm
working on Comanche Peak with would like to have thair
pecple back and functioning. That simply is a warning to
everybody that I have on my technical review team that T
reserved the right to call these pecple back should
something develop after they have, let's say, cocmpleted
their initial assignment. It was just, you know, a caveat
that says, I still have them if I need them. That's all.
It was just a thing of Planning. |

MR. ROISMAN: what W3S your understanding, again
at that time == and I want to keep stressing that, I'm
interested in understanding the breadth of the project, and
I may ask you lacer, certainly Mr. Noonan later, its
evolution == but at that time, what was your understanding
of what would happen with respect %o technical issues that
arose as a result of allegations made after the date that
technical rg;iov team was formalized? Who was going to
have responsibility to look into those allegations, and
where would those be taken care of?

MR. IPPOLITO: All allegations -- let me give
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you some background. One of the first things I did, and I
think anybody would do, is to £ind out exactly what has to
be resolved, how much work there is Qut to be completed.

One of the items was to try to reconstruct or to construct,

identify all of the allegations that we had in hand at the

-time. We did this. we categorized them into the five

groups, and as you read the plan, :hat's what the plan :ays.

What we did was thar everything from, let's say,
around March or April, every allegaticon that came into the .
technical review team, it was reviewed and categorized and
Put into == assigned to the appropriate group within the
technical review team. That's the way it functioned until
I lefc.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you have == let's assume rthat
something that didﬁ': happen had happened, and I want to
know based on that assumption what you thought was going to
De the way the technical review team would deal with it,
Sometime after the technical review team had completed its
work and issued its report, several allegations were made
o the NRC that require investigation. Did you expect that
Lf that should happen that that would be one of the
occasions on which you might reconstitute in whole or in
part the techiical review team to evaluate those?

MR. IPPOLITO: No. It was clearly my intent at

that point, in fact I was proceeding at the time of the
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fifth session, to discuss turnover of allegations back to
region 4. It was just preliminary. We had intended to do
that. They were going to revert back to region 4 and their
normal course of doing == I mean maintaining and reviewing
the allegation tracking system and to proceed along those
lines.

MR. ROISMAN: Was it your perception that the

‘purposc of the technical review team was merely to provide

logistics support for the Staff to be able to deal with
what was becoming a large volume of work that could not be
handled in the normal channels, or did it have some
purposes beyond that?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think you used the word
logistics, and clearly that's not correct, my understanding
of ic. It is ﬁo provide resol' ‘" on of those issues. 1Is
there a problem or is ther- ~+ , problem for those
allegations that we were "JOn.. , at? Clearly, that was ic.
But you have to remember, as I said earlier, that I was to
use, to the extent possible, the line organizations whose
responsibility it was to perform the functions they did
perform, so once we Caught up, then I expected the normal
functioning of each office to take over and proceed and
continue to do its business.

MR. ROISMAN: How did you plan to deal with the

fact that people, let's say from other regions, who were
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working on assignment from TRT or from headquarters working
on assignment with the technical review team, and had
developed not only an expertise in the subject area but
aiso an expertise in this particular plant, how did you
perceive that they would be brought into a subsequent
evaluation of an allegation whoﬁ it was only going to be
done within region 4, as the technical review team didn't
exisc?

MR. IPPOLITO: I would think that when I turned
the thing back to the region, the region would manage it as
they see fit. If they thought they needed that same
expertise that I had developed under the technical review

team, they would ask for it and get it., These are just

- guesses. I really don't know. I anticipated to return

this to the region and that they would manage.it as they
saw fic,

MR. ROISMAN: You did not fe2l that you needed
the technical review team because the region did not have
the technical expertise to evaluate some of these issues?

MR. IPPOLITO: Say that again.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you feel you needed a
technical rev.ew team in part because the region did not
have the technical expertise to evaluate some of the issues?

MR. IPPOLITO: That was part of the

decision-making. The other was the large backlog. The
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other was == I think You recall the region was pretty well
committed to providing much of their Staff to the Waterrord
constructlpn program, and there just were not encugh people
around.

MR. ROISMAN: On page 5 of the May 1984 plan,
under the general heading “Inspections, regulatory actions,"®
this sentence appears: "Particularly significant is the
retest/inspect effort as the applicant plans to rerun
approximately 25 preoperational tests to confirm system
readiness subject to various modifications and design
changes.” Wwas it your understanding that what was being
proposed to e done by the applicant was to use some form
of a toadinoss review of modification design change work in
lieu of sonothing else, tn establish the adequacy of tho.
modificacions and the design? c .

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know. I'm not even
familiar with what you're saying.

MR. ROISMAN: You're not familiar with the
sentence?

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm familiar with the sentence,
but what you added to the sentence, I can't follow.

MR. ROISMAN: Are you familiar with the concept
called readiness review? Does that have any meaning to you?

MR. IPPOLITO: Not right now, no.

MR. ROISMAN: was it your understanding that the
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applicants were going to do these preoperational tests as a
substitute for some ofher regulatory r~ uirement?

MR. IPPOLITO: My understanding of what this is,
and if I == I stand to be corrected -- and that is the
applicant had run a large number of tests, but subsequenc:
to those tests, the system had undergone modification,
which placed into question the suitability of those tests,
and as a result, they had to retest. This required
additional manpower to rewitness or to inspect those tests,
and that is what this alludes to.

MR. WESSMAN: ' This is Dick Wessman from the
Staff. Fundamentally that's correct. This is typical of
mOsSt power plants, they may run tests and may run over a
couple of years, moditicatlons may De macde or test data may
e invalidated so they have to rerun selected tests to
confirm that the plant or the systems meet the appropriate
criteria, and that was what was going on at this point in
time,

MR. ROISMAN: It wasn't your understanding that
the tests were being run as a substitute for confirming
that the modifications or design changes otherwise met
regqulatory requirements?

MR. WESSMAN: I don't know about the term
“substitute.” They were just having to rerun tests because

changes had been made to systems or test data had not been
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completely validated in a previous run of the tests.,

MR. ROISMAN: I want to understand a little bit
more about the -- your understanding of the difference
between the wrongdoings issue and its review by OI, and the
effort by the technical review team. Let me try to
approach it this way: When the technical review team had
an allegation of a particular technical problem, let's
assume that the allegation comes from someone who said, in
addition to the fact that I think this particular component
of the plan is not properly built, the reason I never said
anything before was because I was being pressured to Keep
quiet about it; so we have a technical problem and we have
what I ass.me would fit your definition of a wrongdoing.

Was the technical review team supposed to find
Qut the answer to the Question, why did this technical
problem, assuming that on investigation you found the
technical problem was real, why this technical problem did
not get reported in the informal system of reporting at the
plant? was that part of what th; technical review team's
mission was to do?

MR. IPPOLITO: Part of the technical review
team's mission was where a possible wrongdoing such as that
was uncovered, what we do is ask OI in a memorandum for OI
to initiate an investigation of that. Meanwhile, I would

follow that up with discussions, I or my immediate staff,
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L0 assure that we had a coordinated review of that item,
both technical and wrongdoing.

The logic, I think, is clear. If we go in first,
we stir up the information, the information may not be as
clean for the subsequent investigation, so if we both go in
at the same time, ask our questions quickly and of the
right people, then we both satisfy ourselves that we got
the best information possible to address the issue. So in
those cases we would try to coordinate our technical review
team effort and the OI effort, and we did that a number cf
times on-site.

MR. ROISMAN: My question was, was part of the

technical review team's mission, as you understood it, %o

angwer the question, why? Why is this technical problem,
assuming that after looking at the allegation you confirm
that the technical problem had in fact not been previously
identified. and it was a real problem that should have been,
why it wasn't previously identified? was the technical
review team ultimately supposed to have an answ;r to that
question?

MR. IPPOLITO: No. OI would have an answer to
that question. OI would investigate that wrongdoing.

MR. ROISMAN: Let me change the example. Assume
that taie problem arose, alleger came in to you, said

there's a technical problem over here that has not been
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detected before, and the reason was because the inspector
who was supposed to have detected it was not properly
trained and did not therefore understand that that was a
problem. I take it that would not constitute an Or
wrongdoing. Would you consider that the technical review
team was supposed to not only determine whether the
technical problem was real, but also try to determine why
it was that the technical problem had not been reported?

MR. IPPOLITO: We would investigate the
sufficiency or adequacy of the training program for those
people.

MR. ROISMAN: Wwas that in part in order to be
able to determine how much further beyond the allegation
you should look to determine == in other words, this
alleger only saw one thing and they only knew this one
inspector who they thought had not been properly trained,
80 they gave you that piece of information. You go out and
investigate it and find that the technical problem is real.
You loock at the inspector's Qualifications and diICOV.t ne
really wasn't qualified, and therefore we think we can say
with a reasonable degree of confidence, the reason the
technical problem was missed was the guy wasn't qualified.

Was it the technical review team's
responsibility to begin to lock at all the other places

where the lack of qualification of that person might have
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produced a problem that no alleger had ever seen?

MR. IPPOLITO: I was following you right to the
end.

MR. ROISMAN: A problem that you didn'e
otherwise know about, this same inspector inspected a
thousand things.

HR.'IPPOLITO: Using your example, the technical
review team would pursue the training to see, to try to
determine whether or not in our opinion it was generic.

MR. ROISMAN: You mean the inadequacy of
“r2ining?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's right. This is rot to say
that we would go == and let's say if there were 8000 people
on site -- we would not GO see the training records for :
8000 people. We would audit until we were satisfied that
it looks like there's a generic problem here. Once we were
satisfied, that there was or wasn't, then we would stop.
That's the way we performed our responsibilities.

MR. ROISMAN: What about locking at the other
piece of it? Let's assume that in your look, as a resul:
of this allegation, you found not only that this technical
problem had occurred, but that on this inspector, A,
inspector A was unqualified, and that it was a result of
something that didn't relate to other inspectors, only

inspector A was unqualified. He was really badly trained,
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Would the technical review

team consider that part of what its responsibility was,

then, to go and inspect all of the things that that

inspector had evaluated tO determine whether other

technical problems slipped by
untrained inspector was doing

MR. IPPOLITO: No.
operandi, if you will, of the
determine whether or not they
review, that there was or was

was substantiated or not. If

the process because this one
the irspections?

We identifiod == the modus
technical review team is to
feel, after doing their
Gt == that the allegation

it wasn't substantiated we

would stop there, and the burden as to the depth and

breadth of that problem was placed on the licensee.

MR. ROISMAN:

reached, why it was decided that the

would stop at that point?

MR. IPPOLITO:

Do you know why that decision was

technical review team

Because I could not possibly

follow that course of action in everything that technical

review ceam was doing.

totally inadequate to review each of the

and depth.

NOt the way -- we just couldn'

responsibilirny,
The responsibility
building it safely,

The 40 or 50 pecple on site vas

things for breadth

That was not the way we set it up and clearly

t afford it and it was not or

for building that plant, for

was the licensee's, and once we had the
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suspicion that they were possibly not comforming then i:
wWas up to him to provide the depth and breadth and provide
corrective action.

MR. ROISMAN: Why did you not sStop with
confirming that the technical problem was real? Why did
you ever go the next step in our hypothetical and look to
see if the training program was generically defective?

MR. IPPOLITO: As far as I'm concerned that's
another technical issue. It would be a QA/QC issue. Was
the training program adequate?

MR. ROISMAN: Isn't it also a technical issue as
£o whether or not that QA or that group of QC inspectors
may have missed a thousand other defects?

MR. IPPOLITO: I've answered that. TI've said we
locked into it to the extent that we are satisfied that
there is or is not a problem. 1If there is, if we're
convinced that there is, we don't go back to see if the man
had been there seven years, we don't go back seven years to
find out what the man did. That's Up to the licensee to do
and that is what he was told to do.

MR. ROISMAN: I understood the conclusion, I was
trying to understand the reasoning.

MR. IPPOLITO: The reasoning is it is impossible
for the technical review team or any nther group to come in

after the plant is built to Ery to == we don't have enough
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Pecple nor enough time to @O into that depth, and it is =he
responsibilicy of licensee's, in any event,

MR. ROISMAN: I was trying to understand why the
technical review team even took on the responsibility of
finding out whether in their judgment they thought that the
problem was generic or not. Why wasn't that also treated
as the licensee's responsibility? Why wasn't it sufficiens
for you merely to confirm that the alleger's statement that
this particular defect had gone undetected was correct and

then say to the licensee you find out whether it is generic,

find out what caused it and do whatever reinspection or

rework chat leads you to.

MR. IPPOLITO: I think I wanted to satisfy
myself that is this an isolated case or is this larger than
isolated. Clearly, you are right, it takes us a step
further, but it still is an audit to the extent that we
could say, I believe it is generic or from what I have seen,
it is not generic.

H.R. ROISMAN: As you went through the work you
were doing, did you develop any opinion as to whether or
not you felt that the approach that the technical review
team was taking, this distinction that we have been ta2lking
about, wrongdoing goes %o OI, we look for whether a problem
is generic but not necessarily the full breadth and depth,

whether you would be able a: the end of the technical
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review team to say with confidence that the facts justified
them, that the plant was safe or you felt that the only
thing the technical review team could do was to determine
whether it was indeterminate or unsafe?

MR. IPPOLITO: I have no idea how to answer that
question. My personal opinion ==

MR. ROISMAN: Did you think that the technical
review team was inherently incapable of saying this plant
is safe, was that really beyond what it could ever do?

MR. TPPOLITO: Clearly, the responsibility of
the technical review team was to identify those areas of
weakness that we discovered during our review., The
applicant is responsible to take that and to determine the
extent ind breadth of the problem. Apparently that's
happening now.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is it correct that your immediate
Sugervisor, the one who established what would be your
marching order, so to speak, was Mr., Eisenhut?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's ..:~ect.

MR. ROISMAN: And that You met with Mr. Eisenhut,
I assume, on a number of occasions even before you
developed the technical review team Plan to determine how
you should approach this, is that how you approached that?

MR. IPPOLITO: The answer is I met with

Mr. Eisenhut many times between my initial assignment and
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the development of the plan, but the responsibility for the
Plan was mine. What I needed was mine. How I would do it
was mine. I put it down on Paper, and it went through the
normal concurrence chain, and it was developed by me, and
he concurred in it, and as YOou can see from the front of
the plan, so did the other responsible office directors.

MR. ROISMAN: So the plan originated with you
and then Mr. Eisenhut had to review it and approve it
rather than he giving you the outlines of the plan, saying,
£ill ir the details?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Ms. Garde wants to ask you some
questions dealing with what we have called -~ I don't know
what you call it -« the surprise visit in April of 1984,
and she will ask you some questions about that.

MS. GARDE: I have a cold, so (f I am not coming
across clearly just ask me to repeat the gquestion.

The report, your report dated -~ the cover
letter is dated July 13 E:ﬁ- Mr. Eisenhut to Mr, Spence,
which is the cover letter for the special review team
Feport. It starts out with an executive summary and then
goes into the background for each section, and under
section A, management organization, you talk about an
entrance meeting, the afternoon aof April 3; and do you have

this report with you?
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MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: 1'll read you the sentence then.
"The afternocen of April 3 the special review team arrived
on site unannounced. The team spent the afternooon of
April 3 and the morning of April 4 meeting with applicant's
senior corporate management, site management, site QA
management and document control supervision, being briefed
on the organization functions and locations of areas under
their control." I have some questions on that.

MR. IPPOLITO: Go ahead.

MS. GARDE: In the categories of personnel that
you met with, senior corporate management, did you attend
all these meetings?

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: Were you at the meeting with senior
corporate management?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MS. GARDE: Who was at that meeting?

MR. IPPOLITO: Oh, God.

MS. GARDE: Let me give you names. Was
Mr. Eisenhut with you?

MR. IPPOLITO: PFor the Staff? I was senior
Staff representative there. Paul Bemis, the special team
leader, was also there. That's my recollection. We met

with Mr. Fiker, I think maybe John Merritt, to tell them,
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we're here, we're going to do a job, we want your
cooperation, we don't want any impediments of doing a quick
look.

MS. GARDE: This meeting was on the site?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Fiker was on the site,

MR. IPPOLITO: Correct.

MS. GARDE: 1Is that what you refer to when you
say applicant's senior corporate management?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes. The only time we met with
management was at the site.

MS. GARDE: S0 this ==

MR. IPPOLITO: I call Lou Fiker corporate
management., I think he was executive vice-president or
vice-president.

MS. GARDE: This paragraph, then, does not
include the reference to the meeting between Mr, Eisenhut,
Mr. Hayes and Mr. Britten, that's not referred to in there?

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: Okay, then the next, do you remember
anyone bDesides Mr. Fiker and Mr. Merritt being at that
meeting? Was Mr. Tolson at that meeting?

MR. IPPOLITO: I just don't recall.

MS. GARDE: The next Category that you name ==

going back to this meeting and to each of them that I talk
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about next, if there's minutes of this meeting ==

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: There was none =-- that you prepared?

MR. IPPOLITO: There were, to my knowledge,
there were no minutes. The report that you see is intended
to tell ynu the whole story of the special review team.

M5. GARDE: But there are drafts to this report?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know.

MS. GARDE: If the FOIA office Says there are
drafts to this report =--

MR. IPPOLITO: Then they exist,

MS. GARDE: The next category is site management
which is different in this report than site corporate
management. Who does that refer to?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know.

MS. GARDE: Do you want to look at this?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes. Wait, she has one. What
page is {t?

: MS. GARDE: Actually, I think it is page 3 that
doesn't have a Page number on it, right after the table of
contents.,

MR. IPPOLITO: It does have a page number.

MS. GARDE: Starts A, management organization.
Do you have that?

MR. IPPOLITO: Oh, Yyou nave a different ==

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MS. GARDE: Okay, I think we have the same thing
but you are back after the executive summary.

MR. IPPOLITO: What I have is not == yours and
ours are different. You must have a previous draft or
something.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. NOONEN: Back on the record.

MS. GARDE: Tom, during the break, we
coordinated our ==

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me Lry to reconstruct what
happened.

MS. GARDE: Okay, that would be good.

MR. IPPOLITO: The whole endeavor was for me as
new project director to find out what was happening first
hand as quickly and without any == try to make it as
complete a surprise as pPossible. When we hit the site,
often I have to talk to management, saying I'm here to do
my thing, and I would like certain things from you, and get
their cooperation. And that was achieved, That was with
senior corporate. Then we had a nuaber of other meetings,
My reccllection is, like, the document control was unique
to Comanche Peak, so we ot site management /head of
document control to describe the process to them. We tried
to do that up front so we could understand the system at

that plant at that time. These were these various levels

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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of meetings that we had. From that, we just, then, each of
the specialists that I had went out and started his
investigation.

MS. GARDE: okay. let me back you up a little
bit. For senior corporate management you named Fiker and
Merritt. Site management, that's where we broke, you
hadn't named anyone. Have You == who was ==

MR. IPPOLITO: I remember Vega was there,.

George may have been there, should have been there.

MS. GARDE: You don't remember?

MR. IPPOLITO: I just don't.

MS. GARDE: Site QA management?

MR. IPPOLITO: I guess that was Vega, wasn't it?

MS. GARDE: So your only recollection is
Mr. Vega?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MS. GARDE: VYou don't recall whether Mr. Tolson

was there?

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: Document control supervision,
Mr. Hutchinson?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know.

MS. GARDE: To the best of your knowledge

there's no notes of these meetings that would indicate who

was at them?
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MR. IPPOLITO: No.
MS. GARDE: You said that you wanted this to be

”in-conploto & surprise as possible. Wwas it a surprise?

MR. IPPOLITO: From the look on Mr. Fiker's face,
it was.

MS. GARDE: What 4id you tell Mr. Piker was your
task when you arrived?

MR. IPPOLITO: As stated in the report. We
wanted to determine the degree of management control over
construction, inspection and testing, and I wanted to get
information on which to base -~ help me develop the plan.

MS. GARDE: Did you tell him that you were going
to be looking at allegations?

MR. IPPOLITO: No. Excuse me, I said that == I
just told them two things as stated.

MS. GARDE: Management control and information
which would serve as a basis for ==

MR. IPPOLITO: That's correct; that's all he
knew,

MS. GARDE: Did you tell him that you were going
to be going out on the site doing actual inspections?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

MS. GARDE: And did you tell him you were going
to need access to documents from the vault?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MS. GARDE: What was =--

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm sorry, you're saying
something now == we tried == I think the answer to that is
no. I didn't == our purpose 's to try to hit the vault and
see what's there at the vault ¢t the time without
pre~knowledge. So to the extent that we could do this, we
did. We knew where the vault was and that was the purpese
of the initial meetings, get the lay of the land; where is
what; how is it luppoiod to work. And then we hit the
vaults and we hit the different -- one or two, I think, of
the document control satellites, and the other things we
did.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Ippolito, in your experience at
the NRC, how common is the type of surprise, unanncunced
visit that you made on April 3?

MR. IPPOLITO: I personally do not know of any
other that's eve~ been done. There may have been, but I'm
not familiar with them.

MS. GARDE: Now, what was Mr. Piker's reaction?

MR. IPPOLITO: His reaction was surprise but
cooperative,

MS. GARDE: Now, if you go through the next
several pages, a little over two pages, of your report, you
talk about management organizat.on, how the project is set

up, and at page 2 you say, "The current positive management
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attitude is a strength exhibited at Comanche Peak for both
operations and the engineering and the construction sides
of the company.® What is the basis for that statement?

MR. IPPOLITO: Let me set aside that questicn
for a moment. The vVery purpose of this report was not to
resolve technical issues. It was to determine the degree
of management control over the construction of that plant
and to give me infcrmation on which to base a plan to do
what I was asked to do. That's all it was. I personally ==
if you want to go to that level of detail, I cannot go to
that level of detail. The pecple involved that were

involved in doing this could answer that, and that is the

team pecple themselves.

MS. G;IDE: Well, Mr. Roisman is going to ask
the questions un the cxocuiivo summary. Maybe it would be
appropriate for you to go through those first, Tony, and
then I'll follow with the follow=up questions. wWe'll go
through the executive summary first, and then if you have
not answered or there's something to be clarified, I'll
pick it up.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's start with, in light of what
you just said to Ms. Garde, are you the author of the
executive summary?

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MR. ROISMAN: Who is?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MR. IPPOLITO: Paul Bemis.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you endorse what's there?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes. I signed it,

MR. ROISMAN: Did you endorse it because you
knew it was right or because you trusted Mr. Bemis wouldn't
have said it was there if it wasn't righe?

MR. IPPOLITO: I selected t: e pecplea. I had
good people. This was the conclusions of their findings,
and that was satisfactory with me.

MR. ROISMAN: Looking at the executive summary
on page 4, this statement appears: “The team's findings
indicated that the applicant's management control over the
construction, inspection and testing programs is generally
effective and is teceiving proper management attention.®
What is meant by that statement?

MR. IPPOLITO: Within the context of :his quick
look, the degree of control of the applicant's management,
I had to determine as to whether construction should
continue. Some of the information that I was receiving
early on was describing the construction control as out of
hand. I had to make the finding personally myself whether
Or not this was in fact the case. 1Is construction out of
hand..and what that means is that, hay, we looked, 10 days
or whatever {t was, less than 10 days. What we saw, it is

nOt out of hand. That's all it says.
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MR. ROISMAN: Did you look to see whether
Mmanagement was in proper control or was it only relevant
for purposes c¢f this look?

MR. IPPOLITO: This look only.

MR. ROISMAN: To determine that they were in
charge, not that they were doing the right thing, but
whatever was being done was being done at their direction?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know how to separate the
two,

MR. ROISMAN: For instance, to use a
hypothetical, I take it they could have been in ceatrol of
4 massive program of harassment and intimidation, which
they were firmly behind, 100 percent, everybody in control
and everybody was marching in lock step to the orders that
came down from control. That would be controlled action,
correct?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes. That's not what I had in
mind.

MR. ROISMAN: Tell me what you had in mind.

MR. IPPOLITO: What this report says, in total,
says we w. .1t and looked at various aspects. When we went
to look, we looked at == and it ldentifies to you the
papers they looked at, the NCRs and the inspection reports
and packages out of document control. What I saw there

does not indicate to us that this is out of control. They
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examined them,

They were in order for the most part.
What's here is not out of control.

MR. ROISMAN:

S0 your statement was intended not
only to communicate ==

MR. IPPOLITO:
ROISMAN:

MR. IFPOLITO:

Sorry, not my statement.

MR. You signed {t.

All right, I see what you mean.
Fine.

MR. ROISMAN:

If your signature on it means that

I shouldn't use the phrase, "your statement,” tell me so

and I won't ==

MR. IPPOLITO:

I'm responsible for this document. .

MR. ROISMAN:

Is it all right with you if I call
the statements yo:r statements?
MR. IPPOLITO:

for this document.

S0 you understand I'm responsible
I would have questioned anything that I
thought was not supported.

MR. ROISMAN: You made an effort ‘o determine

with respect to these statements what the basis was?

MR. IPPOLITO: Based on what the information is

here.

MR. ROISMAN: Just what we find in the report
was the basis you used for determining that the executive
Summary was or was not supported?

MR. IPPOLITO:

That's correct.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MR. ROISMAN: You made no effort to evaluate
whether the report itself had a basis?

MR. IPPOLITO: I couldn't have. Six individuals
== the logistics as well would not have allowed it.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you make an effort to take a
fuww isolated instances to see, in your judgment, you
thought they pad done the proper job reaching conclusions
Based on what they had learned?

MR. IPPCLITO: Paul Bemis was satisfied thar
these were in fact -- that in fact did happen.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you know whether Paul Bemis
went to his individual people and in effect questioned them
€O make sure that éhoy had a good basis for what they were
saying?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's my understanding.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you ever ask him that question,
do you remember?

MR. IPPOLITO: No, but what I did say was
wanted to be sure that everyone on the team agreed to the
report in {ts final standing, and they all agreed to the
report in its final standing.

MR. ROISMAN: As written?

MR. IPPOLITO: As written. Everybody agreed to
ie.

MR. ROISMAN: Everybody thought it was right.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Is it your understanding that the basis for -=-
just locking at this statement for a moment == that the
real basis for this statement is the material gathered by
and observed by the members of the special review team
which is just summarized in the report == these other data
that would form the basis for this, including their own
observations?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think when you look through the
report, if you look through the report, it mentions what
they looked at. They looked at certain NCRs. I'm locking
at page 34, “"Review of the design calculations for pipe
support.® They locoked at support and list exactly what
they looked at. They told You exactly where it was. This
is what they looked at, and based upon what they locked at,
okay, and this 1:.cxactly what they did. So it wasn't ==
and here on page 28, conduits. They list exactly what
conduits they looked at.

MR. ROISMAN: I just wanted to be clear that it
is not the basis for this statement, and the same statement
Or an expanded version of it appears in the body of the
report on page 2, which is what Ms. Garde had read to you
before we went back to the executive summary, the basis is
not just what is in the report but it is also what the
report references as having been looked at?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 MR. ROISMAN: Do you know what criteria were
2 used for making the judgments as to whether, based upon
3 that data that was looked at, one would say that management
K} did or didn't have control, did or didn't have a positive
-] attitude?
6 MR. IPPOLITO: Information, I believe, is within
7 this report. Wwhat this report is telling you is that they
8 examined the program. Was the program all right? Talking
9 about management QA/QC, for instance. We went, in face, I
10 think Paul Bemis himself went L0 corporate headquarters and
11 looked at the QA/QC Program. What it is supposed to be,
12 and based upon the plan that was approved by the NRC or the
13 ASME codes, whatever the ASFR and the requirements were
14 established for whatever we're looking at, formed the basis
15 for them to look at.
16 MR. ROISMAN: I understand that, but Af the
17 report had contained in it statements that said, we looked
18 at this particular drawing and the drawing conformed to
19 Procedures, then I could understand without asking further
20 how it was that you could determine the drawing conformed
21 t0 procedures. It is when the report includes statements
22 such as those that are more general, “"Management control
a3 over construction inspection and testing programs is
Fe generally effective and is receiving proper management
25 attention.® How did you know that you had looked at enough
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of the plant in that visit to be able to have a conclusion
on that? What criteria were you using to decide whether

you could give 2 positive answer or give an indeterminate
or a negative?

IPPOLITO: I made a statement earlier about
what this report should be used for. It was == it was a
Quick look at that moment in time. Does it lock like there
is control? The technical review team did the rest of it.
This just allowed me to say it looks like they are in
sufficient control for them to continue while the technical
review team does its effort. I made this abundantly clear
in new reports, and Ms. Garde is fully aware of how this
Feport at the time was taken out of context. 1I placed it
in its proper context.

It is a very special report. It was a quick
lock to do two things and it did it. Didn't say to
establish acceptability of the QA/QC program forever and
ever. The team did not have the knowledge of all of the
allegations of all of the issues when they went down there.
They locked at just what they had in their hands at the
time, It was a quick look.

MR. ROISMAN: I understand that. I'm not trying
to ask you the question of whether or not this report
represents the definitive answer to the question. What I'm

trying to understand is, what were the criteria that were

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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used for purposes of this Feport to be able to answer the
Question at all. Did you, for instance, have in your head
before you went down there that if-half of the problems
that were alleged to exist were found to exist that you
couldn't make this kind of a positive statement about
management control, or did you == what criteria did you use
;o decide whether you could make the statement or not?

MR. IPPOLITO: I was prepared to report back to
Mr. Eisenhut if this team found that there was not
sufficient nanagement control over construction, and I
would, based upon my judgment and the team's input, I would
make a recommendation to m.:. Eisenhut as to what to do at
that point. That was clearly == we thought of the

possibility of that and we were aware that that might

happen. But based upon the various elements of this. repore,

the five areas or six areas lookei at, this is the sum of
those five or six areas.

MR. ROISMAN: We're still pPassing in the night.
I'm afraid that you are treating my questions as a
challenge to the correctness of the conclusion. That's not
the purpose of it.

- MR. IPPOLITO: No, no.

MR. ROISMAN: The purpose is to understand the

basis for the conclusion. I can understand in the report

the basis for a conclusion that a Pipe support base plate

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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design using concrete expansion anchor bolt requiremeats
was evaluated and a conclusion was made about it. There
are written criteria that deal with those issues. Your
pecple went docwn, presumably looked at the relevant
documentation, compared it to the requirements and came up
with a yes or no. This one I can't find any written
criteria, so I'm trying to find out what were the criteria.
How did you know that they didn't have management control?
What factors would you look for or what factors did you
look for to decide the answer to that question?

MR. IPPOLITO: What we looked at were the
drawings, in fact, controlled effectively. That is, there
is a proéoduro set up to contrcl drawings. We, the team,
became familiar with those procedures. wWere they in fact
controlled according to those procedures? For each of the
areas looked at that was the type received in storage, the
procurements, all things were looked at, the procedures
that established were accepted by the NRC Staff as an overall
program. The answer is yes.

MR. ROISMAN: I'm glad you mentioned drawings.
Let's take a look on page 6, still in the executive summary.
Page 6 under the general heading 'Qualify Assurance/Quality
Contrel,® under the category 2, weaknesses, "Both of the
weaknesses appear to relate to problems with drawings.

Number of the strengths, with the exception of now having
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computer system for drawing control instead of stamped
drawings, relate specifically to that."

Can you just discuss with me, as best as you
understand it, how the existence of the drawing weaknesses
and whatever strengths there were form a basis for the
conclusion that there was adequate management control with
respect just to tho drawing Question?

MR. IPPOLITO: My understanding of what they
found, for instance in part 2-8, if you will, the
weaknesses, is that the team really couldn't say that you
could not build a plant with 300 charges with the drawing.
They said it would de extremely difficult, not that it
couldn't be done. That's a weakness. They said it would
be difficult to do, and it is prone to error. It ;s that
type of thing. Ii could be done. Then when you add that
O == they went out and looked and whatever they looked at
and when they went to look at certain -~ from these
drawings they looked at the equipment itself, they found,
my recollection is that they found pretty good =- what was
there was all right. What was built was satisfactory.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is it your understanding of what
they did was they took the very packages in which they
touhd. let's say, 300 CMCs or DCAs and went out to look at
the component and determined, after having themselves gone

through all the DCAs and the CMCs for that packet, how this

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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was supposed to be built and they then did an inspection of

that thing, whatever it was? And they determined that
someone had properly worked their way through the 300 and
built it right:’
diagd?

Is that your understanding of what they

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: And that this was dcne with all of

the ones that they found that formed the basis for the

statement in 2-87

MR. IPPOLITO: Whatever it was.

MR. ROISMAN: Is it your understanding that 2-A,

the one certain drawing packet issued to the field

containing nonapplicable CMCs and DCAs, that there also
they went into the field and determined that on those
packages it still had been built correctly?

MR. IPPOLITO:

That's my understanding.

MR. ROISMAN: Did the fact that those drawing

packages had these ceficiencies in them, did you attempt or

did the special review team attempt to find out why, why

that existed?

MR. IPPOLITO:

One, our primary purpose was to

determine whether or not this was under control; it was not

Lo try to determine root causes. Did they have enough

control over this thing? And if it fell out, it fell out.

When this thing was issued, I think it is a matter of
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record that this ropori was given to the technical review
team to follow up on. All of the issues and everything
that was done in here -- there was a list of things, is my
recollection == and that was turned over to the technical
review team for more in-depth review.

MR. ROISMAN: Is it fair to say that the
existence of these document problems did not indicate that
there was adequate management control, at least as to those
documents?

MR. IPPOLITO: I guess that's right. VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Would it be fair to say that based
upon what you looked at as to the Qquestion of management
control over documents, that plece of the whole puzzle,
that what you saw indicated that there was 1ot proper
management control over documents?'

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't believe so. I don't
think that's what this report says. I think it says that
there was. There are some weaknesses in it, but management
knew what it was doing. That's what this report says.

MR. ROISMAN: At the bottom of page S5 in
executive summary undp: the review findings category, the
Carry-over sentence goes to Page 6, indicates there appears
to have been a cormunications problem on the on-site QA/QC
chain in the past, but according to iiterviews conducted

during this review, the problem has and is Deing corrected.
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To what does the reference, "a communication problem in the
on-site QA/QC chain in the past® refer?

MR. IPPOLITO: Apparently during the interviews ==
and that's a section in this report, describes more clearly
what that means -« that during these interviews, people did
identify that there had been some organizational changes.
My recollection is that when we argivod, they were in place
and people felt more comfortable with the people that were
at that time and place, and that's what the interviews
seemed to indicate and that's what he reported.

MR. ROISMAN: 1If the communication problem that
had existed in the past still had existed on the site when
you were doing this-review, would that have Deen a basis
for concluding that management was not in control of
construction, inspection and testing programs?

MR. IPPOLITO: I won't say =— I won't answer
that. Tony, it depends upon what the facts are. I don't
know. You want to hypothesize? It all depends; the answer
is it all depends on how bad it is.

MR. ROISMAN: Exactly whatever your people
learned in the past. What if they heard everyching you're
telling me they heard about the past and the only thing
they heard different was that all the pecple they
interviewed said nothing has changed?

MR. IPPOLITO: Since we're hypothesizing, if
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these interviews indicated the reverse, [ think that T
would have to look deeper into it before I would make the
conclusion that you're asking me to make.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you remember whether you
yourself were aware at the time that you did this surprise
visit in April of '84 of an event called the T-shirt
incident? :

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: You were aware of that?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you know the extent to which
your pecple investigated, if at all, the facts underlying
that?

MR. IPPOLITO: What pecple?

MR. ROISMAN: The pecple on your spociaf review
team,

MR. IPPOLITO: This report tells you that as a
minimum we interviewed a number of them. I don't know how
many. And in fact, as a matter of record, you have the
names of the people and their statements and their
involvement, so you know who. are the T-shirt people. You
know their names. You have their statements, their
unsanitized statements. That was provided you as a matter
of record. You were there, I gather: isn't that right?

MR. MIZUNO: Yes, that was provided to Billie
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Garde, I believe, in June of 1984.

MR. ROISMAN: I want to be clear that what we
have here is all that special review team had for purposes
of evaluating that event and factoring it into the general
conclusions.

MR. IPPOLITO: That's it.

MR. ROISMAN: Still looking at page 6 in_the
executive summary, the statement appears that “"Management
and craft at Comanche Peak appeared to be competent and
management to possess a positive attitude which is a
strength of this project." wWhat did You mean by the phrase
"positive attitude"?

MR, IPPOLITO: I meant Dy that that their whole
intent was to complete this project safely and on schedule.
And when there was a problem, “they attacked the problem
head on. That's what this says.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is the basis for that, regarding
the management's possession of a positive attitude, is that
from the interviews with the management people that were
conducted by you and other SPKT?

.MR. IPPOLITO: It is not only that but you also
get this feeling from the interviews conducted. If you
read the report that's what it tells you.

MR. ROISMAN: I'm trying to understand. I've

reac the report. I want you to tell me and I want you to
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tell me straight up, is it everything that you saw there
that made you reach that conclusion or is it the interviews
that you had with che pecple?

MR. IPPOLITO: Everything we saw.

MR. ROISMAN: When you looked at a document and
found it was in order, that reinforced your conclusion or
helped create the conclusion that management possessed a
positive attitude?

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In the statement under the general
category QA/QC, still in the executive summary on page 6,
under strength, the first strength is the QA/QC training
program is extensive and Fomprohonsivo. Was the—review
that was done by the SPRf of the QA/QC training program
itself extensive and comprehensive?

MR. IPPCLITO: Within the context of the purpose,
[ would say it was, but witiiin the context of total program,
forever, the answer is no. It was just not enough time nor
enough kaovl.dq’ of allegations and whatever have you to
make that finding.

MR. ROISMAN: Are you saying that what we
probably should do and what you intended that should be
done with the conclusion statements, wherever they appear
in the report. ‘s that they should all be gualified by the

statement, to the extent of our look, this is our
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conclusions. Not that we know that we looked enough to be
able to make this as a definitive conclusion?

MR. IPPOLITO: Thank you for saying that. 1
have been trying te say that since we started telling you.
That's the only purpose of this thing.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you ever, before you started
your look, did you have some criteria that you used to
decide how extensive your look would have to be in order to
reach any conclusion about anything?

MR. IPPOLITO: No. You are describing this as
though it were a rather sterile thing that has happened
before. This was a one-of-a-kind type thing. It was a
technique : used to determine, and I repeat again, what
should I do with that plant? Where am I with that plant?
Where are they with that plant? If the negatives were in
my judgment and the judgment of Paul Bemis and the
remainder of the team, if it brings that into question,
that would have deternined the course of action different,
possibly, than what we did. We might have issued a show
Cause order at that time if they were negative., We're not
sure. But clearly what this thing did, it gave ne time to
develop what I call the pian and to execute the plan.
That's all this document does.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is it fair to say that in that

short look, you might very possibly have missed items which
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if you had seen them would have dramatically altered your
conclusions?

MR. IPPOLITO: I will agree to altered but not ==
I can't use the word dramatically because I know that the
technical review team did find things in the document
control area, I think, ind in other areas that were more
severe than what is described here. I'm saying, I think
that there are areas of weakness that were discovered over
and above this, and clearly, I was aware of this, that
there was this potential.

MR. ROISMAN: To the extent that the technical
review team looked at the same, either specific or general
questions that this SPRT looked at, is it your opinion that
reliance in trying to reach some conclusions about tife
plant should be placed on what the technical review team
did rather than on what the SPRT did?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know what the technical
review team did after I left the program. But clearly it
was my intent that this was an input to the technical
review team. They were given this report. They said,
given this report and the other information you have, go
pursue these areas. And I think that that's an input ==
this was one of their elements as well as a whole bunch of

other inputs that they had to consider in their review

process.
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MR. ROISMAN: I'm not talking about the
underlying data. As I understand it what the technical
review team was supposed to do is Lo take all the data that
the SPRT gathered and use that along with whatever data it

gathered, and at scmetime in the future reach some

‘conclusions about QA/QC, drawings, what have you. I'm

asking just the conclusions portion of the SPRT. From what
you knew about the technical review team during the period
that you were in charge of it, is it fair to say that with
respect to any conclusion, whether it is positive or
negative, that's contained in the SPRT, that the better
basis and therefore the more reliable conclusion is the
conclusion of the TRT rather than the conclusion of the
SPRT?.

MR. IFPOLITO: The answer is the technical
review team conclusion has to be better. There was more
information, more time, more in-depth examination of the
area.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. ROISMAN: Ms. Garde is going to have
questions in more detail about the body of the report.

MR. IPPOLITO: I wish you 19ck.

MS. GARDE: Thank you. Can You go back to the
Page that we switched back to Mr. Roisman on, A, under

management corganization?
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MR. ROISMAN: This is in the body of the report.

MS. GARDE: Now, on page 2, I read you a
Statement about the current positive management attitude.
Do you see that? That's the first full paragraph.

MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Roisman proposed a similar
Statement in the executive summary and I want to ask a
couple follow-up Qquestions to that. When you say "the
pPositive attitude appears to manifest itself in the
attitudes bt the workers, the training and its
consciousness for quality," is this opinion based on tre
interview of the 21 QC inspectors?

MR. IPPOLITO: Billie, what each of these
chapters attempts to == it attempts to outline what they
did and what the conclusions were. To that extent, it
stands on itself,

MS. GARDE: Let me back up a little bit then.
You didn't write this report.

MR. IPPOLITO: Correct.

MS. GARDE: Then Mr. Bemis wrote the whole
report?

MR. IPPOLITO: He was = my recollection == he
had the management of this part A and was responsible for

integrating the total report.

MS. GARDE: Okay, and the rest of these sections ==/
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MR. IPPOLITO: Are primarily ==

MS. GARDE: == from the inspectors that went
with you. )

MR. IPPOLITO: Each inspector wrote their input.

MS. GARDE: Okay. There's attached to this
sanitized versions of the 21 interviews with QC inspectors.
In discovery we received the unsanitized versions.

MR. IPPOLITO: You received all of them.

MS. GARDE: But that's all there is?

MR. IPPOLITO: No, no, no. 1If you read this
report --

MS. GARDE: Okay, we have all of them.

MR. IPPOLITO: Tpc ones in the report are those

~with a problem to be further investigated. The others that
were not a problem were not included.

MS. GARDE: We have in discovery all 21
interviews.

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

MS. GARDE: The conclusior, the positive
attitude in the attitudes of workers == to the best of your
recollection the only workers that your team people talked
to were the 21 that were officially interviewed?

MR. IPPOLITO: No. Each inspector or person on
the team talked to the crafts and the QC inspectors when

they went to look at, say, a pipe hanger. They talked to
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1 the people themselves. How are things going? Whatever

2 have you. And I think if Yyou == my recollection is that

3 they have indicated in there that each, I think, each of

4 the groups that iomc of them do, things look pretty good.

5 These Juys seem to be happy with what they are doing.

6 MS. GARDE: To the extent that Mr. Hayes and

7 Mr. Eisenhut talked to workers on the site, does this

8 report, this statement include their opinions of what the ;
9 workers said? ;
10 MR. IPPOLITO: No.
11 MS. GARDE: Did they evar share with you their

12 opinions about what the attitudes of the workers were?
13 This is not a trick Question.
14 MR. IPPOLITO: I'm trying to think of when and
15 how Mr, Hayes or Mr. Eisenhut would know. My understanding
16 is that they were down at the site one time where they

17 talked to people, just one time, and 1! happened to be at
18 the site at the same time and I happened to be with them at
19 the same time.
20 MS. GARDE: But this statement is not intended
21 to reflect their opinions?
22 MR. IPPOLITO: That's right.

a3 MS. GARDE: Okay, on the training, says, "positive
24 attitude appears to manifest itself in attitudes, workers
28 and the training.* 1Is that part on the training, does that
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1 come from the inspectors' work in reviewing QA/QC training? :
2 MR. IPPOLITO: That's my understanding, vyes.
3 MS. GARDE: The last of that, "and its |
4 consciousness for Quality," how was that conclusion reached
5 to the best of your understanding?
6 MR. IPPOLITO: I think it is the sum total of
7 everything the person did.
8 MS. GARDE: What person? |
9 MR. IPPOLITO: The person who wrote this section, |
10 Bemise, f
11 MS. GARDE: Are you saying that that statement :
12 is Bemis' opinion? f
13 MR. IPPOLITO: Where are you? ;
14 MS. GARPE: "Its consciousness for Quality® == |
15 “its consciousness for quality." 1Is that a'collcctivo

16 | opinion of everybody on your team or is it only Mr. Bemis'

17 opinion?
18 MR. IPPOLITO: That is a collection because

19 Mr. Bemis did not talk to everybody. He got inputs from

20 the various people on the team in this area.
e 4S. GAPDE: On page 2, Number 3, project
22 management meeting, this basically is a summary of a
23 Saturday == apparently Saturday morning project management
24 meeting.
25 MR. IPPOLITO ' Yes =~ we were there, and they
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said if you want to sir in, fine.

MS. GARDE: How many of you sat in on the
meeting? "
MR. IPPOLITO: I don't remember. I know Paul
Bemis did. Who else, I don't know.

MS. GARDE: Were you at the meeting?

MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: was anyone else besides Mr. Bemis at
the meeting, any of the other team people?

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm not sure.

MS. GARDE: Okay, on Page 3, quality assurance,
quality control, item number 1 gives a list of procedures
that were reviewed Dy your team to Jctcrmino whether or not,
as I understand what you explained to Mr. Roisman, there
was control of the nonzonformance process, identification
of nonconformance Process. Was there any attempt made to
loock beyond NCRs to determine whether or not other
documents were being used to log noncenforming conditions?

MR. IPPOLITO: Like IRs? I just don't remember.
I don't remember that at the time we had knowledge of that
problem. I'm not sure. )

MS. GARDE: And you didn't look for that problem?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't think it was known to me,
and therefore if it was not, it probadbly was not known to

this group at the time.
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1 MS. GARDE: If you had an allegation == you said
2 you had about 300 allegations ==

3 MR. IPPOLITO: Not at this time.

4 MS. GARDE: You hadn't looked at any allegations?
S MR. IPPOLITO: NP' my people were in Washington
6 trying to come up Qith whatever that New Mexico one was.

7 This was not with me. That is what they were doing at the
8 time. .

- MS. GARDE: Knowledge that the Nuclear
10 Regulatory Commission as an organization had was not

necessarily transmitted to the team at all?

MR.

IPPOLITO: That's correct.

MR. CHANDLER: If I could ask you to wait until

14 the request is through so we have the question on the

15

record and then the answer, rather than mid-way through the

Question, it might help.
MR.

IPPOLITO: I will do that.

18 MS. GARDE: Which of the members were in charge

19 of the quality assurance/quality control look?

20 MR. I’POLITO: On page 3, executive summary,

21 Paul Bemis, secticn chief. He had == we tried to identify

who was expert in what area.

MS. GARDE: Okay, I didn't understand that the

24 in the executive Summary, the people's names with their

expertise necessarily would coordinate with who did what in
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the bulk of the report.

MR. IPPOLITO: We tried. These were the
specialists., We tried to use them in their specialty.

Hé. GARDE: To the extent Yyou remember, if you
could eoli me that, if it was Mr. Bemis, that's your
understanding for QA/QC.

MR. IPPOLITO: That was Mr. Bemis. That I am
sure of.

MS. GARDE: On QA/QC training, who was that?

MR. IPPOLITO: I would guess it is Bemis, yes,
but, excuse me. I think there's a Lou Jacksen. Louie
Jackson I think was also involved in QA/QC, so I think
betwesen the two of them, they covered, I think, all of the
areas in QA/QC.

MS. GARDE: I'm going to skip to the end of the
report now. On page 60, starting section I, formal
interviews of the QA/QC personnel.

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

MS. GARDE: Tnis section is a narrative, I
assume, correct me if my assumption is wrong, a narcrative
of wnat was gleaned from the interviews conducted with
everybody?

MR. IPPOLITO: That's my understanding.

MS. GARDE: Now, on page 62, there is an area in

this narrative which goes into the inspectors being
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questioned regarding intimidation, and the inspectors'
ability to identify problems with no suppression in this
area.

MR. IPPOLITO: What paragraph?

MS. GARDE: Paragraph 3 talks abqut inspectors
questioned as to their ability to identify problems. Do
you see that?

MR. IPPOLITO: Okay.

MS. GARDE: And then next paragraph goes into
feedback, next paragraph goes into communications were
improving, and the assignment of a new site QA manager was
a positive step in improving communications, and the next
paragraph on, intimidation by craft. Now, your statement
€O Mr. Roisman about how wrongdoing issues and how
harassment and intimidation was handled raises at least in
my mind some guestions abcut who was pursuing the
harassment and intimidation questions with these inspectors
during these 1ntcrviown.v Was OI present at these
interviews?

MR. IPPOLITO: The purpose of this exercise was
to determine whether the things that I had been hearing as
well as -- again, the basic objective, does management have
control over this thing, what are the problems. One of the
problems that had been identified is that there had been

intimidation. So one of the things we did is that knowing
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that this was a contention, if you will, asked the people,
do you have problems? Again, if they had said yes, we
would pursue the prcblem. The technical review team would
meet with OI and pursue the problem.

It was just factfinding. Where are we? What
should I do, how much should I do? That was the
questioning. Questioning these pecple that we did
indicated that they were not intimidated.

MS. GARDE: How were these people selected?

MR. IPPOLITO: I believe it tells you.

MS. GARDF: Says random but ==

MR. IPPOLITO: There's one exception.

MS. GARDE: With the T-shirt.

MR. IPPOLITO: That's right.

MS. GARDE: When you say randomly selected, you
don't mean staci;:lcally correct random sampling.

MR. IPPOLITO: Heavens, no.

MS. GARDE: Then how was your random sampling
chosen?

MR. IPPOLITO: Oh, gee -— what the reviewer or
inspector tried to do was get a few pecple from the
different areas, and coupled with the inputs from the other
team poéplo'vhon they wanted to talk to individuals, and
you know, that was it, plus the instructions that they

should interview all of the T-shirt pecple on site.
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MS. GARDE: Okay, on page 63, second paragraph,

"Interviews of management indicated they were very

supportive of insectors and sensitive to inspector concerns.”

Who are you talking about in that?
MR. IPPOLITO: Whoever the listing is that you
have. They should be thers. I'm not trying to be == I
just don't remember. I was not there. I don't remember.
MS. GARDE: Okay, in the second to the last
paragraph, small letter b, "In addition to formal
interviews, numerous informal discussions were held between
the NRC team perscnnel and site managers, craft, inspectors,
engineers and office personnel.” Are those written up
énywhere?

.

' MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MS. GARDE: So to the best of your recollection,
there's no summaries of -

MR. IPPOLITO: Excuse me. I don't believe there
are. In other words, what Yyou received do not contain
these type of things. Whether or not there are notes or
whatever, I have no idea.

MS. GARD!:_ Okay. Just a minute.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. ROISMAN: A last question for you on the
SPRT. 1Is it fair to say that the purpose of the SPRT was

tO make an evaluation of the current status of management
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1 control over the plant rather than to attempt to determine
2 whether and the extent to which it may not have been in

3 control in the past?

4 MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

5 MR. ROISMAN: Following the SPRT work, I assume
6 You began your work on the development of what eventually
7 became the technical review team plan that we discussed

8 earlier this morning?

9 MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

10 MR. ROISMAN: After you had developed that plan,
11 its implementation until You were no longer head of the

12 technical review team was under your contrel and
13 supervision; is that correct?
14 _ MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.
15 MR. ROISMAN: I want to ask you some Questions
16 about the process that you were using for or having your

17 people use for the purpose of doing the evaluation. Let's
18 take a specific, if you want, and you can give me an

19 example of one in particular, a technical allegation that
20 you had, and sort of walk ‘; through. How did, from the

21 moment that you knew the allegation, how, as you understood
22 it, vas it to function, how was the technical review team
23 supposed to look at that?

24 MR. IPPOLITO: La: me step back one step defore

25 that. Since we inherited so to sSpeak, the team inherited a
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group of allegations and technical issues, one had to
examine them, try to understand what they are saying and
then group them in some fashion to make sure that things of
like subject are in the same area or in the same groupings,
80 that == and from that effort, it looked like we can set
all of the allegations into five groupings plus some
miscellaneous.

Now that we had done that, and we had
established a shorthand, if you will, for each of these
categories, each allegation that came in subsequent to that
would be examined, was it a QA, electrical, whatever have
you. What we tried to do is we tried :o state the
allegation. We would then give that to == we would assign
it to a group and that would go to the Jroup leader.

MR. ROISMAN: When you tried toc state the
allegation, what did you use to determine exactly what that
allegation was?

MR. IPPOLITO: As you know there are a number of
ways that we get allegations. Some make statements to the
NRC and in the statement you will find, if you carefully
read it, you might find, although not specifically stated
allegation, you will find something that says something is
wrong here. We would go through that document and extract
from that document what we believe to be some of the

preblems that the person is trying to identify.
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MR. ROISMAN: Did you g0 back to the alleger at
that point to make sure that at that point you had the
allegation clear?

MR. IPPOLITO: Some, yes; others, no. It
depended, I think, considerably on what we had. In other
words, some of the allegers gave real detailed ctatements
that were transcribed --

MR. WESSMAN: Let me correct something there., I
think you are discussing the period in which we were srill
identifying and sorting the initial list of allegations,
and at that time, we did not GO back and talk with the
allegers. Once we had the technical review team assembled
on site, we made a decision as to which allegations
required further pursuit with the alleger to be sure we
understood what the issue was.

MR. ROISMAN: So your first cut at trying to
develop what the allegations were was you took whatever
existed and made an effort to determine what the allegation
was from that, and then once that list was put together,
decisions were made By, in effect, by the technical review
team team leaders, I assume, should we ask this guy to be
clearer on this or =-

MR. IPPOLITO: Excuse me, thof wcéo instructed
that if they based upon the information that they had, not

only the brief statement =-- we kept an essential file, the
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total statements, so that the particular reviewer could
come and read the total statement to make sure that we, as
managers, you know, properly took and placed it in its
proper context so they could read the total paragraph or
Page or chapter or total statement to make sure that we had
characterized that allegation correctly. 1If even after
doing that, they had a problem, they should come to my
staff, and we would atiompt in some way or other, either
meet, call or try to clear up the understanding of this.

MR. ROISMAN: You get your list of allegations,
those are put together, categorized, categories are then
assigned to people who have responsibility?

MR. IPPOLITO: Correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's take one of those
allegations and sort of walk me thzouqﬁ in general the
process that was used to evaluate the validity of the
allegation.

MR. IPPOLITO: I think that we issued
instructions to the technical review team. They were
dated --

MR. WESSMAN: June 5, 1984, technical review
team guidance.

MR. IPPOLITO: Within it are detailed
instructions of what they should do. Bu* not only that,

the total team was briefed Dy both Darrell Eisenhut and Ben
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Hayes about == and I think these are the instructions that
come out loud and clear, is that each of the reviewers
should go behind the Paper. Another expression used, go
kick the tires.

This was the modus that these pecple were
supposed to use. Don't go look at that one NCR. Go look,
Pick a random sample, as well as that one that's identified
Dy the alleger. Get a randem sample and then go beyond it.
Go make sure. Go interview pecple, talk to people, if they
are still around. And that type of review process is what
they used. I think this document here tries to tell you
that.

. MR. NOONAN: When you used the word random,
that's not statistical r;ndom. That's just random, pick
things, put it together. Thank you.

MR. ROISMAN: Lawyers' random.

MR. NOONAN: Right.

MR. ROISMAN: When the allegation was assigned
to the particular person to look at, if when thyy loocked at
that allegation they concluded that they didn't fully
understand it and they went to talk to the alleger tH find
out what it meant, what {f they didn't find the alleger
right away? what would they do to find that alleger?

MR. IPPOLITO: They themselves would not look at
the alleger. All they knew is that this was alleger X.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTELRS, INC.
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They would come to either Annette or Dick Wessman or R.C.
Tank, who we had a master list, so to speak, and we would
attempt, one of the three would attempt to locate that
person. We have taken whatever actiosn we can, even sending
pecple on travel to other parts of the country once we
located the person to try to do this.

MR. ROISMAN: I guess there are several places,
as you probably know, where it indicatos the alleger could

not be located.

MR. IPPOLITO: We tried the best we can with the
data we had.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: We went to the personnel files
on site to try to get their address, phone number, sent
letters, et cetera. Dickvmight remember some other things
we did.

MR. NOONAN: Let's do this: On allegation, when
you get to me I can maybe explain what we did subsequent to
this time, if that's not too late for you.

MR. ROISMAN: No, but one of the questions T'll
ask you is the extent to which the work already done was
treated by you as done, and if what you tell me is
everything that Tom did, I reevaluated and redid and
therefore, what he did doesn't matter, then I can stop
asking questions about this, but my understanding is some

of his work was relied upen by you, and continuation of his
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work might have been done differently by you than Dy him.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: 1If we didn't contact him
before we looked at the allegation, we always tried to
contact him in a feedback interview. We triod'to contact
everybody in a feedback interview even if we didn't contact
him initially because we felt we understood the allegation.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you work through, when you
were having difficulty finding people, did you work through
Citizens Association for Sound Energy or through Ms. Garde
to locate people?

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Yes.

MR. IPPOLITO: I personally called Ms. Garde for
one or two names in particular, and to Juanita Ellis for
One or two as well. 1In fact, Juanita Ellis found one or
two, they were visiting'ho: at the time and we were lucky
enough to find that individual.

AR. WESSMAN: We did talk with CASE several
times, and I remember on allegation identities that may
have been specified by case, we said we need to get a
particular individual that Citizens Association for Sound
Energy identified as allegers X or 2, and in scme cases
they could help or in some cases they could not or would
not put us in contact with that alleger,

We did things like attempting to go to last

known address, last known telephone number, {f relatives
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were identified in personnel records or whatever, we s-ught
£o contact them. We made what we felt was the best
possible effort. If all telephone efforts failed we would
send a rogistorod.lot:or to the last known address in an
effort to have it forwarded, but I think we made a
reasonable effort to locate the individuals insofar as we
could.

MR. ROISMAN: Do have you any sense of what
percentage of the allegers you were unable to reach?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think Vince could answer that.
I think the final box score on that was completed under his
auspices.

MR. QOONAN: I'll get the number for you.

MR. IPPOLITO: I wou.d think it is a majority,
right, Richard?

MR. WESSMAN: At the end of the effort, my
recollection is a total of nearly 70 allegers to dato, I
may De slightly off in the number, my recollection is at
this time we probably have contacted in excess of 50 of
them. Many of those are only in the close-out phase
because during the on-site phase, some of those, based upon
the statements and information we had, we determined we
didn't need to talk to them during the on-site portion as
QQ already discussed.

MR. NOONAN: I have the numbers available.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MR. ROISMAN: Let's g0 back to the on-site
portion. How did your pecple proceed with the
investigation of an allegation on site? Let's assume that
thay had an allegation that seemed on the surface to be
sufficiently ¢lear, they didn't need to talk to the alleger
at that point, they went to the site to lock at the thing
and found that didn't confirm the allegation. There didn't
appear to be anything there which was consistent with the
statement by the alleger. What was the next step to pursue,
if any, with respect to what the cn-site facts were?

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't know what I could add
over what I said earlier. If we had an allegation in a
particular area, one obviously goes and looks to see what
are the requirements under which that thing is to be built,
designed or whatever have yYou, understanding the Sas{c
raquirements, and doing whatever it takes to determine
whether or not that device or system or that paperwork is
in fact comfc aing to those requirements.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's say that you have an
allegation that NCR 465 was improperly dispositioned by the
supervisor, use as is, without any engineering evaluation,
although you nc,dod an engineering evaluation to decide,
use as is, and your inspector -- that's a very clear one,
you presumably wouldn't have to go to the alleger == you go

to the NCR control, pull out the 465, take a look and find
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the signature of an engineer on there, indicating that the
"use as is" disposition had an engineer's approval. What
would you do in that case?

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm hoping he would have started
with an understanding of the NCR system and what it should
be. Given that, then he would then get a copy of the NCR |
and understand it, go and examine the system. Then I
believe he would interview the people involved, if they are
available, and try to find out what they can, you know.

Why was this signed off Dy the engineer. Go talk to the
engineer. What is the basis? There's nothing apparent

here that justifies "use as is." What is the rationale

behind it? There's gor to be something written that says, ___
here's why I'm saying what I'm saying. :

MR. ROISMAN: My hypothetical was that the NCR
was dispositioned “"use as is" without ever going to the
engineer. Your person finds that it is signed off by an
engineer. Let's assume there's a Statement on there that
explains why the engineer thinks "use as is" is okay. Your
person has a piece of Paper that appears to be in direct
conflict with the statement that the alleger has made.

One possibility is that the alleger has the
wrong number. Another possibility is that the alleger has
the right number and was incorrect, and the third is that

the NCR was altered subsequent to the time that the alleger
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became aware of it and that the company has in effect

forged the document by adding a post-disposition engineeri:g
evaluation on it with the eng.neer's concurrence. How did
your person investigate to determine which of those
possibilities was the correct one?

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm not sure which of the many
various examples, what he would do, but what his
instructions were is to look behind the paper. Don't only
take that one thing. 1If we can, talk to pecple, talk to
the alleger, talk to the pecple on site. Take a random
sample in and around that area because if that one seems to
be a problem, maybe there are others in that general area
at that general time frame. These are the techniques that
a2 person would use but he would try to gc beyond it, and
including interviews.

MR. WESSMAN: We also went out and looked
physically at the components and made an engineering
judgment as to the adequacy of those engineering components
that are the subject of the NCR.

MR, SHAO: It happened quite often that the NCR
is not properly closed and my people started looking and
found out . was properly closed. In that case we went
back to the alleger. 1In many cases the alleger says, oh,
maybe I left, He left the site m2ybe a year or two ago.

He didn't know that it was properly followed up and in many
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cases the alleger accepted our finding.

MR. ROISMAN: Was that done during the time that
the people were still on site or after the site visit part
of the TRT was done?

MR. SHAO: 1In many cases it was done on-site but
some cases it was done off-site. Happened many times.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Or there was a lack of
communication between the QC inspector and the engineer
that wrote “use as is.” They didn't bother to tell the OC
inspector and I don't know that they had to, but he wanted
tO know what the basis for that "use as is” was, and it was
not communicated to him, but eventually we communicated
that to him and at that point he was satisfied once he
undorﬁtood the basis for "use as is."

MR. ROISMAN: All right, let's go on with the
example. Let's assume that your inspector evaluates the
allegation and finds that it was meritorious; that is, the
alleger said if you look at this thing, you will £find a
defect, and your man goes, and he loocks, and he says, there
is a defect. Now, at that point, as I understood from what
you talked about earlier, he would not try to find, if you
will, the root cause, the why of that. 1Is that correct?

He would;;t try to find out why did this defect show up
here at a time when it should have been picked up six

months or a year, whatever it is, a year ago.
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MR. IPPOLITO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: But that he would try to see what
the generic implications of that were; is that correct?

MR. IPPOLITO: Could this problem be in other
areas? '

MR. ROISMAN: How would he know which other
areas to look at without knowing what caused the first one?
Let's assume again that it is an NCR that was not properly
dispositioned.

MR. IPPOLITO: There are NCRs in the electrical
area, in the mechanical area, there are NCRs in the system

area ==

MR. CALVO: I think we're missing a very
important step. You jumped from the point of the NCR and
found lénothing wrong with it. The next step is you must
establish the safety significance of the find. 1f it is
safety significant you proceed to the implications, but if
you find no safety significance you can very well take care
of it at that time.

MR. ROISMAN: Let me ask about that then. I
appreciate you telling me at what point that step comes in.
If you don't know what caused the failuro to detect, how do
you know whether or not, how did Yyou know whether or not it
had safe:'y significance?

MR. CALVO: If I may, if I know the NCR and I
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know the component of the system that the NCR was
addressing, then by kncwing the component and the role that
the component plays in the Plant safety, then I can assess
the safety significance.

MR. ROISMAN: Well, that's right, but =

MR. CALVO: For instance, if the NCR has to do
with emergency lighting or a particular panel, and because
it has reference %o that particular component and the

assessment is made, there's no reason O pursue it because

there was no safety significance. We acknowledged the fact

that this was an isolated case, and we like to know whether
this problem identified == presumably the QC inspector
thought it was safety-related significance. We maybe
extended our review to include other NCRs that fall within
the same classification, "use as is." We did that many
times in many cases.

MR. ROISMAN: My concern == and maybe I don't
fully understand the line between safety-significant and
defect == but I take it that there are procedures for doing
certain things at the plant, and one could, in retrospect,
in getting down with a microscope, take a look and decide
while that one thing was supposed to have been done when we
really look at it now in great detail, it wasn't a
safety-important thing that it be done. Am I correct so
far?
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MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: How do you know if you don't f£ind
out why did this thing which the QC inspector, let's say,
mistakenly believed was safety significant, why did this
thing happen? How can you know whether or not it had an
implication for safety significant matters even though it
is in itself not safety significant?

MR. SHAO: Let me give an example. Say we pour
concrete. The purpose of concrete is to achieve a final
ultimate strength of on pler site. But in order to achieve
the ultimate strength YyOou pour concrete, make tests,
whatever is right. 1In the process there may be a lot of
violations here and there. Maybe the water/cement ratio
isn't right.” Maybe this inspector didn't look carefully,
but the bot:om line is if the concrete had the right
strength Lhat's what really counts, even though they may
have had some safety violations. The final question is did
the concrete have the right strength, so even though you
may have certain violations, they really don't have safety
significance if the final concrete has.:ho right strength.

MR. ROISMAN: I can understand concrete, at
least a little bit of it. If the reason that the proper
mixturs between the concrete and the water was not == that
there was an improper mixture between the concrete and the

water and that was not detected, if the reason was that the
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concrete inspector: had been directed by their bosses to
forget about that, they have been told, look, we're pouring
concrete, we have only five days to get this poured, I
don't want a lot of nit-picking about the water/concrete
mixture. When we're done we'll make sure it is 4000 psi,
So forget about it.

MR. SHAO: It is noc good practice.

MR. ROISMAN: I'm glad we agree on that. 1I take
it also that ;ho presence of that attitude by the
supervisor that could have caused s;nobody to miss
something in another area where you ended up with a
deficient component == how, without finding out the
underlying reason for why the defect was not reported, how
will you know yhothor OF not you have the safety-related
significance?

MR. SHAO: Very good question. We say now, you
have all kinds of violations. Maybe in this area you're
lucky, no problem in concrete. But maybe the same crew may
work somewhere else and somewhere else nay have problems,
80 what we do is we say for this particular issue, number
16, whatever it is, we say no safety significance because
wa look at the final stress, but we put in appendix P,
applicant make sure this doesn’'t happen somewhere else. It
may have safety problems.

MR. ROISMAN: So not only == well, let's go back.
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Then, really, during the SSER 7, 8, 9, 10 piece of the
technical review team, the absence of knowing the answer to
the question why makes it not possible to know with
certainty that there really are not other areas related --
other problems in that same area that were never detected
because of an underlying root cause which you are
transferring to SSER 1ll's responsibility; is that right?

" MR. SHAO: We know something is wrong there. We
want applicant to address why the something wrong didn't
affect other places.

MR. ROISMAN: You are saying now that the
philosophy that Mr. Ippolito talked about earlier this
morning, which is th;s responsibility is the applicant's,
continued right on through this TRT.

MR. SHAO: Applicant have to tell us why, if
they have a violation here, if it happens somewhere else,
why is it okay.

MR. ROISMAN: In your judgment, is tha first
step, if the process were to have been carried forward by
the staff as opposed to being transferred to the applicant,
is the first step after you determine that there was a
deficiency in the reporting system, although admittedly it
turned cut not to have safety significance, the first step
to carrying out the evaluations we have been talking about

is to determine why?
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MR. SHAO: Right.

MR. ROISMAN: Then having defined why, you can
then toinvestigaco as to whatever why tells you to do, 2 4
I take it it would be very difficult in your judgment te do
it in the reverse order, which is to deal with the problem
without ever finding the why and then hold the answer to
the question why until a year after you completed
correcting the known problems.

MR. CALVO: I missad that,

MR. ROISMAN: Let's stick with the concrete

example. You know when Yyou are through that this

particular pour, this particular concret» :iid not produce |
an inadequate concrete strength, but you know thu; it was ;
not because of compliance with procedures, it was in spite ’
of failure to comply with the procedures. You've decided
that part of the responsibility of the technical review
team will not be to try to find out why didn't you comply
with the procedures. That responsibility will be left
eventually to the applicant to £ind out why didn't they
comply with procedures.

MR. SHAO: It is our job to let applicant know
we find something wrong there, and they should give us an
answer why they did it and maybe it’happonod somewhere else
or not.

MR. ROISMAN: But if the applicant's approach is
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tO say we will never answer the question why for anything
we determine does not have safety significance, then you'll
never get the answer to your question; is that correct?

MR. Qaao: No, applicant is supposed to lock at
these issues in generic sense, and they have to decide
whether there is safety significance in other plant or not,
not limited to area.

MR. ROISMAN: They can't do that until they know
why, can they?

MR. SHAOQ: They have to first, this happened
here, let's say in the auxiliary building. They have to
decide whether it' happened in other places and evaluate
accordingly.

MR. ROISMAN: Before they even decide where to
lock and how much of the other concrete to look at, don't
they have tc first find out why didn't procedures get
followed on this one pour?

MR. SHAO: I think they should.

MR. ROISMAN: That was my question. Before you
can decide whether we should look only at the pours in the
auxiliary building or whether we should look only at pours
that took place only in the month of March, you have to
know the why that this pour had the improper procedures.

MR. SHAO: I agree you have to look at why and
if the problem is localized or is not localized, what
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happened to one guy or maybe 10 guys.

MR. IPPOLITO: The breakdown in this control, if
you look at the instructions that the people, my technical
review team people were gi;on and look at the
organizational Structure, there's a dotted line that goes
from every group leader to Mr. QA/QC. When one finds a
technical gproblem and confirms it and the problem happens
to be no one is watching, whatever example you used =--
every morning I met with my group leaders and they were
told every morning that they have to be cognizant of the
fact that when they look at a technical area, it might
identify weaknesses in the control, the Quality control and
quality assurance area. They are to make sure that dotted
line =~ that the QA/QC knows of it. So in other words, if
there's a breakdown in the way they control whatever it was,
the water or what have you, then that control procedure
should have been identified €0 our QA/QC pecple as part of
looking at all of the problems from the various groups.

MR. SHAO: And it was identified in QA/QC.

MR. IPPOLITO: Right.

~— MR. ROISMAN: The Process of the movement of
these issues from the technical People looking at specific
hardware problems in QA/QC, was it the technical pecple who
referred it to QA/QC or was it QA/QC that reviewed the

findings and work of all of the technical ones and decided
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1 which ones to look at and not both?
2 MR. IPPOLITO: We prefer the former, not the
3 latter. ]
- MR. NOONAN: It was a combination of boch, a
S combination of both.
6 MR. SHAO: The table, appendix P was prepared by
7 |' the QA and the engineering people together.
8 MR. ROISMAN: Am I correct == this may be for
9 both Mr. Ippolito and Mr. Noonan == am I correct that after
10 your initial site visits which ended around September, that
11 the volume of pecple available ==
12 MR. IPPOLITO: I'm sorry, October 12.
13 MR. ROISMAN: Thank you. That the volume of
14 Pecple available and the number of site visits that could
15 ‘be made subsequent to that time was significantly reduced
16 over what could be done prior to that time, that vou had
17 more rescources to go do site visits?
18 MR. NOONAN: Not correct.
19 MR. ROISMAN: You had the same amount of
20 Capability or more?
21 MR. NOONAN: Same or more.
22 Let me go back to the why. The whys are
23 important, and I don't deny that, but it is possible in the
24 future the why might not be important. The applicant could
25 come to us and say, here's what we think is why but it
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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doesn't make that much difference, and we aiéht agree with
that. I don't want to lead you down the path that we'll
require him to go back and decide why for every specific
item that we fd2alizy. There might be some reason that we
would accept it is not important to look at the why, and

when I face that I'll make that decision. Right at this

point this time I want to leave that open.

MR. ROISMAN: Other than them coming back and
saying we're going to assume that the why is plant-wide and
address it as a plant-wide failure, what other ways can you
imagine that the why might be irrelevant.

MR. NOONAN: Mr. Shao's situation might have
been limited to one thing. If that concrete has the right
strength yet, that group of pecple maybe did do things not
quite according to procedure, that why might not be as
important other than for that particular element. They
didn't follow the procedure but we know the hardware is
okay. The why is not oz important as if those same group
of people were used in other parts of the plant. That's
kind of some logic. I can see a potential where a guy
could come back and tell us that.

MR. ROISMAN: But in the context of
Mr. Ippolito's SPRT, look where he was looking at the
generic question of management control, how would the fact ==

unless you are talking about somebody who literally had no

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347.3700 Nation wide Coverage 800- 136-6646




1941.0 94
W
1 connection to the rest of management on the site, which of
2 course is an impossibility of appendix B being complied
3 with == how could it not matter?
4 Let's say that it was 10 people, they Aad their
] own supervisor, own QA/QC pecple and werked enly on the
6 auxiliary building, and the applicant comes back and says,
7 we've cnockod the concrete strength for everything in the
8 auxiliary building and it all passed muster. We did not
find out why. In a number of pours we didn't look at the
10 stuff but it doesn't matter Decause we know they only
11 worked on one building. Why is it not still important t»
12 know, was the reason we didn't lock at those whether they
13 themselves had a flaw or whether it was Decause they were
14 not properly ins:tﬁctod Dy the supervisors for concrete on

18 the plant, or the supervisors for QA/QC on the plant or
16 scmething like that?

17 MR. CHANDLER: I think we're veering off course
18 here somewhat and straying into what Staff may look to in
19 the future in terms of roquirements for activities we will

20 be loocking at, in terms of get well programs, SPRTs,

21 whatever, rather than the retrospective of what the TRT did
22 and how it did it, and why it did what it did as documented
23 in the various SERs, and rather than ¢o into speculation as
24 to what the Staff will be lookiug for and why, if we could

s maybe keep our focus back on the point.
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MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chandler, I looked at that
because Mr. Noonan raised i, I also looked at it because
I thought that Mr. Shac's sense of confidence in the work
done in his area was, and in Ippolito's confidence in his
pPecple was in part based on a conviction that some day,
somebody would answer the qucstioﬁ why, and therefore,
remove the last element of uncertainty that may have
existed,.

I don't think it is irrelevant, looking at the
past, to know whether everybody who did this thought that
was going to happen. And I thought it was useful, I'm not
getting into any detail with Mr. Noonan, I wanted to
understand what the scope of that statement was because all
of the people here who passed the ball first to
Mr. Livermore's group and later to the applicant may find
it relevant to know whether the why will ever be answered.

MR. CHANDLER: I haven't raised any concerns up
to this point, Unfortunately, in what the intotchanqo
indicates now is that we're into a realm of speculation as
to future activities that likely go, 1 think,.boyond the
realm of technical review team and thoughts and intentions
of that particular program. That's why I raise that right
now,

MR. NOONAN: We are going to look at the whys.

We told the utilities to look at those. I don't want you
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. 1 €O think there might not be a case where I would say, 1
2 won't look at the why. There mighe,
3 MS. GARDE: Mr. Ippolito, let me take you back
4 to May 1984. After you had written the plan, it wes
5 approved, according to the cover sheet, by Mr. DeYoung,
6 Mr. Denton and Mr. Collins on June S5, 1984, and about a
7 week later you sent it to the board via board notification.
8 Was there any modification to the Plan that you initially
9 wrote up? Is this what you initially wrote and sent
10 Mr. Denton for approval?
11 MR. IPPOLITO: VYes. My recollection is there's
12 one revision; is that correct?
13 MR. WESSMAN: We did a revision on July 1 of
14 1984. My recollection was we changed the schedule, one of
15 those enclosuTres slighely. don't think we did any real

16. changes in the text of the document:
17 MS. GARDE: This was after it was approved, not
18 before?

19 MR. WESSMAN: It was revised after it was

20 approved and all those who approved it were given a copy or
21 else participated in the decision to revise. I don't

22 recall the exact sequence of events.

23 MS. GARDE: Did the plan as it is written here,

24 and I've read this, but did Mr. DeYoung, Mr. Denton and

25 Mr. Collins all concur in the objective, to put the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
A 3473700 Natucnwwle Coverags 800 316-6646




24941.0 97
KSw
objective of this plan, which was to put all the licensing
issues to bed, if your looks put all the allegations to bed?
Was that the objective of this project you proposed?

MR. IPPOLITO: What chis plan attempts to do is
to take and integrate the responsibilities in all of the

areas. They are, by signing that, agreeing to a number of

I T T T

things as stated in the plan. One, yes, they recognize I

am going to orchestrate this effort. Secondly, it asks for
people, and that people are committed to this effort for at

10 least the period of time that I estimated initially there,

11 and whatever I chanred from that peint on. That's what

12 they were concurring in. They recognized the existence of
— 13 4 this project, directorship, if you will, and their

14 agreement to support it as stated. That's what they were

15 concurring in.

16 MS. GARDE: Now when you scarted pulling

17 together the individuals to take down to Comanche Peak, you

18 pulled together a team of around 50 individuals more or

19 less?

20 MR. IPPOLITO: VYes.

21 MS. GARDE: And you arrived, if I recall this

22 correctly, around the first part of July of '84.

e MS. GARDE: Now, from then through the rest of
25 the summer, would you say that the field work done during
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that time period was == Vince, you may need to help answer
this, 50 percent of the field work done going to the SSERs?
What percentage?

MR. IPPOLITO: 1If not all, a very high
percentage of all that was done. I left the project about
October, somewhere mid=October. My understanding is that
the last group, which was the QA/QC, was pretty chh off
site at the time. He may have gone back once or twice for
clean up, but most of the site work was done.

MR. NOONAN: I would say most of the site work
at that point in time was done, Decause when I came on
board I talked to the group leaders and asked if they
needed to go back and most of the answers were no, with a
few exceptions I think.

MS. GARDE: I want to focus on the area of your
work which responded to allegations. When this program
plan was written up it was addressing about 400 allegations,
I think. The number of allegations grew throughout your
field work; isn't that correct?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes, and I think that when I left
it got up to somewhere in the 600s, somewhere in that
neighborhood.

MS. GARDE: And since that time period,

Mr. Noonan, if I'm correct, it has grown again.

MR. NOONAN: Last count it was in the range of
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around 900, although when I came on board it was at about

600. We asked the Staff to go back and recount. The
number changed pretty rapidly. Some of them were broken so
what might have counted as one allegation was now counted
at two. It is around 900, in that ball park right now.

MS. GARDE: Where new allegations were
identified, either in old documents or as you were doing
your work, was the field work and the plan to resolve those
allegations developed essentially on the spot? Did you
during your visit say, this is how we're going to deal with
these plans -~ excuse me, these allegations?

MR. IPPOLITO: I guess ==

MS. GARDE: Let me back up. When you had an
allegation, there was an allegation review sheet prepared;
is that correct?

MR. TPPOLITO: For the new ones, yes, This
document that I'm looking at here is =

MS. GARDE: What is it?

MR. IPPOLITO: A technical review team guidance,
and I think it is something that hae been published. As
part of that there was a sheet to be filled out for new
allegations and te’ls you, this document tells you what to
do with them. They are fed into the system, and they are
given to the appropr ate team leader.

MS. GARDE: Okay, Mr. Chandler, we don't have
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that document. That's one of the ones the FOIA office has
Ot yet released and that would be real helpful and would
have been in pPreparing for this meeting.

MR. CHANDLER: I will take a look and see what
the status of that is.

MS. GARDE: If it would be possible for us to
look at it over lunch, that would help us along.

MS. GARDE: My understanding is that an
allegation review sheet was filled out?

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes.

MS. GARDE: As new allegations were identified,
you had the 400 when you went down and the number increased.
Was the allegation plan, how to deal with the allegation
developed while YOou were there on the site?

' MR. IPPOLITO: The difficulty I'm having wita
trying to answer your quostlon is th = your question seems
to say that there's one single theme, you know, in the
allegations. The QA/QC, there could be many, many areas,
and many nuances to each of the areas. All I did as
manager is say, here's your total work effort, team leader,
organize it, get it done, work within this framework, and
some other general management procedures that I had
established. How he factored — aoalt with a specific
add-on was pretty much his call.

MS. GARDE: What documents would I have to look
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at in order to determine what your team leaders did in July
and August of 19847

MR. IPPOLITO: I don't think == I think the best
you could do == I think initially there was a lot of
investigation, nothing in writing. Digging, digging,
digging. Then we got to the point where we could start
writing, and I think the SSERs or the write-ups for each
individual allegation or group of allegations is dated, so
the outcome of these write-ups is probably all that you
have.

MS. GARDE: Let me give Yyou an example.

MR. IPPOLITO: Excuse me. I'm reminded that for
each allegation, we have a file. Within the file is all of
the information, all of the records that the person used to
== that he used in developing his conclusions regarding
that or that family of allegations.

MS. GARDE: Okay, each allegation had =- let me
give ycu a hypothetical. You have an allegation that comes
from a newspaper article. That's the source of the
allegations. What's the first Step that your team followed
when they were faced with this allegation in the newspape:
article that takes it from the newspaper article to the
SSER? What's the first thing that was done?

MR. IPPOLITO: Pick one that in fact did happen

and I don't remember == the allegation had to do with some
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subject area. That was assigned to the proper team leader.
As part of his review, he tries to establish the genesis
for this. We try to help him, meaning my group tries to
help him. Some of these newspaper irticlos did i{dentify
pecple. To the extent that we could talk to these people
and find out more about these things, we did. Other than
that, we then tried to understand what the allegation was
about and proceeded to establish again what the accepted
program would be, the procedures that implement that
program, and track it down that way.

MS. GARDE: Where does something get put on
Paper in that process? Where did the technizal review teanm
members put sonothtﬁq down on paper in that process?

MR. IPPOLITO: I'm not == part of their review?

MS. GARDE: VYes. Okay, I think we're talking ;
across each Athor. If I could go back in time, and I went
into the technical review team records in July of '84, okay,
what documents did the technical review team develop that
identified the allegations? You have allegations coming
from a lot of different sources =— newspaper articles, word
of mouth, hearings -- you know, a whole group of areas.
How did that get put on a plece of paper which then starts
its process through the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
ends up in these SSERs?

MR. IPPOLITO: I think I answered that one time.
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I'll repeat it. wWhat was done is that we would take the
item, be it from a statement made by somebody, identify the
item, try to describe the item, create a file on that item
with its background and whatever we have that supports that.
That file then would be given to the group leader for his
work.

MS. GARDE: So there's no standardized form? If
I went and looked at the allegation files there's no
standardized form in the allegation file which says “"this
is what the allegation is" so that I éould sit down myself,
lock at the newspaper article and look at the way you
defined it and compare the two allegations?

: MR. IPPOLITO: Yes, ycu can. You can take ==
the final characterization of the allegation is contained
in the SSER. So you could take that and you could go back
o our records an& you should be able to find the genesis
for that, so in other words, you can check.

MS. GARDE: I should be able to see each step.

MR. IPPOLITO: If you look at pages that go
before and after this thing, that's not the way you would
read it, but that's the way we read it. You would be able
to tell that difference.

MS. GARDE: Tony will finish up.

MR. ROISMAN: We talked earlier about the extent

to which you talked to allegers, and I'm interested in
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getting some sense of, to the extent that you know it, eo
what extent were you able to talk to allegers before you
did site visits, before you did the on-site work?

MR. IPPOLITO: I would say we did -- maybe about
20 percent of what we did was beforehand, if you will,

MR. ROISMAN: How much cf it while on site?

MR. IPPOLITO: Maybe another 10 or 20 percent.
Again, I have to remind You that where we thought we
understood it, where we had detailed statements or detailed
records of what the allegation is, we didn't feel the need
to do it, you know, at the front end. Those where we
didn't understand, there was a standing direction; where
you didn't understand, you got to try to find out and clear
that up.

So I'm saying that's wha:'s happening at the
site. So you know, since all of the work was done, most of
the site work was done By the middle of QOctober, I have to
assume that at least people believed that they understood
all of the allog'zlonn or had asked to talk to pecple to
make the clarifications, but nonetheless, we had started
before I left the closeout of these things, okay, and that
vas carried on after I left. And I think Mr. Noonan can
talk to that later, but you know, that's where we are on
that in that one area.

MR. WESSMAN: During the course of the site .our
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we talked to somewhere between 15 and 20 allegers. Those
were the ones we felt we needed to talked to to clarify
issues they already raised or in a couple of occasions they
were identified to us as a new alleger during the course of
our time on site.

MR. ROISMAN: What was the value, in your
judgment, of site visits as compared to the work done after
the site visit? What were your pecple getting by being on
site that they couldn't get if they didn't go to the site?
What sort of things?

MR. IPPOLITO: We had == at che site we had all
that we needed. We had the documents cight there. Those
were the documents we wanted to see, not something that
could be sent to us. The' systems wofo installed there.
Right there. Let's g0 look at them., Let's see beyond the
problem that was identified. In other words, if it is a
hanger in this area, let's look at hangers in other areas.
The third dimension is that you could not get out of
working out of an office up here.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In your judgment was it valuable
€O be able to go in and see the whole file in which some
particular document tha* you may have been interested in

was placed, rather than to rely on the applicants to send

you the document?

MR. IPPOLITO: Our objective was to
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independently, at random, try to establish whether or not
an allegation or issue was in fact substantiated. I think
that we had to do this.

MR. ROISMAN: I guess what I was driving at,
sometimes at least, in our experience =~ I don't know what
yours is -- sometimes when we ask the applicant %or a
document, we get a document in a certain form. Then we
learned the same document is available in another form, not
necessarily with the material that we got the first time
changed, but with more things attached to it.

Was it advantageous from your perspective =- jif
you waht-d tO see an NCR, was it advantageous for you to be
able to go to the NCR file and see the NCR as it appeared
in the file rather than to say to the applicant, send the
NCR 465 or whatever? Were there some advantages to that?

MR. IPPOLITO: I guess if you speak of an NCR,
the NCR is what it is. You could make a photocopy ¢f it or
whatever you want. It is still the NCR. I think that we
did more than that. We independently selected not only
that NCR, probably and randomly picked on either side of
that NCR a number of others. We did it ourselves, we
didn't rely on somecne else to pick our'sanplo, 80 I think
that's the advantage you have. You could look in and see a
document package that is maybe a foot thick, and you see

one that's only, you know, like three pPieces of paper in it,
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and you might say, that looks like one extreme and another
extreme. I think I'll tznd out why. These are the type of
things that the reviewer can take advantage of.

HR..ROISKAN: When you use the words "sample”
and "random," you're using the lawyers' sense and not ==

MR. IPPOLITO: Yes. Vince's comment is still
appropriate.

MR. ROISMAN: Generally applicable.

We're happy to break for lunch unless you want
to hang here.

MR. IPPOLITO: Does that mean we're through with

me?

MR. ROISMAN: We're never through. It means
when we come dack from lunch we don'é intend to start
asking you questions.

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the meeting was

recessed, to reconvene at 1:00 P.m., this same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION (1:05 p.m.,)

MR. CHANDLER: I would like for the record to
note that the Staff did provide to Ms. Garde a copy of the
document entitled "Technical Review Team Guidance," dated
June 1984, which she requested prior to the break.

MR. ROISMAN: We're delighted, and for the
record, this is the first time we've ever seen it.

Mr. Nocnan, there came a time when you assumed
responsibility for the technical review team. What I would
like to know from you, first, is to what extent were any of
the procedures or processes that Mr. Ippolito discussed
this morning changed by you after you took over?

MR. NOONAN: Okay, when I took over Dbasically
there were some instruction that Darrell Eisenhut gave me.
Number one, no changes in staff, at that point in time. I
shouldn't start restaffing with different pecple.

Number twe chat the work was done basically at
the site by the technical review team pecple, group leaders.
Their work was not totally completed but for all practical
Purposas was done. I should start working on getting the
SSERs written.

Number three was allegations. I should become
personally involved in the allegations, go out and meet
Ms. Ellis, meet Ms. Garde, and talk to the allegers myself

as many as I could practically do, and then start thinking
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about the hearings and how we were going to handle them and
Staff positions. So that was the four things.

M7 instructions to the Staff was basically to
write the SSERs. They had done the work. They know how to
write SSERs, do it. I didn't get involved in that process
at that time. What I did was concentrate on the
allegations and I spent the first probably six weeks
getting familiar with the allegations, the system we had,
and I decided that I wanted to improve on that system by
providing better organization and recordkeeping. I wanted
to make sure that we had -- you'll hear it many times,
auditable file, for the allegations. I wanted the files to
bDe complete so that we knew how the 2llegation was handled,
if the allegation was indeed the way the allegers staéfQ it,
the feedback, start tracking where we were addressing SSERs
and how it would be eventually closed out. The system was
changed from time to time. We put it into an organization.

Basically, we took the regional force system
that they had at that time, brought it up to Bethesda and
started working with it from that point on to make it to
what I felt was more organization tc the system and also
putting it on a computer link. That's kind of the way we
worked the allegations. We did make some ground rules as
far as working with the allegers. The ground rules

basically were stated Dy me and they are in a document that
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we wrote. Basically, it is the agency policy on the

allegers. We asked individual technical pecple, when they

talked to the allegers, particularly when they provide

feedback, treat the allegers with respect. Don't qQuestion
their motivation, don't get involved in that. Treat it as
factual until such time as you decide from a technical
basis that it is factual or not factual, and don't
challenge the allegers.

Early on, I think we had a couple cases and I
can't recall exactly what they were, but where the Staff
got argumentative with the alleger and it wasn't
necessarily Staff's fault, but I didn't want to get into
that kind of environment. If the alleger said it was that
way, do:i: that way. Provide the alleger Qi:h feedback
from the technical staff and‘soo if the alleger agrees. 1If
he doesn't like it, find out why. Try to get it on the
record why. If the allegation wasn't correct, the Staff
misinterpreted the allegation, didn't write it down
correctly, whatever that was, then Dy God let's get it
right and address the right allegation.

That process basically took us -=- at least my
involvement was pretty deep until November and December,
and at this time, the Staff was working on SSERs. I put
together a panel that was intimidation and harassment panel.

I also put together a contention 5 panel. I set up a new
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type of organization where I had basically just three
people reporting to me. I should say four, because in this
allegation I assigned a specific individual to be
responsible for the allegation System rather than have all
the technical groups working on their own allegations and
eventually being coordinated into one group. I had one man
assigned to make sure the allegation system was put in a
form we could handle and deal with. The last was working
with the utility on the set-up of the CPRT, putting out our
concerns, talking about, Mr. Utility, you now have all our
concerns addressed, we want Yyou to come back == and these
were the letters and finally the SSERs.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's go back to the allegers for
a second. At the time you took charge of the technical
review team, essentially two of the technical review team
letters, September and October, were already out. There
was a letter in November and finally one in January of 1985,
Explain to me how the changes that you made viih regard to
dealing with the allegations of the allegers and the
allegers themselves, how did that change, if it did at all,
tne development of the technical review team letters, the
development of the subsequent SSERs, or is this a separate
track done in some way separate from that whole process?

MR. NOONAN: No, they are tied together.

Basically it didn't affect the two letters that had gone
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out so much. It basically affected the SSERs because we
told all parties that while the letters were there there
were still additional things to bring forth, and those
could have been things we brought out while we were putting
this alleger system together. I looked for things where it
said we couldn't contact the allegers. Why couldn't we?
Let's fix the process to make Sure we have a record to say
we did contact them or if we didn't, why we didn't.

SO in our files you should find scmething in
that file that says we contacted the alleger and there will
De a transcript there to indicate that or there will he a
letter there. If we did NOt contact the alleger trere
would probably be a piece of paper saying we sent a
tegistered letter and got it back, and a few refused to
mee: with us and that should be in there also. Anything
would be updated as far as what might have been in the
letters, but the SSERs should now reflect the current view
of the Staff.

MR. ROISMAN: Can you give me some idea of what,
or in some detail -- you went through it very Quickly and
I'm not sure I understood it and certainly didn't remember
it all. wWhat were the things you changed about how
allegations from allegers were dealt with Dy the Staff from
what had existed before you came in?

MR. NOONAN: Organizational was the big thing.
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I felt we needed a System where we could find out the
allegation number. We had given everybody a number because
we didn't want names to get out == who was working on the
allegation, where it was addressed in the SSERs == so it
was an organizational procedure.

Sdmotinos we need to provide closeouts,
everything will be closed out, there has to be a record for
my purposes at least of managing to make sure I know who
did it. Did they look a:'th- right allegation, are we sure
it is right, and where is it closed out. We played back
what you call commission policy on allegers, put through
all of the technical people. We sent copies to every
technical person. We set.the ground rule. When you :alk
to allegers, t;chnical pecple have a tendency to look at
the technical answers, and I didn't want them to become
argumentative with the alleger. The alleger believed what
he believed. He wasn't necessarily always right, I didn't
want tc challenge him in a meeting like that. I thought we
could do it on paper.

M. ROISMAN: In the technical review guidance
team document we got dated June 1984, there are some
instructions in there for dealing with illoqati*ws'and the
alleger which appear == Sorry, there's no page number. It
is in attachment 3, and it is on the third page of the

attachment under paragraph G. T want to know, are there
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cther instructions that you added to this beyond these that

dealt with how people should be dealing with the allegers?

If it is in a document, say I did this a supplement to thisg ==

MR. NOONAN: I pelieve I did read that when I
came on board and put it in the file. Basically we started
with a set of instructions that followed much along the
Diablo Canyon lines, the treatment of the Diablo Canyon
allegers. We took the policies followed on Diablo Canyon
and put together a document that said here's how we will
treat allegers from this day forward. It is different. T
don't want to call it a supplement because I didn't use it
as a basis for any other documon:;

MR. ROISMAN: So we'll be able to find it and I
assume it is coming in the course of things, what is it
callad? What should we look for?

FROM THE PLOCR: I think procedures for closecut
of the allegers.

MR. ROISMAN: What did #ou do when in going
:htough your procedures yru identified an allegation which
in your judgment had not been properly closed out but was
already the subject of a published technical review team
letter. Did you go back and do a further site analysis,
send people back on the site again?

MR. NOONAN: I would have made the pecple

available to the site if necessary. We always asked that,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
20-347-3700 Naponwwde Coverage 800- 136-6646




24941.0
wSW

N RN N NN e e e e s e s e pe e
MOUNHO’ODQQMOUNHO

W @ 9o WM e W N

115

do you need to go to the site to answer the 2llegation or
is this something you already covered. We provided
feedback to the person. I would havo.givon it probably at
that time == this time I was setting up kind of a different
organization and I would have given it either to Mr. Shao
or Mr. Calvo. Those were the two people who were going to
become responsible for almost all of the technical work. I
hadn't put the new crganization in place yet, but I was
going in that direction.

MR. CALVO: To supnplement what Mr. Nocnan is
saying, we did in some cases follow up allegations, set up
a4 team to go back to the site because new information
resulted grcm the allegers cor new allegations altogether.
So it was a judgment on our part whether we had to go to
the site or maybe the information we had was good enough in
our SSERs in some kind of way to cover that particular new
allegation or new ramification of that allegation.

. MR. NOONAN: We had people at the site this
month looking at new allegations.

MR. RdISHAN: The next question, what did you do
with allegations which you learned of subsequent to the
time of the original technical review team site visit?

MR. NOO&AN: They would have been logged into
the system so we have a record of it. They would have been

given to my technical people for resolution and then

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347-3700 Natonwide Coverage 800- 3366646




24941.0 116
SW
1 addressed in a formal supplement to another SSER, and I
2 think at that point in time, we hadn't officially put it
3 Qut. All the allegations we addressed over and above what
4 Richard looked at are covered in SSER 7 to 11, or will be
5 covered in the next editicn. I haven't fully decided. I
6 might put it into an apperdix.
7 MR. CALVO: The electrical instrumentation group
8 give status on new allegations or follow=ups which come up
9 after the SSER number 7. We indicated which they were, and
10 in the process of evaluation gave the status, what
11 conclusion we had reached at that time. The process is
12 still going on.
13 MR. NOONAN: As of September 15 we took the
14 allegation files, brought them back into the region. The
15 region . now has responsibility for any allegation that
16 i appeared after September 15. We're handling the ones
17 before that time. The region will transfer to me if
18 there's a need for any technical evaluation?
19 MR. ROISMAN: What would they look at where
20 there wouldn't be a need for technical evaluation.
21 MR. NOONAN: Depends. Could be strictly an
22- inspection allegation that they could handle themselves.
23 MR. ROISMAN: Could you give me a "for instance®”
24 80 I understand the distinction?
25 MR. NOONAN: Could be that something == a cotter
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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pin was left out in certain things. The region could look
at that themselves. If it was true they might want to get
the technical staff involved, but depends on what the
resolution of the region evaluation was. We're doing to be
informed of all the allegations. We do know at this time
what all the allegations are, so it is communiéation
between us and the region.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is the region following your
guidelines in how %o deal =--

MR. NCONAN: 1In general. They we close them out
in terms of SSERs and they close them out in terms of
inspection reports.

MR. ROISMAN: But how ;hoy do their
investigation, in the way in which they deal with the
allegers? Did the diroctiyos you gave to your technical
review team staff on how to deal with the allegers,
rewritten ones that you developed, have you given that
directive to region 42

MR. NOONAN: Yes.

MR. ROISMAN: Are they }oquirod to follow that
as a result of you giving it to them?

MR. NOONAN: I don't know about "required.” I
fully expect them to follow it to the best that they .an.

MR. ROISMAN: Are you in effect auditing their

work on that?
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MR. NOONAN: No. I'm talking to them and I talk
€2 them almost daily, so communicating with them.

MR. ROISMAN: Why did that alleger investigation
work get transferred to the region rather than staying in
your office?

MR. NOONAN: That's the way it does business.
The region normally locks to the allegations. We're
through most of the allegations. We've looked at almost
all of the allegers. You haven't seen the final
disposition of some of the allegations, but as far as the
Staff work is concerned, most of it is cocmpleted.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you have a rough idea of how
many allegations ;ro contained in the already published
SSERs and how many allegations that your pecple will be
dealing with where there is still no puBlished resolution?

MR. NOONAN: 1I'll give Yyou numbers. I think
around 700-scme allegations that probably == yes, probably
closed in the SSERs. Probably another 300-some being
basically worked on Dy my staff here, our staff, and
there's a few down in the Tegion now, less than a handful
probably.

MR. ROISMAN: What mechanism, formal mechanism
exists that if an allegation is received by the region
through the new system and has allegations that are already

being investigated that your people will be made aware of

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
2023473700 Nationwids Covernge 800- 336-5646




24941.0
KSwW

W @ 9 o e W N e

NN NN NN O e e e e e ps e e e
U!bUND-‘OOOdOUI‘-UNHO

119

the new allegation?

MR. NOONAN: That's done through my allegation
coordinator. I put one person in charge of allegations.
That person basically communi.cates with the region
ttoquont;y, sometimes more than once a day. That
information is brought inte our system. We know what's
being done and I have put together a system where we can
track not only allegations but board notifications. We
know who is doing what.

MR. ROISMAN: Do I understand it is not yet
determined what form the published resclution of the 300 or
sO allegations you're still looking at will take?

- MR. NOONAN: No. The NRR Staff will cleose them

out in future safety evaluations being written, an appendix

~ to the evaluation and the region 4 staff will receive them

as inspection reports.

MR. ROISMAN: Not in one future SSER but maybe
as part of several future SSERs.

MR. NOONAN: As they are done. )

MR. ROISMAN: Those allegations, to the ~xtent
they are related to that subject.

MR. NOONAN: VYes.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. ROISMAN: You expect them to be an appendix

to a future SSER.
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MR. NOONAN: Yes. We have what we call normal
licensing activities to be resolved. SSER 12, the normal
SSER went out. The next one will more likely have an
appendix in them.

MR. ROISMAN: Those will not necessarily be
related to the subject matter of the SSER; you use that as
the convenient way of getting it out?

MR. NOONAN: Yes.

MR. ROISMAN: The allegations that have not yet
been closed out in published SSERs, is there any way they
are being treated that is different than the way in which
earlier allegations were bDeing treated in terms of the
nature of the investigative work that you do or how you
deal with the allegers or any of that? .

MR. NCONAN: Only in the respect that you alwais
Lry to change to improve the system. That's the kind of
changes that I would expect at this point in time,
scmething that we felt could have been done better. We are
now doing better.

MR. ROISMAN: To the extent that fiald
investigations would have been done if- this were an
allegation that had been in Mr. Ippolito's hands in June of
1984, they would be field investigated now?

MR. NOONAN: Yes, if required, Staff will decide
that.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 MR. ROISMAN: There are no different set of

2 criteria, the same Mr. Ippolito used in deciding when to

3 field investigate would in effect be used?

4 MR. NOONAN: Yes.

5 MR. ROISMAN: Ypu mentioned that you had == one
6 of the changes that you had made was the establishment of

7 contention 5 in the harassment/intimidation packages. Can
8 you just put them into the context of the process that was
9 under your jurisdiction? Were they expected to participate
10 in the development of any of the SSERs to start with?

11 MR. NOONAN: No, not in development of the SSERs.
12 The contention 5 panel would be basically to see if the
13 Staff was adequately addressing the concerns related to the
14 allegations. Did we do a good job, were there things that
15 we were not answering correctly, is the Staff position

16 articulated properly, does the Staff have a basis for that
17 position? The contention 5 panel was for that.

18 The overall charter contention 5 panel has been
19 pﬁblishod. to see what the effects would be on QA/QC.

20 Intimidation and harassment panel basically was a panel of
21 people put together to address those specific issues, not
22 look at the technical aspect but take what the Staff found
23 and treat it in terms of intimidation and harassment, and
24 that document stands by itself right now.

25 MR. ROISMAN: Well, the reason I was asking the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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question is that it appears that having now seen the
pudlished report of the harassment/intimidation panel, that
the panel essentially adopted the work done by the
consultant EG&G, which was itself an evaluation of
available materials as opposed to a raw research job..
Started with what was available, looked at the record,
transcript and all the other available materials.

That, at least on its surface, appears to me to
be different than what appeared to have been the original
mandate of the Narassment/intimidation panel. And I wonder
with regard to ©, that there has been any similar
modification in the role that you see the contention §
panel playing from what had been indicated in its original
authorization documents. .

MR. CHANDLER: I think once again we're straying
out in areas not related to the technical review team.

MR. NOONAli: There is a change, but you're right.
Were getting off. Questions on intimidation/harassment, I
would like to nave that addressed to those people that
worked on that. On the contention S document, panel, the
document stands as it is. Those documents are in the
record.

MR. ROISMAN: Talking about the original

document.

MR. NOONAN: VYes.
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MR. ROISMAN: Beyond what you described, what
other, if any, modifications did you make in the approach
that had been taken in the development of the technical
review team when Mr. Ippolito was in charge of it, insofar
as either producing technical review team letters or
producing SSERs?

MR. NOONAN: I'm not sure there was any real
change in approach. I might have used different techniques.
I might have not been satisfied with the answers that I saw.
I basically wanted to make Sure that Staff had their
conclusions and that they could articulate the basis for
those. What do we need to do to do that job? That's what
I would have done.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In the development of the work you
did, to what extent were the limited budget of the
technical review team constraints on the things you thought
you needed to do? |

MR. NOQONAN: We as an.aqoncy always have
1initations on budget. One thing I did do, when I came on
board in October I also brought on board a contract person
SO we could handle the contractual problems that we
normally incur. By that . mean getting people on board and
available people and monies. Up to this point I haven't
really had any == I had sufficient resources to do what I

needed to do.
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MR. ROISMAN: I think we'll have no further
questions for you, and I would like to start on SSEX number
7 with Mr., Calveo.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Calvo, I'm going to ask my
Questions based on SSER 7, which you also have in front of

you. On page beginning on page J-3 and going on to page J-4,

there's a description of the concern and allegation

tracking system and the review methodology. This document
says that the technical review team determined the validity
of each technical concern or allegation and assessed its
safety significance, its potential generic implications and
any indication of potential plant breakdown.

Going back through each one of these, could you
please describe what was the basis for the determination in
these areas in your category, which would be all the
electrical allegations covered ir here?

MR. CALVO: The basis of intimidation of the
validity? I guess we can g0 to J-7. I guess this is in
@ssence the electrical instrumentation group summary. We
had about nine categories. Next we have the subject matter
for each category and the correct characterization, with
the characterization of the concerns and the allegations in
those categouries.

The first category was electrical cable

terminations. How do I determine the validity of each
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allegation. What we did, we took all the available
allegations in the electrical instrumentation systems and
tried to put them in nine bins, in accordance to the type
of allegaticn there was. for instance, in the category 1
we put everything that had to do with electrical
terminations. Or hardware related, sometimes QA/QC related.
We went down the line. When we get to the electrical cable
terminations, we look at the allegation and are trying to
determine the validity of that allegation. If we have the
specificity it is very simple. Inspect the particular
installation or look at a particular document but always go
Pack to the installation; we try to do that.

Then that will determine the valjdity of that
allegation. The question is, what we do after we determine
validity. If it is determined to be adequately
substantiated then we try to determine what are the

ramifications of this particular allegation. What were the

" generic implications? was any more problems liko'this on

the plant?
MS. GARDE: Before you go‘into that, when you
say if you determine that it was adequately substantiated,
now, what do you mean by the term "adequately substantiated”?
MR. CALVO: The description or the
characterization of the allegation. For instance, the

allegation says, if the specificity will say cable XYZ was
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terminated improperly, we confirm that that particular
cable did not confirm with the drawings, we say it was an
allcqftlon that == it was adequately validated, adequately
substantiated. The allegation was correct. No further to
go into that if the specificity was there.

I must add, most of the allegations, they were
mostly very general. There were very, very few == count on
the fingers of ybur hand == that had any specificity in ic,.
When you are confronted with that type of allegation, it
was a global allegation, I had to make a judgment where to
look to see whether it has some merit. I could not focus
on aly particular area. I must gC to the plant and pick an
area of the plant where the greatest conglcomeration of this
particular installation I could find.

In the electrical systems ocne place you found
the greatest concentration would be the cable room. In the
electrical termination we figured out the greater majority
of the cable termination was in those areas, and more
logically we will find the problems in there, and that's
what we did.

MS. GARDE: Let me restate what I think you said.
Where there was programmatic concerns raised with no
specific basis, cable number, drawing number, you would
design an inspection program which would give specific

information, come up with a set of examples or drawings to
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i00k at, then go look at those drawings to reach the
conclusion on the programmatic concern raised by the
alleger? '

MR. CALVO: We call it approach to resolutions.
Those indicated how you go about tackling this particular
problem, what we should do with the allegation. Wwas it
specific or was it generic. Wwe always try to go forward
enough, locking, reinspect enough to determine whether the
allegation. valid or not valid, it has some possible
generic implications.

MS. GARDE: Let's stick with a small number of
specific allegations. I want to make sure I understand.
Where you had, for example, cable termination numbers or
cable numbers, and I went and kicked the tires, as the term
has been us;d, and you found that that particular cable or
cable termination was correct as you locked at it today or
July '84 when you looked at it, did you make any attempt to
determine if, between the time period when the allegation
was macde, say the person left the site in January of '84,
and that is the extent of his knowledge, and July '84, when
you were looking at it, did you make an attempt to
determine whether between January and Jhly‘thoso cables had
been corrected, NCRs had been written, the problem had been
found by the utility and adequately dealt with?

MR. CALVO: Not in the specific time frame. We
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look at the installation Up there at that time, could have
been done for the last 10 years. We look at that
information pertaining. in that particular area wve felt was
the problem area.

MS. GARDE: When You say a specific allegation
was not substantiated, that term means that at the day you
looked at it, that particular component was acceptable?

MR. CALVO: The particular component was
acceptable, in some cases. In other cases I could not
reach that conclusion because it was not enough information
to reach that conclusion. In Some cases I could say it.

If it was specific enough, told me exactly what it was, you
correct it. :

MS. GARDE: That's the ores we're talking about
now, sp‘citic allegations?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. NOONAN: If I can just interrupt one second,
when the Staff looked at the allegation, they made a
determination whether or not the allegation, they could say
that it was a -- they could validate the allegation. A lot
of things could happen in the normal work process at the
plant that could have changed things from - if there had
Deen a year span there could be a difference, so I guess
what I'm saying, normal work done at the plant could have

taken care of the some of the problems alleged by the time
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the Staff got there. Normal work.

¥S. GARDE: I want to understand what his SSER
means. I already know what you think. Tony is going to
ask a clarifying question.

MR. ROISMAN: I want to be clear abrut this. Do
I understand the way you did the investigation it is
possible that the following could happen: A worker sees a
condition in 1982 that is nonconforming. He attempts to
raise it with management and they reject it. Sometime
after that he leaves the plant site. He eventually becomes
an alleger and his allegation shows up on your desk. After
the plant has been deemed to be completed, the defect is
still there, still in the plant, still at the place he saw
it. But management learns that the alleger has gone to the
Nuclear Regulatory Connissioﬂ. Now they know that he is
pressing that issue.

They go in then, after all their inspection work
was presumably done, and they fir that problem. You now
show up scmetime after June of '84, and you go to look, and
you see the physical hardware, and it is not == no problem
anymore. That it is possible that at that peint, you will
write on your sheet, this is not substantiated, there isn't
a problem here, and never have gone back to find out in -
paperwork whether the correction was made in the normal

course, as Vince just said, or whether it was made after
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applicant had represented that it had completed all of its
work on that component, and maybe only because of the
existence now of an external alleger.

MR. CALVO: 1If wo:go back to the basis that you
have a specificity, the specificity was an NCR number, that
would have forced me to go to the paperwork. If the
lllcq;r was that person that you say that sometime in the
past Dbrought up a particular problem that it was corrected,
then I think if the specificity was there on the paper,
where that would force us to lock ints that.

If the problem was just the hardware item, no
paperwork trail for it, we did not go to verify the fact
that, yes, it was truly an allegation corrected by
management because I would not know Qhorn to look at it.
guess ﬁhat particular aspect of it, I would consider that's
part of the QA/QC program. Looking at the programmatic
concerns, how things evolved throughout the plant. There
was not a way for me to recreate the crime and say, by the
way, You are right, but they have corrected it. If the
specificity ==

MR. ROISMAN: The normal course of the look at
allegations did nof include an automatic look to see
whether problems which the allegers, whether specific or
general, problems which Eho allegers said existed and which

on review of the hardware you found were not there, there
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wasn't an automatic, let's look and find out whether this
thing got fixed only in the last month or whether it got
fixed within a month of when the problem was raised and
this alleger just never knew it got fixed.

MR. CALVO: Even if we had done that it would
only apply to a handful of allegations because the
spccitipity was not there., There was no way I could
recreate that kind of trail.

MR. IPPOLITO: 1Isn't it a fact, unless one wants
O make the assumption that the applicant would totally
violate all of his procedures, his QA/QC procedures, any
modification done on that plant would have had a record of
some sort, regardless of whether it was done today,
yesterday, a week ago, a month ago, a year ago? Would
there not have been a record that a modification had been
performed and the time it was performed?

MR. CALVO: Should have been. In the ideal
world, there should have been.

MS. GARDE: My question assumed the paperwork
was there. It was more directed to when were corrections
made.

MR. IPPOLITO: I would be surprised then. You
did what you did, Jose. I would be surprised in looking
over that data, that control package or data package, that

his people, and I know the pecple who were working on this,
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would not have looked at the whole package, would not have
known that there were modifications done at a certain time.

MS. GARDEZ: You are going further than I think
my question is. When you say was adequately substantiated,
I wanted to understand that.

MR. CALVO: The focus of my review was to
validate the allegation, but I don't stop there. I went a
step further. I know that allegations reflecting this
issue, whether they were there or not. If it was not
validated, I would go the same way whether it was validated
or not validated. To satisfy myself if the allegation was
an isolated case and also provide me the basis, what I will
tell the applicant to do to look in a more global way in
the plant. '

MS. GARDE: 1In the case where you have specific

information, component number, NCR number, you loock at that

and everything looks all right, acceptable

MR. CALVO: With the standpoint of the NCR
Paperwvork I always double check by looking at the
installation. I felt the paperwork was the QA/QC
responsibility. My job was the product. I want to be sure
that the product was okay regardless of whether the
Paperwork was telling me one thing or the other.

MS. GARDE: Good. I'm glad you clarified that.

If you had a specific allegation and you only had a handful
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of those with that type of specificity and it was not
substantiated as being a problem, you still expanded the
Scope of that allegation. So you looked at, for example,
cable numbers, if you had a particular cable number, and
that cable was acceptable, you still expanded the scope of
what you looked at so that you looked at other similar
cables.

MR. CALVO: I did that on a general basis. Of
course there are oxceptions to the rule. It was a judgment
in one case to do it or not to do it. In most cases that's
what I did. I wanted to be sure I was looking ahead to the
future. Any new allegations in the future I wanted to be
sure I had the umbrol}a over these categories-so I didn't
have tc send the tcaﬁ'back to Dallas again. We wanted to
be sure we put the arms around it. We spent enough time
down there already.

MS. GARDE: Programmatic concerns. If you were
given a general allegation with not very much specificity,
you then developed a program to look at specific components,
documents which would tell you whether or not that
programmatic concern was substantiated; is that correct?

MR. CALVO: You say programmatic concern, an
allegation has general connotations. Every time -- for
instance there were allegations on cable separation.

Allegation says you have cable separation problems on the
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plant. No other information than that in some cases. Wwe
had a choice. We could g0 and pick up a little system in
the corner and find out that it may be representative of
the others, but on those we truly concentrated in three
areas, in the cable spreading room, in the control room and
the shut-down panel. we thought if there were problems we
would find it there. wWe concluded there' were some generic
implications, scme cases we did find problems with generic
implications, but it was limited to it was my engineering
judgment and the Pecple working for me at that time. It
wWas not a trail of a map that we draw, let's go from here
to there. It was just concentrated on the area, be sure to
pick up enough samples here and there and determine the
implications.

MS. GARDE: Going back to J=8 ‘== J=4, I want to
g0 through your process in this sentence because I have

other questions on generic implications and other things in

‘the sentence. We've now gone over how they determined the

validity of each technical concern or allegation. The next

part of the sentence is "and assessed its safety significance.®

MR. CALVO: Let me go back to determinations.
We can pick up any category and generalize it, A lot of
the allegations we had were in our judgment associated with
non-safety-related systems as defined in the PSAR. It also

came to our attention that maybe the QC inspectors were
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considering everything either safety or not safety. To
them it was safety sc we felt they were treating them as
safety-related, the kind of Quality must alsc be reflected
to be safety-related. Every time, whether it was safety or
nonsafety, we also tried to lcok at enough of those things
around to find out there was not generic implications. Why
spend more on this. We did what we could. We looked
farther into the safety~-related even thouéh :h?re was no
allegation, and concluded whether it ‘was safety or
nonsafety, that's what we ended up.

MS. GARDE: Where in the process did you assess
the safety significance of an allegation, was it at the
beginning or at the end?

MR. CALVO: Neither, all through it. "It was not
== it was at the end when we write the conclusions. It was
when the process was going on if it was nonsafety-related,
although we agreed the QC inspector could not have made a
difference. I guess if it had been safety-related, maybe
my Jjudgment, my generic implications, kind of arms around
it maybe would have been a little bigger arms. I would say
that's something to look further into it. Then we also

jump into safety-related features if we felt it was

.appropriate.

MR. IPPOLITO: Unless things have changed, does

it not have a section in it that talks about safety
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significance at that specific or group of ==

MR. CALVO: It does, but it is a very general
form. It doesn't convey the kind of message. Say the
significance is, say, scmething like the installation
appeared to be undetermined. Doesn't add to the kind of
thinking we tried to do there. Most of the
characterization is not. Everything has safety '
significance. The the degree is what we tried to determine
in relation to all the generic implications of the plant.

MS. GARDE: Going back to the general concerns
that didn't have a lot of specificity that we're talking
about, you used the term random, and am I right in assuming
that you are not talking about statiscical =--

| MR. CALVO: That would be with lawyers.

MS. GARDE: 1Is there any consistency to the 3
number of documents you would look at to determine whether
a general concern was substantiated?

MR. CALVO: To be honest I was more worried
sbout things I found to be correct than not correct. Once
I found problems with installations, then in my mind would
think, well, appears that we have a problem. Appears it is
not an isolated problem. Appeared that the utility would
have to look into it. I would say that's one for root
causes and for the generic implications. The ones I didn't

find problems I always worry, because I thought, do I look

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347-3700 Nauomwde Coverags 300- 1366646




24941.0

KSwW

N N e W N e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

18
19
20

21

22
23
24
25

137

at enough of them? Do I have to go further?

MS. GARDE: I need to know how ycou reached the
conclusion, what was the basis for your conclusions not to
go further? What's your auditable trail?

MR. CALVO: I don't want to give you a litany.
You want to ask me the ones that I found something wrang
with, whether I felt it was encugh that I didn't have to go,
any further? I think the auditable trail, if I found
something wrong with a particular aspect, for instance
electrical separation we found problems, do you tr v == it
is an auditable trail but the acticn required from the
applicant is to inspect all the electrical separation for
that particular type of electrical system, that's better
than any auditable trail. The whole thing got to be
revisited in hundreds of numbers of magnitude.

MS. GARDE: That's not my question. There are
things that you did not pursue, that you did not find a
problem with, and they kind of dead end. That's the end of
it. '

MR. CALVO: Right. If I found a problem ==

MS. GARDE: What did you look at to make that
determination, how much?

MR. CALVO: It's not numbers. Sometimes bias,
sometimes it is all contained in the SSERs. That's the

general auditable trail, and from here you go to the
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reference documents that we had as part of the allegations
package. That will support this auditable trail. Numbers
will mean nothing. What areas they will look, in some
Ccases you got numbers, but the question is whatever numbers
I give you, the important part is the actions that are
required. If I required no actions the question would be a
good question. But if I found problems with the separation
in the control room packages and I say == and that was
validated, I asked the applicant to reinspect every panel
for Comanche Peak, what metter auditable trail do you need?

MR. ROISMAN: I want to ask you a question on
that issue. You seem to be making an assumption, sticking
with your control panel problem, that if you find a problem
in the control panel, asking the applicant to reinspect all
the control panels, reaches as far as you could conceivably
reach so there was no need to look farther yourself, but if
you don't know why there was a problem in the control panel,
how do you know making the applicant look at the control
packages would cako care of the problems? If the why was
equally applicable to noncontrol panel stuff, then your
hundred percent look st the control packages would not have
made them lock broad enough.

MR. CALVO: You're right, but again I must look
at the allegations and put some bounds around them, you see.

I got the allegation. I got problems with separation in

»ore
pad

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.

AN 347-3700 Nanormwnds Coverass L R




24941.0
KSwW

~ O e W N e

w o™

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

139

the control packages. It was not mine to establish the
Toot cause why you had problems in there, therefore you
must havo.a problem somewhere else. The applicant could
look at this problem and determine whether he had problems
in the cable trays or whatever else, but as far as my scope
of work it was limited to the allegations having to do with
control panels.

MR. ROISMAN: There was an operating assumption
that, at least in your group, was used that ﬁhc language of
the allegations as given you by the alleger defined the
outer limits of how far you would require the applicant to
go. If the alleger had said, in every time the applicant
did an electrical inspection of the plant, they disregarded
deficiencies if they would be time-consuming to repair.

-I£ that had been the allegaticn, and you had
gone to the alleger and said, how do I find that, and he
said, well, go to the control packages and you'll find
separation problems that never made it to NCRs, sc you go
to the =ontrol panel, look and say, he's right, I found
these problems, but the scope of the allegation was that
they were dropping the ball on deficiencies all over, and
the one example that he happened to have for you was
control panel.

Would your operating assumption make you then

require them tc reinspect the entire electrical system of
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the plant or would you still have limited your requirement
to reinspect the control panels because that was the only
specific area where you found the allegation confirmed?

MR. CALVO: No, I guess for instance, I think it
is yes and no. It goes back to the judgment, the
significance of it. If I feel that the allegation provided
me with some bounds, okay, normally we went outside the
bounds of the allegations to establish =- there was no
other problems in other areas of the plant.

The control room panels -- we don't ask them to
fix the Jontrel room panel, we ask them to do every panel
in the pliat, so it will be enocugh from the standpoint of
the argument, why get out of the control room because the
allegation did not tell me to go to the control room.

We went further. We felt it'it was a problem in
a particular installation, we felt that maybe the same
problem will occur in other areas of the plant, so our
action was not only to concentrate on the eontrol room, it
is to go to all the panels in Comanche Peak and determine
whether you had the same kind of a problem, so it was not
what the allegation told us, it was what the judgment of
the group told us.

MR. ROISMAN: How do you know to stop at the
control panels all over the plant? How do you know it

should not have also included the cable spreading room or
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how do you know it didn't include all of the =--

MR. CALVO: It is a matter of experience, of
knowledge with this kind of installation. Had to do with
the separation between flexible conduits. We felt, based
upon what we foynd == there were some drawings and
specifications -- that the application of the regulatory
criteria was misinterpreted. We feel if it was
misinterpreted there, it may have been other places too.
Depends on the case in question.

MR. ROISMAN: The Question is, what's the basis
for deciding that if the procedure was misinterpreted for
let's say the cable scparation,.it it was misinterpreted
for cable separation, it wasn't rofloctiQQ of a failure
plant-wide %o understand many different electrical
procedures, not just cable. How were you able to know that
you could == that you had gotten your arms around the
entire problem with only the knowledge = without ever
having answered the Question, why did this procedure not
get understood? How did you know whether you hasd put your
arms around enough of the problems? ’

MR. CALVO: If I understand you correctly, if
you had probicmn with the electrical separation procedures
why don't you have problems with the electrical termination
procedures? Every electrical NCR we had, that problematic

problem comes back to the QA/QC. 1If you look at the cable
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separation, for instance, on Page J-44, action to the
utility, evaluate the adequacy of the QA/QC program. This
is page J-44, has to do with the electrical category number
3, electrical equipment separation, under actions required
by the utility. “Evaluate the adequacy of the QA/QC

pProgram as related to the deficiencies identified above to

N o v e W N e

establish root causes and appropriate corrective actions.

These actions shculd be integrated with other actions
9 addressed under the electrical instrumentation category 6,
10 electrical QC inspector training and qualifications and

11 QA/QC category 88 as built and QA/QC category 1, design

12 ‘process.” The inference from one == mistakes from one

13 procedure to the other, tha. was feedback into the QA/QC,
14 the prog smmatic overview. What are the implications, what
lg else they can make out of that based on the programmatic

16 assessment of the ;tccoduros?

17 MR. ROISMAN: Do you have a judgment as to how
18 you believe that process is Supposed to be implemented?

19 Let's stick with the cable separation problems in control
20 room panels. At this point, I take it, you do not know why
21 it was that the proper cable separation procedures were not

22 followed. All you know is that You looked at some and
23 found that they were not followed?
24 MR. CALVO: No. In this particular case I know

25 why, but again it was not the why for me to resolve. I
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1 know the why was a personal why, but I want to be sure that
2 that why was confirmed by the utility by looking further into
3 it. I know why. My personal opinion it was a

3 nisundcr;tandinq of the regulatory requirements versus the

S electrical specifications as transcribed into the drawings.
6 That was our evaluation but there could have been other

7 reasons.

8 Our scope was limited to identify those problems,
9 identify generic implications and then the monkey was back
10 on the utility's back for them to assess the root causes

1l and reevaluate whether we have generic implications. We

12 left it that way. That was the purpose of our review,

13 That was limited to do just that. )

14 MR. ROISMAN: Would you consider it to be pa}t

15 of an answer to the Qquestion why if it were true that the

16 reason for the misapplication of the regulatory requirement,
17 as put into the plant procedures, was an innate bias within
18 the plant procedure writers to always look for the least

19 amcunt of regulatory control? If that wern true, would

20 that be what you would call a "why did this happen"?

2l MR. CALVO: 1If I happened to know that:' But how
22 can I ascertain by looking at the procedure whether that

23 was a bias?
24 MR. ROISMAN: I wasn't asking that. I was
25 asking, is that the kind of answer which one ought to be
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able to either prove or negate in trying to answer the
question why?

MR. CALVO: Are you asking me for an opinion
about that?

MR. ROISMAN: Yes.

MR. IPPOLITO: An opinion of wrongdoing.

MR. CALVO: Again, my review =-- again, I'm not
trying to evade the answer == concentrated into the work
product. That was my main focus, was the work product.
Quality in the installation. The installation hardware was
installed in accordance with requirements and I was using
the procedures available to how that had been accomplished.
Also we had the knowledge of what the requirements were so
we know what procedures were to be followed and translated
into drawings and in the installation. That was the focus.
Whether that could have been my opinion or not, I don't
know,

MR. ROISMAN: I'm not asking whether you hold
that opinion on the substantive issue, I'm just asking
whether in your mind if that were a fact, that the reason
why the procedure got interpreted the way it got
interpreted was because there was an innate inclination
built into the management attitude of the plant to look for
the minimum amount of regulatory control, is that the kind

of answer, if it is true, that you would expect to find in
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a root cause invostigation.whon you say to the utility,
find the root cause?

MR. CHANDLER: We're st-aying again.

MR. ROISMAN: We're right in the words of the
SSER. The purpose of the meeting is to discuss the meaning
of the words in the SSER and I'm looking at words on J-44
which he read which include the word "root causes." If
you're not happy with the stipulation it is too late to

change them.

MR. CHANDLER: I would like to stick with the
stipulations.

MR. ROISMAN: It appears in paragraph F on page
J=44,

MR. CALVO: 1In this case, you're trying to
generalize. 1In this particular case, the hypothetical
situation that you are setting up does not apply to this
particular case because I was aware of the problems with
the interpretation of the regulations as reflected in the
procedures in the internal memoranda. So in this
particular case, that hypothetical situation that you are
trying to establish does not apply. That would be my
answer. If you're trying to say "what would you de¢," I
don't know.

If I happened to know that that was the case,

that I had printed as an allegation, I would have to look
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further into it. You see, in this particular case the
hypothetical situation does not apply because I happen to
know the root cause of that problem, so in essence I'm
asking the utility if I'm going to review their report and
evaluation of their root cause, I'm expecting to know what
the root cause is for the particular case.

If you read the hypothetical situation, if I
happen to know that that's the reason for it, then I need
more information to reach a conclusion. I cannot accept
that face value. I got to dig into it and reach a
conclusion and give you an opinien.

MR. ROISMAN: My question was, did that facs
exist, was that kind of"information, would that fit -- if
1; were true, would that fit what you call the root cause?
Is that the type of thing which could be a root cause?

MR. CALVO: Again, I'm not trying to evade the
question. You're getting me outside the purpose of my
review, that is, to lock at the quality of the installation.
You bring me to a different level that I have not had an
opportunity to think about what I would do in those

circumstances.

MR. IPPOLITO: Using his :ypical example, he's
clearly indicating that YOou sense or smell or feel a degree
of improper action. What you normally would do is to say

this feels like it is something that's wrongdoing, bring it
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to my attention or Vince's attention. It then might be
referred to OI to look into.

HR, CALVO: You can go further than that. If
the situation is there, it wouldn't come to me because the
way the system was set up that had been taken care of. I'm
here nice and clean, looking at the quality of the
installation. It will never reach my level because I only
look at the technical merits of the allegation, not if
there was wrongdoing. That's somebody else's
responsibilicy on that level.

MR. ROISMAN: Let me ask Mr. Ippolito a gquestion.
Is it your understanding that to the extent that the root
cause of a particular problem when traced all the way back
was that management had an attitude about safety that was
not to do what the regulations required down the middle but
£0 tr; to get by as cheaply as possible, that if that were
the root cause, that that's a root Cause which would be of
interest and the investigation would be being done at OI
and not by the technical review team at all?

MR. IPPOLITO: You are coming at it rather
strangely. We went out and looked at a number of
allegations. Some were proven to be correct. We asked the
licensee, go and determine the root cause., We expect it.
Were they not 5054 floaters?

MR. CHANDLER: I don't think s$O.
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MR. IPPOLITO: We expect them to do exactly that,
£ind the root cause. If the Foot cause happens to be that
someone in their organization did something that he wasn't
supposed to, I expect to know about it or the NRC should
expect to know about it. We are not defining root cause.
We're not limiting it. They have to go find out what's
wrong, to our, the Staff's satisfaction.

MR. CALVO: 1If you take the technical input,
whatever the determination was made, and combine those
together, if vou find out that it is valid, that wrongdoing,
then yes, for the sake of the discussion, that should be
consicdered the root cause, but I'm saying within my scope,
the only questions I'm prepared to give you a truth answer
for is those I'm familiar with and those are only related
€0 technical merits.

MR. ROISMAN: So in other words, your own
capabilities, your own competence really stops at the point
that the root cause Stops being completely confined in the
technical area and enters the more non-technical area of
management attitude or harassment, intimidation, or
falsification of documents or any of those kinds., It is
telling me, I can tell you what failed, but I can't tell
you if you are talking about == and why it failed
technically, but I can't tell you why it failed if you talk

about human failure.
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MR. CALVO: What was the underlying allegation
to come to me to evaluate the technical merits? Whatever
happened here, that part didn't come to me. The merits
only come to me. That has been the general rule. I'm sure
I had followed the thing up, maybe I don't know if it is to
the point that I got involved into the area. That could
have been a mistake. That wasn't the intention. That was
the way we perceive ourselves :o do che job, just the
technical merits.

MR. IPPOLITC: I'm assuming what you say by that
question, if Jose was doing an inspection and found or
suspected there was something wrong, in other words a
deliberate falsification or what have you, is that what
you're saying?

MR. ROISMAN: No, I'm assuming he has no
particular suspicions. I'm saying if you take any of the
examples as they actually appear in SSER 7, you can
postulate the possibility that the reasorn, the real reason
why the condition existed was something that goes back to,
for lack of a better term, management attitude, an approach
to safety that was different, and what I'm understanding
Mr. Calvo as saying is, if that's true, tho'-copo of his
investigation stops before he would «ver know that arswer,

MR. CALVO: But also provides an input for

somebody else's decision, that conclusion.
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MR. ROISMAN: Okay.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Calvo, I would like to continue
this line of questioning with a specific example. Let's
take allegation number AQE-l. On page J-19 the
characterization of the allegation is that an electrical
inspector was pressured not to write nonconformance reports
in several instances. 1In one case the QC supervisor
instructed him not to write an NCR for control room cables
removed out of proper documentation. Now, let me ask a
preliminary question. There are a number of words that to
me flag wrongdoing. Was there referral of this allegation
to OI? 1Is there anything in here — I read through the
allegation disposition. It doesn't say anything about that,.

MR. NOONAN: We made sure anything that should
be rotcrro& to OI was referred to OI. Everything in this
SSER that might involve OI work, that's my knowledge.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Can I input to this? wWhen we
first pulled these allegations together, the way that we
did it was we asked OI, give us cll the OI reports that you
have done to date. Dick Wessman and I reviewed those OI
reports, and they had completed their work. OI had
completed their work an‘tar as wrongdoing was concerned.

We looked at it from the technical standpoint. What could
this mean to the plant? What could what OI hasn't covered

mean to this plant? And we looked at it from a technical
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standpoint and that's a big bulk of the allegations that
came from OI reports.

ME. GARDE: This may have in fact come from an
OI report.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: I can tell you it did.

MR. CALVO: The intimidation panel on a search
for the conclusions went through the allegations and
conﬁactod every group leader and determined where was the
technical merits of that allegation,

MS. GARDE: When did you and Dick do that? When
did you do that review of the OI reports?

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Prior to the technical review
team being joined together. This was the very beginning.
When we compiled the list of allegations we read OI reports.
We looked at prior region 44 inspection reports, hearing
records ==~

MS. GARDE: This is before you got to the site
in July?

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Right, and we put together
files tiat put maybe pages of the transcripts in the file
that gave them, you know, the words of what the allegation
was.

MR. NOONAN: Since the SSER has been written,
where the Staff might have said this has been turned over

to OI, I made sure it had been. We have gone through that
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process.

MS. GARDE: In theory at least, all these
technical allegations :hat have wrongdoing flag words in
them, if you will, there should be a conclusion and a
response by OI on the wrongdoing issue?

MR. NOONAN: 1In general, the OI report should
address that issue. Did we miss some? Probably.

MR. IPPOLITO: Wait a minute. There either has
or there is, is what they are saying.

MS. GARDE: Has been or will be ar is now, but I
haven't seen it?

MR. IPPOLITO: Right.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Noonan, when you get the
ropért back from 0I, if O reports back and says, yes, this
person was pressured, it is éorrcct, there was wrongdoing,
does that get fed back into o determination of how the root
cause investigation is supposed to *ake place?

MR. NOONAN: The way the process should work, if
that determination is made by OI, depending on where it
sits, it would go back to the technical group. 1If it
hasn't been incorporated into the program plan, it will be,
by some mechanism. . .

MR. ROISMAN: You mean to make sure that the
loock for root causes and for generic implications now takes

into account at least one of the deficiencies that
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Mr. Calvo had determined technically had merit, now appears
to have been caused at least at one lavel by pressure as
opposed to caused by bad training or an inspector who was
an asleep or some other cause system.

MS. COOK: But the bulk of these, OI had already
done their work. Then we picked up the technical part of
what they had already done. When we found something that
OI maybe hadn't done yet, we turned that over to them.

MS. GARDE: Now if you turn to page J=49. You
find that AQE~l becomes part of a large category of
allegations detailed on that page. Your resolution of
these alloqatidns and what you did to determine whether or
not there was validity, safety significance, generic
implications is then supposedly detailed on this page,
right, on these pages?

MR. CALVO: Let me explain a little bit. If you
look at the table, I did a little different than maybe
everybody else, but it will give you an idea to understand
how these allegations work. J-19 gives you the allegations
and give you the categories and sometimes one number before
the other number. The category with the allegation is in
the first number to your left. As the allegation has other
ramifications to other areas, other categories, I put it in
the next number to the right.

So AQE~l only looks like it is addressed to
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tategory number S but keep in mind this is nonconformance
repevts. This is just a quick look, a limited look at some
of the implications of t.e nonconformance with the
electrical installing, Sut mostly for the purpose to relate
it back to suppert up the installation itself. As you see
at the end, this is terminated that =- wait until you see
what the QA/QC has done before an overall conclusion is
reached on nonconformance.

So in that context you must look at AQE~-1l.

Based on what they say, I could not do very much with it.
It is very general, very giobal and doesn't tell me exactly
what eo‘look for.,

MS. GARDE: Let me stop You there. I would like
a specific answer if you can give one. 1If you can't juse
because you can't remember, just clarify :nat; In this
case, either did you or would Yycu have gone back and talked
to this electrical QC inspector? Would you have
interviewed him to datermine what more details he could
give you about that allegation?

MR. CALVO: I tried. I can not give you a
specific. I tried to talk to everyone who came up with an
allegation. I tried to ea;k to everybody about the
foundation of these allegations. 1If it was available and
they were willing, yes, I would ask them, not only do I

talk to him to tell me more about it, but when I write the
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SSERs I say this is what I did with the allegations. It
has to do with, in essence, if I'm ¢o give credit to an
AQE-1l alleger, a lot of this will be found in the
electrical, you may have contributed to some of the things
we found because it could have been anyone.

Maybe we found NCRs wrong, maybe it was because
of what this person said in here. If we go through most of
them, probably some of the things we found for one also may
ajply to this one, so it is very difficult because of the
generalization of the allegation whether you had answered
or talked to him, we did try to talk to everybody.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Were you referring to AQE=-41?

MR. CALVO: AQE-l.

MR. NOONAN: Let's take a l0-minute break.

(Recess.)

MR. NOCNAN: Let's go back on the record.

MR. CALVO: I want to say something for the
record. You asked me a Question. We had contacted the
allegers responsible for AQE~l. We tried to contact him on
January 29, 1985 and were unable to contact him. That's
all the information that I had.

MS. GARDE: Okay, I'm going to continue on page
J=49 for a couple of minutus. We were talking about AQE~l
as an example of the process that you followed in making

certain decisions and evaluations. Now, the list of the
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allegations that are in item number 4, I a;sumo coordinate
with the numbers that are given in item number 2. Is that
4 correct assumption? These allegations as listed will
match with the numbers?

MR. CALVC: Right, right.

MS. GARDE: When you go into the description of
how you responded to all of these varibus allegations,
which were characterized as the validity of the generation
and disposition of electrical nonconformance reports was
Suspect. That's how you characterize all these different
allegations. You indicate you pulled a random sample of 75
electrical NCRs and conducted numerous interviews with QA
and QC engineering personnel. When I go to the documents
which hopefully will be made available, will the 75
electrical NCRs and notes of your interviews be in that
material?

MR. CALVO: I don't know offhand. Somet imes we
did keep the NCRs. Sometimes we just went to the vault,
would look at the NCRs and put them back and didn't make
copies of them. Sometimes we don't note it.

MS. GARDF: You may Or may not be able to
reconstruct what you looked at to form the basis of your
opinion.

MR. CALVO: Offhand, I don't know, okay?

MS. GARDE: Also says that You reviewed 25 of

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 the 75 NCRs to determine if the QC inspectors who closed
2 oL% the NCRs were qualified to do so. How did you go about
3 doing that? How did you look at their qualificatiéns?
' 4 MR. CALVO: 1In essence the same as what we did
. S in the electrical instrumentation number 6, but again we
6 were trying to handle this particular alloqaéion. I
7 boliovo.thono particular allegations are coupled with the
8 other categories in the SSER. I was trying to find out
9 AQE-4, if that was coupled with something else. Only
10 belongs to this one so it was not coupled to that one, but
11 wa conducted this because the same person who did this did
12 the QC inspection certification for the 25 cases, but keep
13 in mind, I don't know what your interés® in this is, goes
14 back to the eonclulicn where AQE-6 is all extensive. We
1§ required that all the electrical QC inspectors' files be
16 assessed and the impact on plant safety will be determined,
17 SO we have to be revisiting this, regardless of the outcome
18 of the 285,
19 MS. GARDE: You mean that the QA/QC ==
20 MR. CALVO: Not in this case. In this case I
21 didn't pass it to the QA/QC. In this case we kept it == we
22 set forth actions based on the electrical QC inspector,
23 highlighted generic implications to others. That will be
24 forwarded and addressed in the QC training.
25 MS. GARDE: You are Jumping a little bit ahead.
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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It looks to me as if this was not referred to the QA/QC.

MR. CALVO: I agree, but the subject matter is
the same s what I'm saying. Maybe it has not been
referred but the subject matter is the same.

MS. GARDE: The subject matter is referred tq
QA/QC?

MR. CALVO: AQE-4 is characterized by the
closing out of NCRs by qualified inspectors. I'm sayving,
the technical review team found that in all 25 cases, the
QC electrical inspectors were qualified. Their
certification files were current AQE-4. In the 25 out of
the 75 cases we selacted -- byt again that problem doesn't
§© away Dbecause we made a conclusion. You still have the
overall conclusion of the electrical and inspection
Qualifications, training and Qualifications where we make a
more far reaching conclusion where yes, you have problems
with them. So You say here we miss it because we selected
25, but here we caught it, and the conclusion is that you
MUSt ascertain the quality, the Qqualifications and training
of all QC electrical inspectors irregardless of where they
found it.

MS. GARDE: How does that resolve the question
raised in AQE~l, that an electrical inspector was pressurec
not to write nonconformance reports in several instances?

How does resolving AQE~4 =

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MR. CALVO: That's not.

MS. GARDE: Okay, according to the chart in
appendix P, AQE~-l, -2, -3 are not referred, and there's a
lot of them that are not, but that is not referred to QA,/QC.

MR. CALVO: Everything in this allegation
category, not the individual allegations, the whole
electrical nonconformance activities, I refer to QA/QC.
Look on page J-53.

' MS. GARDE: The whole category is?
MR. CALVO: Regardless of what the fund was.
| MS. GARDE: When you referred this whole

category to the QA/QC part of the technical review team, is
it your understanding that they would come to understand
why this hapbonod? 1

MR. CALVO: No, to pick up the conclusions in
the findings and couple it with == arrive at a
programmatical assessment. That also is coupled eventually
with B, so if you look on 53, really, you have the QC
inspection, category C, QA/QC, that's how the whole
electrical was done. 1In fact, in most cases, because it
was just a little input to the overall programmatic, input
from the mechanical and the electrical, and the QA/QC would
put that together and come up with the overall conclusions.

MS. GARDE: I want to repeat what we think you

are saying.
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MR. ROISMAN: Whatever extent the AQE number 1
is investigated, it is investi ated either in an OI report
or it is investigated in your evaluation, and there's no
further investigation of it that you are aware of that's
done by the Staff, but the conclusions of those
investigations are passed on to QA/QC for SSER 1l to
determine what, {f any, broader implication should be drawn
from what we have already found out to have yet another
investigation; is that correct?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MS. GARDE: Let's go back, then, to the
beginning.

' MR. NOONAN: You understand now when you talk
abrut the OI things, that I am in the process of locking to
make sure that anything in the SSER, we thought there was
an OI action that indeed was communicated to OI and that
process is ongoing. That's not part of the technical
review team.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is there supposed to he a place
where all that will be ultimately drawn together? Let's
say you find 15 percent of the items that O had previously
looked at, you now think in light of what Mr. Calvo and the
other pecple did that they ouqhé to look again, and you ask
them to look, and they complete that and all the other

0ngoing looks and there are a whole bunch of conclusions

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
A0 3477700 Naponwde Coverage Y- 116-Akas




24941.0
KSW

e - T T I T et

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

161

from that. Is there a place where all that gets fed back
into some future SSER or will each stand by themselves to
be,  evaluated, not in some single Staff document?

MR. NOONAN: Talking about the technical parts?

MR. ROISMAN: The consequences of the OI look at
wrongdoing.

' nnr NOONAN: That's a separate office. I can't
really say. When their results come out, I think right now
all that I'm aware of == hang on a second.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. NOONAN: There are only a few reports that
are not out now, so the technical review team probably had
access to that kind of information. Is there a single
point that it comes together? I don't know yet. I don't
know.

MR. ROISMAN: The question was, how does the
technical review team == or let's deal with the past. How
did the technical review team integrate into any
conclusions that are reached in the SSERs prier
determinations made by OI, beyond looking at any technical
probleas OI may have identified that you have not
pre' iously looked at, and let's say OI concluded that this
person got harassed and intimidated Dy this person. Wwas
that intoqratcd into ==

MR. NOONAN: Not in the technical review team,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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no.

MR. ROISMAN: Just stands for use by the
licensing bnard or any party to the proceeding for whatever
purpose they want to make of it, not in something that :the
technical review team is suppesed to do?

MR. NOONAN: That's correct.

MR. IPPOLITO: Excuse me, I have to add to this.
The normal functions, or the normal interface rather
between OI and the program officers, particularly NRR, is
tha£ a suspicion or allegation of wrongdoings is provided
to OI usually':hrouqh the regioral administrator or through
Dirks. He performs -- 0OI performs an evaluation and
submits a report to‘tﬁi == my recollection is to the
applicable toqiohal administrator == Bill Dirks and I think
there are three copies. Anyway, if the conclusion of the
OI report is that there is wrongdoing is confirmed, it now
becomes a matter for INE or the region to take action
against the licensee and/or the person who does the
wrongdoing. That's the wrongdoing part, enforcement action.

MR. NOONAN: I'm referring to the technical
review team now,

MR. IPPOLITO: That's the wrongdoing end of it,
handled through enforcement actions. What we have done,
and since the -~ as Annette said, there was a large number

OI reports, 10, 12, done when we first came aboard and we
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extracted from those reports the technical part of it, so
the total picture is being resolved. There have been some
enforcement actions .resulting from OI reports form the
technical things that have now been addressed in the
technical review team reports. There's nothing left that's
not done.
| MR. ROISMAN: That'g only if you use what

appears to be the operating assumption that you're using,
which is that wrongdoing is always limited to whatever OI
finds someone did wrong and there's rever a generic
implicaticn of wrongdoing. What you're saying is that you
never assume a generic implication to a wrongdoing finding.
You never assume that anything else in the wrongdoing
example that OI éontirnod has aftected any other part of
the plant; ii that right?

MR. IPPOLITO: The wrong =- no, noe. The
wrongdoing itself =- and that's what you determine, a
degree of the enforcement action. If it is pervasive you
will see a large enforcement action and it will be so
written up and so cited and they will be so fined.

MR. ROISMAN: But the scope of the wrongdoing is
limited by the allegation that che OI people are looking at.

MR. IPPOLITD: Whatever it takes to identify
that there is wrongdoing at the site. It all depends on

what the item is.
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MR. ROISMAN: What I'm trying to understand is
when you were incorporating into the orginal technical
review team the results of OI investigations, some of which
had findings of wrongdoing and proposed fines were issued
or are still outstanding with regard to that, the technical
review team did not use those as gernieric implication
indications to define the scope of how far you would look
to see how bad the problem was.

MR. NOONAN: Let me interrupt here a second.
I'll take an example. If there was a wrongdoing finding by
OI that says a QA inspector falsified records, it would be
our responsibility to see what that QA inspector did to
find out how that work was affected. That's what the
process calls for. That's what U;'tt doing.

MR. ROISMAN: What do you do with a finding that
the inspector was harassed by a “igh level supervisor? Do
you look ar all the pecple that high level supervisor
supervised to determine whether their work was also
affected?

MR. NOONAN: Our process calls for us to look at
the quality of that plant. How was the quality of that
plant affected by that intimidation. That's what the
process calls for us to do.

MR. SHAO: The question is, bhow did you handle

the OI findings on Messrs. Dunham and Atchescn?
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MR. NOONAN: I can't remember Dunham. I think
you need to ask the particular group leader.

MR. ROISMAN: And Mr. Atcheson?

MR. NOONAN: Mr. Shao. He would look at those
particular allegations, technically.

MR. ROISMAN: Both those gentlemen are public.
We can ipoak without toaé.

MR. CHANDLER: We have made commitments to
various individuals not to disclese their names,
irrespective with the arrangement you have with them.

MR. NOONAN: I do have at least verbal promises
we would not use recple's names.

FROM THE FLOOR: Can we strike the names from
the transcript?

MR. CHANDLER: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. GARDE: I'm not going to ask anymore
Questions on AQE-l. Let's go back to the beginning. I'm
still on the first sentence on J=4. We got up through
potential generic implications. The next phrase is "any
indication of potential management breakdown." Now, how
did you determine that, whether there was indication of
potential management breakdown?

MR. CALVO: I think I based -—— I don't remember

that I addressed that subject, but I believe that the SSER

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347.3700 Nanonwide Coverage 300-336-6646




4941.0
SW

N OO M e W N e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

166

actions provided an input to the QA/QC to factor this into
the overall programmatic assessment. There is nothing in
here that addresses the potential management breakdown. It
is just the tezhnical Qutput, the conclusions and the
findings in the referral to the QA/QC for further looking
into which may presumably address the management breakdown.

MS. GARDE: Mr. Calve, on page 1l and 12, J-11
and 12, you have the scope of concerns ard allegations by
category, and categcry 6 on Page J-12 is management
attitude.

MR. CALVO: You're getting into the area of the
test program, group summary, and I was not the group leader
for that particular revi-«w.

MS. GARDE: Who was?

MR. CALVO: Reimig was responsible. Richard
Keimig.

MS. GARDE: 1Is he region 4?

MR. CALVO: Region 1.

MR. CHANDLER: I think it was our understanding
that you didn't have questions in this area.

MS. GARDE: No.

MR. CHANDLER: Misunderstanding?

MS. GARDE: We asked for someone who was in
charge of each SSER and we thought that they would be able

to answer the questions contained in that SSER.
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MR. NOONAN: Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. GARDE: Any indications of potential
management breakdown, to the extent of your work in SSER 7,
will have been kicked over to QA/QC?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MS. GARDE: UDid you make conclusions on
management breakdown and give Mr. Livermore your opinions
on where you saw potential management breakdown from your
SSER, or did you just give him the conclusions of your
individual inspections and investigations?

MR. CALVO: No, I don't believe I had cdone that,
because it would have been a limited conclusion based on a
very limited review I had bono with the electrical
allegations so it was hard to see how I reached that
conclusion b2sad on the investigations I did.

MS. GARDE: VYou relied on Mr. Livermore to reach

‘conclusions on potential management breakdown based on your

factual findings?

MR. CALVO: When you read potential management
breakdown on this SSER number 1, I think the review
methodoliogy may be applicable to all of them and may not be
applicable to me because of the limited scope of the |
allegation. Whether he has done it or not, SSER number 1,

that subject is addressed in there, if I remember.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347-3700 Nationwide Coverage B00-3136-6646




24941.0
(SW

N OO M e W N e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
1?
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

168

MS. GARDE: Page J-8, under 3.1.3, the second
paragraph, do you see that?

MR. CALVO: VYes.

MS. GARDE: You say that "The generic
implications of the findings and the root cause of each
situation as appropriate are also presented.” Now, when
did you == is it through this dgcumdnt that you are sending
your conclusions to the applicant?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MS. GARDE: Okay, and before this there was the
letter, which I think was the September 18 letter.

MR. CALVO: Also brings up the subject the root
causes and generic implications to the applicant.

MS. ?ARDB: Now the bottom paragraph of this
Page gives a list of concerns raised Qy allegations which
either could not be substantiated or have no safety
significance with respect to the items identified. wWe
discussed beforas the definition of "substantiated.” We've
talked about safecy significance. You had a clarifier on
the end of this which says "with respect to the items
identified.” Now ==

MR. CALVO: Talking about the last paragraph on
page 8?

MS. GARDE: Yes.

MR. CALVO: That's right.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MS. GARDE: Let me take, for example, regarding
the installation of electrical cables. You had an
allegation regarding installation of electrical cables. I
think there may have been more than oﬁo in that area.

MR. CALVO: Yes. Go ahead.

MS. GARDE: If your conclusion was that there
was no safety significance, was it limited only to those
items that you specifically look at there that are
identified in the SSER?

MR. CALVO: That's correct. And also to
whatever generic umbrella we put around them. Everything
is limited to the allegations and the umbrella we put
around them. |

MS. GARDE: The size of the umbrella should be
in this and supported by documents?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: On page J=-9 at the enu of the
first paragraph, you indicate that the E&I group concludes
that there are concerns about the adequacy of TUEC's, at
the end of the first paragraph. The same statement appears
at the end of the third paragraph. Now, just so we will
know, are all the bases for that conclusion contained in or
referenced in this SSER?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you make any determinatior not
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revealed in the SSER as to why these inadequacies in the QC
inspection program existed?

MR. CALVO: No. Again, my review scope is to
assess the quality of the electrical installation as
defined by the allegations in the umbrella provided to
establish generic implications. 1f we found deficiencies
in those areas, we referred the matter to the QA/OC group
for further look into the programmatic consequences of it;
sO all this in here, all he dces is summarize in each
category of SSERs Jose's =-- this is another input for QA/QC
for them to reach the overall assessment.

MR. ROISMAN: At the bottom of J-9, you do offer
your an at least tentative generic implication finding
with respect to the inadequate qualification of some
electrical QC inspectors; right.

MR. CALVO: That's correct, but I'm alsc
referring to QA/QC category 4, training and qualifications.

MR. ROISMAN: So sometimes when it seemed to be
fairly obvious that there was a programmatic or generic
implication, you did not feel constrained and were
perfectly willing to say so, even though you were then
qoipq to leave the final word to the QA/QC pecple?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: You were not attempting to, in

reaching that conclusion, define the scope of what the
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generic failure might be nor the scope of what the root =
cause might be.

MR. CALVO: Agreed.

MR. ROISMAN: What you tried to do in the SSER
is wherever you had enough information that you felt like
you could articulate an opinion that would be useful, you
gave it.

MR. CALVO: That's right,

MR. ROISMAN: 1If you didn't think you had enough
and your mandate didn't call for you to get that additional
information you referred it over to somebody else and said,
you find out what the generic implication of this might be.
I don't have an opinion.

MR. CALVO: This is my findings, couplo.it with
yours and you come up with an overall assessment, That was
the way the technical groups were coupled with the QA/QC
group. That's the way it was.

MR. NOONAN: I would like to clarify something.
You are hearing Staff say this appears in the QA/QC SSER or
it has been turned over to QA/QC. The process we went
tiirough, the information that Jose would have had that we
would call QA/QC implications was given to Livermore to see
whether or not they might affect his conclusions, not that
he would go in and reinvestigate anything at this point in

time. They were there to see what impact they would have
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on the work he did and his conclusions and to tabulate them
in the SSER. That would be given to the applicant and the
applicant told to address these things.

MR. ROISMAN: I can assume tomorrow when we get
O Mr. Livermcre, your answer that you take the conclusions
from the other SSERs at face value without independent
assessment, the answer will be yes, I took them at face
value without independently investigating that?

MR. LIVERMORE: Ask me that tomorrow.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Calve, on page J-10, the next
to last paragraph, you have this statement: "The E&I group
conclusion that the problems found with electrical zable
terminations, electrical equipment separation and coatrol
rocm ceiling fixture supports,:toqcchor with the findings
concerning inadequate training and qualification of
electrical QC inspectors are an indication of programmatic
weakness in QC." First question: What does the phrase
"programmatic weakness® in QC mean? What are you weaning
to conviy with that statement?

MR. CALVO: Okay, "programmatic* indicates that
it may be -- that based on the concerns highlighted by the
allegations, appears as an indication that it may be some
problems, maybe not only with these things that we found
wrong; maybe there are some others that may also be wrong,

SO he may cut on the wide access.
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MR. ROISMAN: Are you suggesting that by the use
of the term "programmatic” that they could appear in every
part of QC where those kinds of considerations would be
relevant?

MR. CALVO: I'm trying to remember what I dig
mean by putting that in there. It indicated that in
essence the electrical system in my opinion did not have a
clean bill of health yet but looks like further looking into
these areas and the implications in other areas more would
be ascertained to determine whether the concerns
highlighted by the allegations are isolated cases or they
cascaded into the other areas. I'm not saying that it is,
I'm not saying that it is not. I'm saying it is an
indication of it. The question is that we need an answer
to find out how far-reaching it is. That's what I mean.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you form any opinions or ¢»
you have any now as to what the process is that would have
tc be undertaken to answer the question which you are in
effect posing by that statement?

MR. CALVO: Every SSER in each category provides
certain actions. Those actions, how those actions are
going to be accomplished and the feedback resulting from
those actions will give the Staff a clue whether this
statement can be supported or not supported. We have not

gone quite far enough. We raised the flag at this point.
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Those actions, the implementation of those actions will
determine whether thls is just an isolated case given by
the allegations or it has more far-reaching, you know,

far-reaching ==

MR. ROISMAN: In this document you have

. Fecommended what courses of action you think need to be

taken,

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Can you direct me to those that
you think are the ones that particularly need to be taken
in order to answer this concern?

MR. CALVO: I guess you can look at each item i:
you want it. I guess the one that seems to 50 -= wWe can go
€O page 3l. I guess we found some problems witnh the -
terminal locks and we want to take and -- we have to
evaluate and find out whica other proeblems are in the area;
and if we found other problems in addition to those we are
building this case, and we go back to Number 2 and got scme
problems in here with butt splices. And I guess the butt
splices brings another concern; the question is how many
more of those things do you have? If it is limited, the
action by the applicant indicated that it is conly limited
to those areas in the control panel where we found the butt
splices, we found additional splices in the cable traces,

that will have far-reaching ramifications.
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So the actions are taken, you build your case inteo
the programmatic problems where you have more problems than
was expressecd in the SSER or are you going to stop there.
We're trying to establish whether it is an isclated case
that goes down deep instead of wide.

MR. ROISMAN: Looking on J=31 as illustrative,
at 6 E, is there someplace else where you have articulated
what your criteria are for the applicants t> evaluate the
adequacy of the QC inspecticn program to establish root
causes and appropriate corrective actions? Is that
documented somewhere?

FROM THE FLOOR: J-35,.

——— MR. CALVO: The documentation, I'm sorry, where
set forth the criteria we would like the applicant to
follow to establish root causes =- no, there's no criteria
that I believe that we formulated. In the SSER as well as
our letters prior to the SSER we used those general terms;
and again, we are waiting for the applicant's response and
when that response comes, we are in the process of
reviewing it and will determine whether this has been
properly covered. But there was no criteria that I know of
at least in the electrical SSERs, and I don't believe ip
the others, that set forth that criteria for establishing
how you should go look into root causes, whether you should

consider the technical merits or other aspects.
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MR. ROISMAN: When You use these causes, did you
have in your head =-- as you told me earlier about one of
the root causes; that you already had a prettr good idea
what you thought the root cause was, you were going to see
if they found it -- did you have a good idea as to item 6-C,
how you wanted them to GO about establishing root causes?

MR. CALVO: 1If I give Yyou my opinion, more or
less is result-oriented. I'm not asking sinebody, if I
found a problem, like in this problem of by = splices or
cable separation == two concerns that were highlighted more
often than any other in the electrical systems -- I just
Pinpoint the problem area, and if I wart to know whether
this particular area becomes just like a little pimple or a
cancer I want the applicant to lo.x ~urther into it. If he
finds further proolems in the plant, the results, if he
finds problems with Separation or butt splices, again the
case has been built,

Maybe it 1s not only with this area that the
technica! reviaw team has identified; you have it in other
areas of the plant, and then maybe you can couple the
things up and you establish, find out why it was that kind
of a problem, and maybe you concluded after you finish that
you may have to go further because it appears what you did
here may also cut across other disciplines.

The point in question, You asked me before how
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you reached in some cases your root causes. Because I have
enough intorﬁacion to reach that conclusion with the
electrical QC training and qualifications. There was
enough supporting information that we reached that
conslusion of possible problems of certification with the
records. How you go from there to the others, it was a
possibility that it may be also a problem in the other
disciplines, but you don't know until you check the other
disciplines and compare with the results in those
disciplines also. Cast the same kind of doubt that the QC
electrical qualifications and training files was discovered
by the technical review team.

MR. ROISMAN: Was i your intent here that a
Foot cause investigation could be foreshortened or
eliminated if at an early stage it was determined that the
particular deficiencies were no longer safety-related?

MR. CALVO: Say that again.

MR. ROISMAN: If in the applicant's
investigation, looking at the items on J=31, if their
investigation determined that all of the identified
deficiencies were in areas which can now be reclassified as
not safety-related, in effect, backfitting engineering
judgment says not safety-related, if that conclusion can be
reached, was it your understanding that no root cause

needed to be found?
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MR. CALVO: Again, all depends on the situation.
If I know that, like I said before, we considered the
allegations nonsafety-related allegations but we say, the
reason it was provided to us was nonsafety-related but used
satoty-ro{atcd procedures to identify safety-related piece
of equipment we want to be sure that didn't precipitate into
a safety-related area.

So the combination of the nonsafety-related and
you didn't find it with the safety-related, ycu reach the
conclusion that you don't need to go further. 1If the
allegation indicates it was truly safety-related I think we
would have gone a little further Lo ascertain, a little
father down the way. Depends again on the situation.
Depends upon the concern. The area.

But keep in mind that at the end, it is not the
1néividual contribution. It is the integral approach, all
the things combined, that come forward and tell you what
was the root cause. Whatrver you learn from the electrical,
the mechanical, you can couple those things back and forth:
and the integrated approach for all this cumulative
findings, whether they are good or bad or in between, that
will give you was there a root Cause there or was there not
a root cause.

MR. ROISMAN: Was your understanding then that

this search for the root cause was an iterative process in
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which you would make preliminary root cause conclusions in
order to define the next level of look which might require
you to then redefine and move on until you knew you had it
on? |

MR. CALVO: You asked for my opinion. VYes, that
would have been my opinion.

MR. ROISMAN: Now, in going back to J-10 and
this portion of the paragraph that we're looking at, where
would you direct me to find, if it is in that document, the
bases for your conclusion that there was an indication of
programmatic weakness in QC?

MR. CALVO: On page J-10.

MR. ROISMAN: Says "The group concludes the
problems found with this together are an indication of
pProgrammatic weakness in QC." I know where to find the
conclusions for each of those. I'm looking for, is there a
Place where I would find the basis for your belief that
given that those problems are found in those areas, there
is an indication of programmatic weakness in QC?

MR. CALVO: There is not stated as such, but it
is my judgment as I finish that review that I come to that
conclusion. From the standpoint of safety, it was a safety
conclusion. I felt that we found enough things in there
that I feel comfortable enough that my review was

far-reaching that I felt another look should be taken at it,
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and this is reflected in all the actions. I felt that we
should go a little further than we had.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you coasult with your staff
with regard to that conclusion?

MR. CALVO: Not in a direct way, but just a
routine basis: Every day we set up the goals, if we find
problems, where to look next, et cetera. Sco we ware
looking for thcsi problems in installation we were loocking
£or maybe it was generic implications. It was reflected in
the way we did it.

MR. ROISMAN: Do you feel this part of the
conclusion is essentially a consensus from those of you who
worked on the electrical, or is this Jos; Calvo relying on
that underlying information without the concurrence?

'MR. CALVO: I guess I would say it is mine.

MR. ROI;MAN: Now, I want you in particular
looking now at section 3.1.4, overall assessment and
conclusions, how did this part of the report get written,
and to what review, if any, was it subjected and how much
of what we see here are your words and how much are
socmebody else's?

MR. CALVO: This was identical to my words, and
there was quite a discussion on those words. But my words
prevailed at the end, so it was not changed for all

practical purposes.
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MR. ROISMAN: Was this discussed among your team?

MR. CALVO: No, it was only another team member
that came late that we discussed =- only two of us
discussed this. We finished earlier. They promised me if
I finished the Comanche Peak review they would let me go,
but thcy broke the promise anyway, so we didn't Quite
finish earlier in the tour, and so it was mainly me and
somebody else who == and Angelo Marinos helped me put this
together. When we had problems we called the the
consultants over the telephone and discussed them. Asked
them for their concurrence in each of the SSERs. So these
reflect our thoughts, ideas, conclusions. It was not
changed.

MR. ROISMAN: As you know, we will get, although
we don't yet have, the drafts, if any, of this SSER.

MR. CALVO: For the SSERs. This is the summary.
That was done by me and Mr. Marinos.

MR. ROISMAN: This essentially, if it is there
in earlier versions -- the earlier versions are yours, the
medium and the last version is yours?

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

MR. ROISMAN: Is there a portion of this SSER
which was not put together that way, with it essentially
being your words and not anybody else's; and if so, can you

identify that?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347-3700 Nauoawide Coverage 800- 136-6646




'4941.0

O ® 9 v e W N e

. NNNN.—‘P‘P‘H-HHPHO‘H
uzuuo—oouqnuauuwo

182

MR. CALVO: All the SSERs, 1 through 9, we had a
reviewer, and I was the group leader, so the initial drafes
were done by the reviewer and I just approved them and
participated in wkitinq those things up in connection with
what was required by the project. The technical merits,
the findings, what happened, the flavor has not changed but
the raw material was always there.

MR. ROISMAN: We don't have one in front of us
SO maybe I should wait for another day. If you can offhand
take me to one and illustrate one where the reviewer had
some words, and then those words, although in your judgment
the substance stayed the same, the words changed.

MR. CALVO: I don't know if they are available
or not. I dpn't have it with me.

MR. ROISMAN: The dratt{

MR. CALVO: The draft. But we have in the
record or it will be in the record the signature by the
reviewer, the group leader, the director of the SSERs
before they were put into ehis‘book.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: I understand the letter was
sent from the freedom of information branch to you on
Friday, so the information was dumped into the PDR on
Friday for electrical. It just went in.

MR. CALVO: You have drafts signed by the

reviewers that made up this report.
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1 MS. GARDE: I don't have it yet., I got a call
2 saying the electrical stuff was coming down to the PDR but
3 I don't have that yet.
4 MR. ROISMAN: We had earlier boxes on structural
-] but we don't have the drafts.
6 At the top of J-15, under the general title
7 "actions required at TUEC," is it your understanding that ==
8 MR. CALVO: Hold on. That's == if you go back
9 to page J-ll you're talking about the test program again
10 and that's outside -- the man who did that is not here
11 today. It is the same as you were asking before. Item 4,
12 that refers back to == I'm sorry, the heading. I take that
' 13 back.
14 MR. ROISMAN: I'm still trying to deal with the
15 generic thing. I understand that that person is not here.
‘ 16 Is it your understanding that the total of the -- that the

17 way in which TUEC is responding to this recommendation is
18 €O come to you within the confines of the CPRT?

19 MR. CALVQ: Correct.
20 MR. ROISMAN: You were not expecting and as far
21 as you know have not gotten some independent response to

22 this that does fit within the confines of the CPRT?

23 MR. CALVO: Say that again. I'm sorry.

24 MR. ROISMAN: I'm trying to understand where you
25 are expecting to find that TUEC will be resnonding within
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the context of the CPRT.

MR. CALVO: That's correct.

- - ~— MR. ROISMAN: Turning to page J-16, under
electrical equipment separation, did you in the course of
your evaluation draw any conclusions about the applicant's
compliance with the NRC's requirements regarding the use of
covered cable traces as substitutes for conduit covering of
electrical cables, and whether the separation between
covered cable traces could be the same one inch that was
allowed by NRC regulations for electrical cable to
redundant trains runn’ag through conduit?

MR. CALVO: The criteria governing the
separation is contained in IEEE 384, as augmented by reg
I-1.75. That criteria is set forth that physical
dimensions on redundant lys;om: must be soparatodz but it
also provides -- also accepts analysis as a way around
physical dimensions. We found out that that there was some
disagreement between the electrical specifications ES-100
and this criteria contained in the IEEES 384; however,
analysis could have bean substituted to justify the
physical dimensions we drn't have to apply in this case.

We would advise, and we found out that analysis has been on
the files. However, we indicated that analysis had no*
been submitted to the Nuclear Regulators Commission. Wwe

indicated tne: did not so we requested as one of our
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actions for them to provide the analysis to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission for review. That will determine
whether the analysis substantiates the fact that if the
analysis can substantiate through fire testing that this is
adequate, then the analysis will supersede the physical
dimensions, so that is an action item.

MR. ROISMAN: It is yet to be done? You did not
complete work on it? .

MR. CALVO: We substantiated the allegation, we
agreed with it., We're trying to find out whether at the
time it was sufficient to justify the fact that you don't

have to substantiate the physical separation.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you—say the analyses were not

in existence?
- MR. CALVO: Were in existence at the time we
looked at it.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you make an effort to
determine whether they had been in existence at the time
that ES-100 was promulgated?

MR. CALVO: No, but I'm not Quite sure but I
think the record will indicate the dates, but our
augmentation to support this allegation in here = I don't
recall. Agaik, I was looking again at the work product, I
was not concerned with the history, how it got there.

MR. ROISMAN: When we look at the underlying
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documentation of work that went into the SSER, how much
will we find in there that will show us, for instance, I
just want to be clear, I know Ms. Garde asked you this
earlier, I wanted to make sure I understood the answer.

How much will we know, if you say we looked at 75 NCRs,
which ones you looked at; will you have recorded the number
even if you don't have a cdpy in the file?

MR. CALVO: In the majority of the cases, we did,
but in the particular case Yyou were asking me I was not
quite sure. In the majority of the cases =-- as a matter of
fact, when you @0 to the public document room and get those
SSERs signed by the reviewer, it is also a reference in
there, and from those references, the NCRs are listed. A
decision was made when this was published not to include
the references.

MR. ROISMAN: As I understand it, the auditable
trail should make it possible for us to determine what you
looked at if we want to Ery to understand what you were
seeing, and therefore what you had ..-‘ basis for your --

MR. CALVO: I hope so or I'm in trouble.

MR. ROISMAN: And it i{s auditable, not audible,
We're not loocking for a tape of what you did? ’

MR. CALVO: Maybe both.

MR. NOONAN: Let's break about five minutes,

(Recess,.)
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MR. NOONAN: Back on the record.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Calvo, is it correct that to
the extent that you have referred implications of the
various findings that you have made in SSER 7 to
Mr. Livermore, that it was your intent and understanding
that he would be responsible for evaluating the
implications of those findings, generic or determining if
it was appropriate root causes or whatever, and that that
burden was not yours? .

MR. CALVO: No, those were provided to the QA/QC
group as input. What they dicd with them is whatever the

group leader decided, whether he looked into the root

i causes, that was his decision. It was no clear lines of

demarcation what they were going to d?. It was his choice.

MR. ROISMAN: It would have been possible and
not inconsistent with your understanding that a finding you
made in v...ch you said there was an indication of
programn y3tic weakness in QC would end up with Mr. Livermore
and he would do nothing with it?

MR. CALVO: It is possible, but the proof of the
pudding is SSER number 11, and we all looked at it and we
all commented on it and were aware that our concerns were
covered in there.

MR. ROISMAN: Were there any conclusions reached

in there regarding electrical and instrumentation control
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matters that you did not agree with, that you do not agree
with?

MR. CALVO: I don't think so. There was mostly
programmatic and QA/QC problems. There was nothing in here
that impacted what I had done in electrical. They were
looking at the paperwork, looking at the hardware. Insofar
as I know, had I read it, I may have some comments on it:
but insofar as anything he has that invalidated what he has
done, I don't remember that I found any of those.

MR. MC CRACKEN: We're ready to go on to SSER
number 9. Thank you, Mr. Calvo.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. McCracken, can you just tell
us who you are regularly employed by when not working on
this Comanche Peak cochnicai review team? Are you a
!ull-tino'NRC Scaff omplgyoo? Which region, or
headquarters, ali chat sort of stuff?

MR. MC CRACREN: I'm full-time employed at N2R,
At the time I was working on this particular effort, I wvas
the section chief of the chemical and corrosion technology
section in the chemical engineering branch of NRR.

MR. ROISMAN: Have you been involved with the
paint coatings issue here since the formation of tho.

technical review team?
MR. MC CRACKEN: No.
MR. ROISMAN: When did you get involved?
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MR. MC CRACREN: I picked up the technical
review team function in, as I recall, early November of '84.

MR. ROISMAN: Who was your predecessor?

MR. MC CRACKEN: Phil Matthews, When the
technical review team was formed, I would normally
functionally have taken over that particular area, but T
was tied up in another project rather full-time, so Phil
Matthews, who had been my predecessor in the job that I had
at the time, he was requested by me to take cver this jeb,
and he agreed that he would do S0, and pending me being
released or getting enough work done on the other project
that I could then take it cver at some point.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you have no involvement with
supervising his work from that pericd of, I guess, around
May until early November of '84?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No, I didn't supervise his work
at all. I was aware of what he did. We had discussions
periodically. When he had a site visit he would always
come back and spend time talking to me about what he had
done and what was going on, because I knew eventually I
would pick it up, but I did not supervise him or tell him
what to do. A L T,

MR. ROISMAN: Given that timing, is it correct
that the bulk of the on-site investigation and the

interviews with the allegers and the sort of gathering of
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the raw data was done under his supervision rather than
under yours?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The gathering of the raw data
and the interviews with allegers on site were conducted
under him. The feedback interviews with people after the
work had been completed was done by me.

MR. ROISMAN: This SSER has essentially got two
appendices to it. The first, correct me if I'm wrong,
essentially deals with the applicant's request for an
exemption of the paint coatings for post-accident
performance and qualification of paint coatings, and the
seconc appendix deals with deficiencies found in the
application of paint coatings during the time the paint
coatings were safety-related and had certain safety~-related
requirements; is that correct? Do I understand this?

MR. MC CRACKEN: Not guite. Appendix L is a
function that was performed through the normal NRC chain of
command normal offices. It was not a technical review team
function. That's the first one you referenced. The seconc
one, which is appendix M, does not only deal with
deficiencies, it deals with our evaluation of the
allegations and of th¢ overall coating system at Comanche
Peak.

MR. ROISMAN: But L is the one where the Staff

has set forth the basis for its conclusion regarding the
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paint coatings exemption request of the applicant's; is
that right?

MR. MC CRACKEN: L is the one where the
applicant's request to remove coatings from the Q list was
evaluated.

MR. ROISMAN: Was that also done under your
supervision, that evaluation?

MR. MC CRACKEN: That evaluation was ongoing,
and had not been completed until about the time the
technical review team evaluation was completed. At the end,
I ditoctly supervised the pulling together of both of them.

MR. ROISMAN: But there's somebody else, then,
who made the investigation and the final substantive

conclusions that are contained in appendix L, not yoursalf:

is that correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The contributors to appendix L
are listed on page 1-3. That includes, as I recall,
approximately 12 or 14 various staff members. They
provided their individual inputs to me. I :hcn-pullcd them
together in a total safety evaluation report.

MR. ROISMAN: WwWell, as I read this, it appesrs
that you didn't author these words that are in appendix L,
that they did. Wwhen you say you pulled the %“wo together,
they are two entirely different and separate appendices.

MR. MC CRACKEN: I was talking about appendix L
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only right now. The pPecple listed as contributors are
listed on 1-3. They = jvided the inputs to me, and I
pulled them together.

MR. ROISMAN: The judgments are theirs, not
yours?

~ MR. MC CRACFSN: That's correct. However, in my

function as section chief of that section which had the
responsibilicy for that, T signed off on the overall
appendix L, which means I concur with and agree with their
judgments.

MR. ROISMAN: That's because you rely on what
they did, not because you independently verifiasd it.

MR. MC CRACKEN: That's not correct. I did go
and Lndﬁpcndoncly verify a lot of what they did.

MR. ROISMAN: * What didn't you verify?

MR. MC CRACKEN: I can't give you a'simple

answer to that. I did not accept, as I typically do not

. accept, any product at face value. I at least lecck into it.

How much I did look into or how much I questioned, I can't
tell you.

MR. ROISMAN: Was there a team leader among the
contributors to appendix L?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No.

MR. ROISMAN: Who decided which tasks each

perscn would undertake?
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MR. MC CRACKEN: The review of appendix L was
initiated, as I recall, in June of '84. Typically, when
something like that comes in, the licensing project manager
will inform each of the affected branches, the branches
that he feels would be inveolved in that particular
evaluation. Those branches will then assign individuals
who will go and hear what's said. It is up to them to then
Put in their individual inputs to safety evaluation, which
is tnen compiled within the Aivision licensing by the
project manager.

MR. ROISHAN: Who decided which pecple would
work on appendix L questions? '

MR. MC CRACKEN: That's decided by their own
management, their various divisions, engineering, systems
integration, so on.

MR. ROISMAN: Who decided which divisions to
bring into the appendix L evaluation?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The project manager. That was
at the time, I think, Spots Burwell.

MR. ROISMAN: Were any of the pecple in apoendix
L peoplie who worked under your supervision?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The last one listed, Prank wite,
Weji-t=t,

MR. ROISMAN: I take it that the rosition that

you hold normallv, not your role in the technical review
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team or in this SSER, it would not normally be the
responsibility of your division or the thing that you are
in charge of to decide the question that appendix L seeks
:o'dccido; is that correct? It is somebody else's
responsibility?

MR. MC CRACKEN: That's incorrect. My normal
function would have been to decide the questicn asked by
appendix L. That would have been coordinated through me
because i: is z section which ccmes under chemical
engineering and specifically chemical technology, therefore
it would have been my function normally to do so. As I
said, I was assigned full-time on another project at the

time this particular effort came in, both appendix L and

-appendix M. There was -- the L part was initiated by Frank

Witt, who is in my section, in my absence from that
particular function.

MR. ROISMAN: I take it that the nature of the
kinds of issues that appendix L raises, a substantial part
of what's involved there are issues tnat would not normalily
fall within the expertise of the pecple who work under you,
they relate to post-accident environment conditionz and
water flow and things o that nature that are not directly
related to coatings. Is that correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The chemical engineering branch

is responsible for a lot of areas in the post-accicden:

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
A2-347-3700 Nationwde Coverage 800- 1 38-6646




Y L
— -

24941.0
KSW

UOQGMQNNH

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

195

containment area., The survivability of coatings and
knowing what those environments are that coatings have to
survive under by necessity fall intc chemical engineering.

MR. ROISMAN: You take input as to what those
post-accident inputs will be rather than making independent
judgments as to what the post~accident temperature will be
or how much iodine you'll have in the environment; is that
not correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: That's not necessarily correct.
In some cases, we take independent input from other
individuals. In some cases ve do it ourselves. Part of
our function is looking at ths environmental conditions in
containment after an accident,.

MR. ROISMAN: Locking at them or :deciding =“nat
they are?

MR. MC CRACKEN: Looking at them to decide what
they cculd be based on in different accident scenarios.

MR. CHANDLER: It is unclear toc me that appendix
L is something really within the ambit, I think, of the
agreement Detween Staff and Citizens Association for Sound
Energy as far as this informal meeting is concerned. I
don't know how far you intend to pursue (t,

MR. ROISMAN: 1I'm happy to focus on appendix M
as long as you understand that Citizens Association for

Sou .d Energy in Docket 1 will not have yet had a chance to
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explore in detail the basis for the exemption reqQuirement.

MR. CHANDLER: I understand that, and that's why
I have né: interjected at this point. The technical review
team effort, as Mr. McCracken indicated, is appendix M.

MR. ROISMAN: I'm happy to limit it to that, but
I want to make sure it is within the body of the SSER., I
have one Question as to the interrelationship. 1Is there
any extent to which the conclusicns reached in appendix M
were influenced, either during the course of their
development or in the final version, by any assumptions
about whether paint coatings would ultimately be found to
be Q or not Q for this plant?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No.

MR. ROISMAN: You treated whatever was
originally deemed to be a safety-related requirement for
paint coatings in making safety-related paint coatings
evaluations; is that correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Can you explain to me the role of
the Battell -~ I'm sorry, Brookhaven, in evaluating the
paint coatings issue as it fit into what the technical
review team h;; finally done in appendix M?

MR. MC CRACKBN: The Brookhaven role, I think,
is discussed in category 1 of appendix M, specifically

starting on page M-:4 and (1-i5, where we go through the
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background of the backfit test program and the scope.

Brookhaven was on site before the technical
review team was formed. They were wbtkinq for the region
in that particular case. They had done some preliminary
investigation themselves, had issued a preliminary report,
and when the technical review team was formed, we picked up
on what they had done. We took the allegations that they
had listed and worked bDasically from those allegations.

MR. ROISMaN: But my question in particular was,
as originally formulated, there was not only to have been
an interim report but actually Battelle was to have had a
final report, and as I understand it -- Brookhaven, excuse
me == and that the creation of the technical review team
superseded’ that responsibility for Brookhaven; is that
correct2

MR. MC CRACKEN: Yes.

MR. ROISMAN: Why was that done?

MR. MC CRACKEN: You have to ask somebody in
management that issue.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is M. Ippolite Qualified? He's
about to give an answer, and I didn't know whether that
meant that he was in management or not. I don't know ==

MR. NOONAN: Hang on a second. Let me ask.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. IPPOLITO: It was just == the review of the
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adequacy of the paint coatings was. as McCracken identifies,
was an ongoing review initiated by region 4 who was using
Brookhaven as their consultants to review the adequacy of
the coating, the coating procedures, coating QA/QC. When I
took over, I said, fine, we'll make that a team within the
technical review team, and we took over the contract and
assigned an NRR team leader to it and we made sure that the
allegations that relate to the coatings were all included
in their review, and proceeded down that p2=h.

MR. ROISMAN: As I understand it, the final
conclusions that ar» contained in appendix M, to the extent
that they are conclusions that were preliminarily

investigated by Brookhaven, are not Brookhaven conclusions,

they are conclusions by the technical review team; is that
correct?

MR. IPPOLITO: At that point in tine,
3rookhaven's responsibilities changed and they became
consultants just like Parameter provides consultants to the
technical review team and a number of other companies.
They became a consultant for the technical review team
working for the technical review team team leader and were
redirected at that peint,

MR. ROISMAN: Did they issue a final report to
the tachnical review team which then formed a part of the

basis for appendix M?
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MR. IPPOLITO: No.

MR. ROISMAN: How would we document Brookhaven's
further input into the technical review team if there's not
a final report from them? Mr. McCracken?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The Brookhaven peocple who
remained involved wers contributors to the various
categories in the back of appendix M, which is attachment 2
to it. The names of those individuals are listed upon page
1-3, again with their various affiliations.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: Instead of reporting to
region 4 they reported to Phil Matthews as technical review
team team leader.

MR. MC CRACKEN: Yes.

MR. ROISMAN: But when they were reporting to
regicn 4 they issued an interim report and when they
reported to Phil Matthews there's no document that thoy
signed and sent to represent their final conclusions on
this; is that correct? So in that sense the” changed their
role. )

MR. IPPOLITO: That's exactly what I said.

MR. MC CRACKEN: The role changed for the
sections, the categories that they were responsible for in
appendix M, they signed them. Tiose were transmitted to us
and signed by them.

MR. ROISMAN: 1If I want to see what (s their

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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final report all I need is a road map of which of the
sections they authored within appendix M, and that will be
the Battelle output == I'm sorryv, Brookhaven. Sorry. Is
that correct? .

MR. MC CRACKEZN: VYes.

MS. VIETTI-COOK: There would be an SSER like it
is in there with their signature at the bottom. It would
be the identical one with their signatyre,

MR. ROISMAN: Did they actually author *hose
scctiéns or did they just concur in somecne else's
authoring them?

MR. MC CRACKEN: They authored them. The
signature package you're loocking for will list the author
and myself and Vince Noonan. -

MR. RO}SHAN: In the paint coatings documen:s,
when we finally see them, we will see these Brcokhaven
identifiable ==

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. ROISMAN: Then, except to the extent that
Brookhaven became part of a bigger evaluation, they
completed the work that they originally agreed to do with
region 4, and rather than having their work changed, either
narrowed, broadened or in some other way altered; is that
correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: You said they completed the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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work they were originally contracted for in region 42

MR. ROISMAN: That's correct.

MR. MC CRACKEN: I don't cthink so. I think Tom
said the scope of what they were going to do was altered so
they did not complete what they originally contracted for
from region 4. The contract scope was changed when they
were secunded to the total technical review team effore.

MR. ROISMAN: Scope was narrowed or broadened?

MR. IPPOLITO: Broadened to include all of the
allegations that we were able to identify in this coatings
area, any new allegations that came along.

MR. ROISMAN: Did they become de facto the
principal authors of appendix M in terms of the real input
into apéondix M?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No, they were contributors.
They contributed to some ;t the categories of appendix M,
but everybody was working as a team. There are seven
categories, individuals were assigned as the lead on
certain categories, but nobody was the principal author
other than the individual assigned to the lead on that
category.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's g0 to M-3. Under the
category 2.2, review approach and methodology, at the
bottom of the page, there's a discussion -- at the end of

each two-week session you updated the concern allegation
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1 tracking system to reflect the status, et cetera, of each

2 concern or allegation as well as any new ones that had been

3 added. What was your procedure with regard to new ones

- that were added while this investigation was still open?

5 Did you add them to your then current investigation list?

6 MR. MC CRACKEN: New ones that were added

7 through the time that the technical review team was on the

8 site would be added Qo one of the seven categories that |
9 were originally established. 1If one came in on training, ;
10 it would go into the training category and the individual f
11 doing training would then have that to do as part of his :
12 normal function. !
13 MR. ROISMAN: What if the allegation were one |
14 that came to your attention subsequent to the time that you
15 wAre on site during the on-site phase? How was that dca}: |
16 with? :
17 MR. MC CRACKEN: Subsequant to the on-site phase
18 there was only one instance where scmeone came to me and
19 discussed an ad&i:ional potential allegation in the
20 coatings area. I would guess that was sometime around
21 February or so of this year. That particular allegation
22 was very close to other allegations that we had looked at.
23 MR. ROISMAN: And ==
24 MR. MC CRACKEN: And I didn't add it to the list.
25 MR. ROISMAN: On page -4, you discuss daily
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meetings during which progress was assessed and the like.
I take it these are meetings among the pecple working on
appendix M only?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: This was all at a time before you
were personally involved, correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Your undarstanding is that
everybody was sort of kept up to speed on what everybody
else was finding or doing through this process each day?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: And the Brookhaven people were
part of the group that was on the site during that .
investigation?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: As I'm sure you know, there were
lots of allegations of improprieties in the paint coating
area. It was very controversial among QC inspectors. A
lot of people saying, he did this, and other people ilying.
he didn't do this. How did you == how were you able to
determine when you had pecple telling yo' diametrically
opposed things which Jne was telling you the truth? What
did you do to try to find that out?

MR. MC CRACKEN: When I picked up the technical

review team function for coatings, I was receiving the
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initial inputs for the various cacogori;s from each of the
individual reviewers. Part of what they provided was a
Dackground package which has then gone into our document
control room or whatever it is called, and that background
pPackage is something I would look through when I looked
through their individual category inputs to see if I
concurred with the conclusions that they were drawing.

MR. ROISMAN: What did you do when you had == if
an inspector who later became an alleger said that a
certain thing had been said to him, and the person who it
was alleged to have said it to him said, I didn't say it to
him, did you have any Process by which you could determire
or try to determine who was righe?

MR. MC CRACKEN: I thin: you need to look a
little further pack in appendix M to see how we handled the
entire area of coatings. On page M-7, we discuss in the
second paragraph that the technical review team protective
coatings group conducted a generic review in each of the
areas, the seven areas that we had defined as having
allegarisns in. As part of that generic review, we looked
at the specific allegations. We tried to determine in each
case if a specific allegation was substantiated or no'.. In
Some cases like the one you were just, I think,
hypothetically trying to come up with, the answer is {f

somebody says somebody did somathing wrong and that person
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says, no, I didn't, and there are no other witnesses or
documentation to support it, that would be indeterminate.
MS. VIETTI-COOK: I would like to supplement
tha:. Primarily, OI had completed OI investigations on the
"wno shot John" for, you know, the protective coatings area,
and what we did is we provided Brookhaven copies of those
O reports, and they pulled out /hat they thought were the
technical allegations from OI reports, but OI did the
groundwork or the, you know, this Quy said something and
this guy said somethihg different and tried to sort those
facts out before the technical review team got into it.

MR. IPPOLITO: That's right,

MR. ROISMAN: I don't know if you have read --
there's a harassment/intimidation panel report that's out
that tries to look at allegatiors of harassment/intimidation,
and cne of them relates to some deal with llloqa:ions
related to paint coatings. I want to make sure that I
understand the impl.cations of the statement on page M-8,
the f.rst paragrapnh beginning with the words: “The
technical review team did not investigate allegations of
concerns or issues of improper management pressure,
intimidation, harassment or wrongdoing."*

Am I correct that by saying that you did not
investigate them that yo- also did not look for the

implications for the p.int coatings program if they were
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true or if they were false?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No. You are making a broad
Statement without using specific examples 62 what you are
discussing.

MR. ROISMAN: Okay, there was an allegation that
a4 supervisor told the paint coatings inspectors following
an inspection in one of the rooms that he thought was
overly detailed that he would not Put up with any
nit-picking and that he would essentially nic-pick the
person off the site, and some of those paint coatings
inspectors who were at that meeting charged that that
incident occurred and that it was an attempt to intimidate
them from doing their job as they saw it,.

Assuming for a moment that that is subsequently
confirmed by the appropriate offices of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, that the event took place, that it
did have the effect of creating an intimidating atmosphere
and that the inspectors who were there could have been
affected by it, what, if any, consideration of that -- of
the existence of that phenownenon is given in the
evaluations of the paint coating program in appencix M?

MR. MC CRACKEN: In appendix M, and I forget
right now the particular categories it is discussed in,
that particular incident in that room, the technical review

team went to the room that was discussed and looked at the
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coatings in that area and tried to make an evaluation as to
whether the coatings in that area were acceptable. As I
recall, that particular room had been subseqguent to the
incicdent you are discussing, was scraped back down and
started over and repainted.

MR. ROISMAN: That tells us that you locked to
make sure that the paint coatings in that room were
appropriate. And you found, I take it, from what your
recollection is, that they were.

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes,.

MR. ROISMAN: But in terms of trying to identify
the extent of failures in the paint coatings QC program,
what, if any, consideration did you give to the facts that
we have just discussed of the events that :aék place in
that room as having implications for other paint coatings
work that these inspectors were responsible for?

MR. MC CRACKEN: Because we did a genaric review
in each of the areas of coatings, and any influence or
eifect, whether it was due to somebody believing he had
been intimidated or if it was due to poor training was
Picked up by the method we used in evaluating the overall
coatings program as opposed to looking at specific
individual alleg«tions.

As we state, I believe in the end of category 1,

that 61 of the 62 allegations really accounted for an
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insignificant amount of the total coatings area because
they were talking about small areas. They were specific
examples of areas a couple of square feet instead of large
areas of coated surfaces. If we had only looked at the
individual allegations instead of doing a broad ceneric
review of the coatings area, we would have come to a
totally different conclusion, I suspect.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In doing a broad generic review,
you did not go back and reinspect the entire paint coatings
in cthe planc; is that correct?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No.

MR. ROISMAN: You made a judgment as to what you
would look at to be able to say that you could maxe some
generic conclusions aboyt the paint coatings ;:;;ram?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes,

MR. ROISMAN: Where in this document have you
ao: out the criteria you use for deciding wha: that
investigation should loock like to know that it would be
adequate to draw gonoric conclusions tron ic?

MR. MC CRACKEN: We did not set out those
criteria in this document. Those determinations were made
by the group of people who were assigned to tre TRT who
were put there because of their expertise in this area.

MR. ROISMAN: Did they document that? wWill I

have to go through the paint coatings documents, assuming
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that the document was produced, to find a document or group
of documents that will articulate their thinking process?

MR. MC CRACKEN: Not to my recollection., You
will find the basic documents which support what is
provided in ppendix M.

Mi.. ROISMAN: But not that will support the
nature and scope .f “he L ad of investigacion that was done
Lo reach those conclusicns?

MR. MC “RACKEN: No, that was based on the
engineering judgment of the pecple doing the job.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you evaluate that engineer.ng
judgment before you signed off on appendix M?

MR. MC CRACKEN: I evaluated the input into each
of the seven categories from the individuals involved., 1t
loocked back through a substantial amount of the background
documentation and records that they provided and 1
concurred with what they had done.

MR. ROISWWN: You independsitly determined that
you too thought chat the scope of their investigation was
adequate co be able to make the generic conclusions?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Can you tell me what your basis
was for your engincering judgment in that regard? If it is
easier, maybe we could g0 to one particular place where

instead of reinspecting it all you looked at something less
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than it all and why you felt that was adequate. I don't
think it is necessary to g0 through every single piece, but
why don't you give me an illustrative example in your mind?

MR, MC CRACKE&: Category 6, which is on page M
117, which discusses the coatings exempt log. If you go to
Page M 118 and 119, which discuss the conclusions in
category 6, which is in the coatings exempt log, the
quantity of coatings that appear in the coatings exempt log,
or should be entered into the coatings exempt log as
defined in here, are significantly higher than what we see
reported from other power plants by a margin high enough, a
factor of probably 20, that I considered thas sufficient to
substantiate the conclusions that were reached by the
individuals in the other areas. )

MR. ROISMAN: Now, this is an instance where by
looking at a smaller set of all the possible data, you were
able to reach a negative conclusion. You were able to say,
I now have seen enough to know that there's a problem and
can now throw, in effect, throw the ball back to them to do
more work rather than my people having to do it. How did
you deal with it where you were reaching a positive

“clusion, where whon you took a loock based upon your
engineering judgment of how far you had to look, you were
not seeing anything that was negative? Did you

automatically broaden your look further or did that also
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define eho sccpe of your look and you came to a conclusion
that in this area, the program was okay?

MR. MC CRACKEN: 1In the majority of categuries
in coatings, we did find deficiencies. Therefore, the
question you are coming up with roally didn't come about
very frequently.

MR. ROISMAN: Well, let's look at number 6.

Your und.:standing of the output that you will get !rom'
TUEC, do you understand that they will reinspect all the
Paint coatings that are now in the CEL and give you back a
report that indicates how many of them they think they can
justify as properly being in that CEL?

MR. MC CRACKEN: We defined in the seven
categories, areas where the applicant has-:o go back and
review what they have done. We summarized that on M=13 and
M=14, and it lists four specific actions that they have to
take to go back and define the quality of coatings in some
areas or the amount of coatings that should be in the
coatings exempt log or various other things they have to do
to establish what the status of the coatings are as of
today or tomorrow, whenever they complete that particular
effore.

The intent of that is that they have a clear
understanding of which coatings are clearly in the coatings

exempt log so that when they do the inspections that are
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being required ét them through appendix L that they will
have the prime areas to look at. |

MR. ROISMAN: So at least in this regard, the
conclusi ns of appendix L regarding the classification of
paint coatings as not Q do impact on the scope of what
appendix M is recormending?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The findings in appendix L
impact the actions rfequired of the Applicant.

MR. ROISMAN: Right, okay, so to take an example,
if the final conclusion had been that the paint coatings
could not be exempted so that appendix L had come out the
opposite way, would the scope of the action required in
category 6 have had to require a reinspection of all of the
paint coatings contained in the CEL because in your
judgment the basis for putting paint coatings inte the C:IL
was not sufficiently well defined that their presence in
the exempt log could be used as a justification for not
worrying about them?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The llouni of coatings in the
coating exempt log were higher, as I said earlier, than we
typically see reported. The appendix L conclusion was that
if all the coatings failed, they would not adversely impact
emergency core cooling systems., 1If appendix L had not been
able to conclude that all the coatings could have failed, I

believe the next step probably would have been, how much
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coatings can fail, which would then be, what is in the
coatings exempt log and where is it in relation to sums and
so on.

MR. R_ISMAN: You might have had a conclus;on in
appendix L that enough of the coatings could fail without
having an effect on the emergency core cocling system and
the nature of where they were in the plant that what was on
the coatings exempt log would be, admittedly after the fact,
okay, even though the way it got on the exempt log was not
okay?

MR. MC CRACREN: I don't think I concluded in
to0 many cases that the way it got on the coatings exempt
log was okay. There were some cases that we felt things
should be on the coacinqt.oxomp: log that were not, but I
don't think we concluded that anything put on the coatings
exempt log was incorrectly put on there.

MR. ROISMAN: Then I need you to explain on M
119 you hayo a4 statement, and maybe it is the difference
Detween calling something indeterminate and making a
conclusion about it, but the next to last paragraph says
“The implication of the 20 percent CEL value is that the
remaining 80 percent of the coctings are of satisfactory
quality. However, such an implication cannot be considered
valid until the resolution of other technical review team

concerns such as assurance of DBA qualifications of
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coatings and their traceability ii reached.”

Is what you're saying is that the status of the
coatings on the coatings exempt log, unless we ge: the DBA
exemptions with respect to that is indeterminate and that
there's a problem there? Am I just misreading what you
said?

MR. MC CRACREN: Yes.

MR. ROISMAN: Why don't you explain it so I will
understand,

MR. MC CRACKEN: What that says is that we are
making a statement that we believe, based on the applicant
doing a few more things, up to 20 percent should be in the
coatings exempt log. That statement is then saying, the
remaining 80 percent of the coatings is not necessarily
Qualified, just because it is not in the cuatings exempt
log. There are stil] issues of traceability and DBA
Qualification that have to be satisfied before you could
conclude that the other 80 percent was in fact gualified,
We were trying not to let somebody look at the 20 percent
in the exempt log and automatically assume because that's
all we calked about that the other 80 percent was (n face
Qualified. .

MR. ROISMAN: Then maybe it is the preceding

- paragraph that concludes that technical review team finds

that this value, meaning the amount of paint coatings in
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the exempt log, is excessive when compared to other
applicants. What did you mean Dy that? What are the
implications of saying you think it is excessive?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The implication of that is with
an amount of coatings this large in the coatings exempt log,
we would have to assume that that coating would fail under
DBA conditions. Otherwise, it wouldn't be in the exempt
log. With that guantity of coating being assumed to fail,
we would need to have assurances that that coating, if it
failed, would not adversely impact ECCS systems.

MR. ROISMAN: In determining the safety
significance of paint coatings, are there safety-related
implications of paint ccatings beyond their ability to
remain on the wall in the eavent of a design basis accident?
Are there other reascns for the coatings being on the pipoi
or wherever it might be?

MR. MC CRACKEN: There are reasons that you
apply coatings. They are not necessarily safety
significance. The safety significance of coatings is if
you apply them are they going to stay on and not interfere
with the emergency core cooling systems. 3

MR. ROISMAN: What if they come off in the event
of a design basis accident, and while they don't interfere
with the emergency core cooling system, they do leave

surfaces such that a subsequent clean-up of the plant by
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employees would create as low as reasonably achievahle
problems for the employees cleaning it up? Is that a
safety-related concern of the paint coatings failing?

MR. MC CRACKEN: There is not a requirement that
yOou coat a containment or that you coat certain structures
because of ALARA, A-L-A-R-A, all caps.

MR. ROISMAN: Is it specifically excluded or
simply not mentioned?

MR. MC CRACKEN: It is mentioned in reg guide 8.8
A4S a potential benefit to be gained from coatings. To the
best of my knowledge, there has never Deen a cost benefit
analysis conducted which would show the net gain in coating
versus the amount of additional exposure in going in ard

scabbling, §=Cc-a-b-b-l-i-n-g, concrete for removing any

_ contamination that may be in there,

MR. ROISMAN: I take it one reason why that
would not have been done at least before Comanche Peak was
that before Comanche Peak, all plants for other reasons
already had to have qualified paint coatings in them
because of the design basis accident concern. Is that a
fair assumption?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No, that's not a fair
assumptior.

MR. ROISMAN: 1Is it known whether or not there

is a cost-benefit balance or analysis that is going to be
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done on this plant before a final sign-off on paint

coatings?

MR. CHANDLER: Are you continuing on L?

MR. ROISMAN: No, we're really on M; we're
trying to understand if the items on the exempt logs, the
way the number of those remains on the exenpt looking ==

MR. MC CRACKEN: I didn't understand the
question,

MR. ROISMAN: Do you know whether there is a
plan with regard to this Plant to do an ALARA cost benefit
balance to determine whether for reasons unrelated to the
design basis accident You must have qualified paint
coatings in the plant?

MR. MC CRACREN: I don't know of any plans or
requescts to have such a plan.

MR. ROISMAN: What about with respect to
protection from corrosion or Fust, are any of -those to your
knowledge safety-related reasons for having paint coatings?

MR. MC CRACKFN: Not really.

MR. ROISMAN: Now on Page M-4, at the bottom of
the page, the statement is made, "Based on these rovtoQt
and interviews, the technical review team determined the
validity of each technical concern or allegation and
assessed its safety significance and its potential generic

implications." was it your intent to look for the generic
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implications or potential generic implications of what you
found in paint coatings beyond paint coatings?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No.

MR. ROISMAN: Did You expect that that generic
implication, if any, would be looked at by some part of the
technical review team?

MR. MC CRACKEN: When we completed the SSER 9
and with it appendix L and M, we had concluded that
cocatings did not have to be Qualified. However, because
the cvatings were supposed to have been applied as
Qualified and that was the way the review was conducted, we
falt that deficiencies that we pointed out in the seven
categories we looked at should not be ignored buc should be
considered as a factor in what was done by overall QA/QC.:
Therefore, I discussed those with Hderd Livermore, and I
told him that I felt we should transfer the results of our
evaluation, not that he should relook at anything we
already locked at but that he should look at the results,
and if, for instance, in training he found nothing in any
other areas he could say, it was isolated to training = I
mean the training problem was isolated to coatings. If he
found that it was related to deficiencies in other areas,
he could then use that information in any way that he
needed.

MR. ROISMAN: Were you =-

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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MR. NOONAN: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. ROISHAN; In looking for potential generic
implications, were you looking for potential generic
implications within the paint coatings area?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In addition, you were transferring
over to Mr. Livermore the task of seeing whether there were
generic implications outside paint coatings?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: In looking for potential generic
implications within paint coatings, did you attempt to
answer the question: Why does this problem exist?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No.

MR. ROISMAN: Explain to me how you could look
at or do:orniho generic implications, if you didn't know
the answer to the Question, why did the problems exist.

MR. MC CRACKEN: If we found that procedures
were inadequate, whether they were inidoqua:o due to poor
training, poor procedures, or intimidation, that really
would not influence the fact that they were inadequate.
What we had to determine was technically were they or were
they not adequate.

MR. ROISMAN: Let's say that you, hypothetically

you had an allegation that the procedures with respect to
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the application of a particular type of coating were
inadequate. You had an alleger who told you that and said
which kind of procedures they were and said, these
procedures are a mess and no one can work to them, and you
found that the alleger was right, those procedures were
deficient. Did you need at that point any additional data
in order to determine whether there was a generic
implication to that finding that that procedure was
inadeguate?

MR. MC CRACREN: We would look at the specific
procedure, the number of revisions that had gone to it,
when they had been in Place and try to make an assessment
48 to how much coating had been applied or when it was
applied under that specific procedure.

MR. ROISMAN: After that, would the generic’
implication be totally related to whether one-tenth of 1
percent of the plant had been painted had that procedure
been in effect; is that what you mean when you say "the
generic implication” of it?

MR. MC CRACKEN: VYes.

MR. ROISMAN: Not the generic implication of
whether or not this procedure was deficient, whether other
procedures might also have been deficient with regard to
patné coating?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The number of procedures

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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associated with pairts and coatings are not that many.
There are a very specific list of what applies to the
paints and coatings.

MR. ROISMAN: But you found that one was
deficient. My question is: How would Yyou know whether
should you find a generic implication that they were all
deficient by looking at only the one?

MR. MC CRACKEN: The basic procedures for
applying the coatings, the ones that are used were
referenced in either one or more allegations. So the
coatings procedures that were used with their revisions
were reviewed.,

MR. ROISMAN: _What you are saying, my example
doesn't work because you looked at all the procedures anyway?

MR. MC CRACKEN: To the dest of my knowledge, we
looked at the procedures associated with applying coatings
throughout the time they were applied.

MR. ROISMAN: Well, to save time, why don't you
give me an instance in which you did not look at everything
related to paint coatings but looked at a piece of it and
found that piece deficient and then help me understand how,
if you never got tec the reason why the piece was deficient,
you knew that you had found the breadth of the generic
implications.

MR. MC CRACKEN: The sampling that we took

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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across the seven c;toqorios we considered sufficient eo
conclude that the paints and coatings area had difficulties
in virtually all the seven categories; that the amount of
coatings in the exempt log were excessive, so we had
broadened the scope of our review to well beyond any
specific allegation or procedure in making those
conclusions.

MR. ROISMAN: Is there any == if I had asked you
divide the paint coatings area into categyories, would there
De any additional Ccategories you would have to put in t©o
cover all of it thar the seven listed on pages 7 and 8 of
the SSER?

MR. MC CRACKEN: No, that covers the total area
or things you would consider in applying coatings.

MR. ROISMAN: Is it fair to say the total
generic implication of the SSER conclusions is that the
entire paint coatings area was deficient?

MR. MC CRACKEN: That the documentation and
traceability that is inadegquate to demonstrate that it is
Qqualifiaed.

MR. ROISMAN: So that the entire area is
indeterminant because of traceability dacunch:ation
deficiencies.

MR. MC CRACKEN: Large areas. We did not go to

the point of trying to determine how much ls qualified
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because once we had concluded in appendix L that it no

longer needed to be qualified, that wasn't a necessary step.

But you could go through and try to determine how much is
Qualified.

MR. ROISMAN: Why don't we "top there for the

nigt - and start again in the morning. Thank Yyou very much.

MR. NOONAN: I have a few things for the record.
Tomorrow Mr. Keimig will be here in the morning.

MR. ROISMAN: We can take him after we finish

here,

MR NOONAN: PFor the racord, the applicant has
indicated they do not wish to comment at this time.

Finally, we're going to meet at the Holiday Inn in Bethesda
at 9:00. One block away.

(Whereupon, at 5:10, the meeting was concluded,

tO reconvene at 9:00 a.)m., Wednesday, November 20, 1985.)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RESULATORY COMMISSION

OR A A
In the Matter of Docket Nos. S50-445

and 50-446
TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC
COMPANY, et al.
(Application for an

(Camanche Peak Steam Electric Operaling License)
Station, Units 1 and 2)

CASE's (Dockat 1) Comments
to Be Bound into Tramscript of
NRC Staff/CASE Meeting in Bethesda

November 19 and 20, 1985

CASE (Docket 1) asks that this pleading and the attached 10/23/85 Jolnt
Stipulation of Scaff and CASE (Raquest for Subpoenas) be bound into the
transcript of the November 19 and 20 meeting.

As noted Lo the attached Stipulation, this is to be » Joint Dockat |
and 2 meeting and 0o other similar meecing will be sought by CASE, as to the
issues ugum at the meeting, with these staff persons; and CASE's
Washington representatives (Mr. Roisman and Ms. Garde) will be asking
questions for both dockets. CASE ia Docket | will rely upom our
reprasentatives ia Docket 2 to assure themselves that the teras of the
Stipulation have been fully met.

CASE also wants to remind the Scaff that (as CASE's primary
representative (o Dockat | stated during the discuseions prior to the
10/23/85 Joint Stipulation), CASE in Docket | might want to ask a few
additional questions either in writing or informally (although we will not

seek any other similar meeting as to the Lssues discussed at the meeting,



vith these staff persons) after ve have received, and had time

to review,

the transcipt of the Novembar 19-20 meeting.

ALt achment

Service List

Respectfully submitted ’

s. ta is, President
CASE (Citizens Association for Sound

Energy)
1426 S. Polk
Dallas, Texas 79224
214/946-9446



October 23, 1985

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

S I NG _BOARD

In the Matter of
TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING Docket Nos. 50-445-1 & 2

COMPANY, et al.
and 50-446~1 & 2

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station, Units . and 2)

N S N S S S St

JOINT STIPULATION OF STAFF AND CASE

sagggong for Subpoenas)

Tnis stipulation is to confirm the 2jreement that we have
reached in regards Q; CASE's Request for Subpoenas.

1. CASE agrees to withdraw the pending request for
subpoenas.

2. The informal meeting with the staff which had been
scheduled for October 21 and 22 will be held November 19 and 20,
1985. The meeting will be held at the NRC's Bethesda offices
(time and place to be announced by the staff). The meetings will
be open to the public, and will be transcribed.

3. The scaff agrees to produce the documents requested in the
subpoenas as soon as reasonably practicable. To the extent the docu~
ments requested are pn:l:md.h:run:xuc to the outstanding FOLA request,
such production will fulfull this obligation Ly the staff.
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4. The staff agrees that it will not issue any final
approval of the Applicant's CPRT program plan until CASE has
conducted the November 19, 20, 1985 meeting and had a reasonable
opportunity to forward - its comments on the Issue Specific Action
Plans.

5. The meeting will be a joint Docket 1 and 2 meeting and
no other similar meeting will be sought by CASE, as to the issues
discussed at the meeting, with these staff persons. CASE's
Washington representatives will Le asking questions for both
dockets.

6. The arrangements for this meeting do not in any way
preclude either the Staff or CASE from asserting their separate
positions about other issuss now pending before “he Board,
including the question of whether or not relevancy questions are

to be determined by docket or the overall case.
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