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The Deposition of Peter K. VanDoorn is resumed at the
offices of Duke Power Company, Charlotte, North Carolina, on
this the 20th day of May, 1983, in the nresence of Robert Guil#,
Attorney on Behalf of the Intervenor Palmetto Alliance, Incor-

porated; George E. Johnson, Attorney on Behalf of NRC Staff:

J. Michael MeCarry, III, Anne Cottingham, Ronald Gibscn, and

Albert Carr, Counsel on Behalf of the Applicant, Duke Power 5

Corpany. |
It is agreed that Lynn B. Gilliam, Notary Public in

and for the State of North Carolina, may take snid Deposi*iona‘

|

and transcribe the same to typewriting.

MR. QUILD: Ladies and Centlemen, are we ready? t

Good Morning, Mr. VanDoorn. !

This is the resumed Deposition by Palmetto Alllance. %
Mr. VanDocrn,with respect to your knowledge concerning PalmettJ
Alliance's Contention € relating to Workmanship and Quality

Assurance at the Catawba Station.

We adjourned yesterday, the 1Sth, at approximately

5 p.m. in order that Applicant's scheduled Piscovery of Palmetto
i

|

Alliance might proceed. And the Depositions of William R.
McAfee and Noland Hoopengardner were taken by Applicants untii
approximately 12:30 this morning.

And we are now resunine where we left off yesterday.

I just remind you, of course, you are under oath:and I ask that

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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you recall the ground rules that we discussed yesterday, and
if you have any questions about the rmeaning of any of my terms
or if you don't understand a question, Please ask for clériri-
cation before you answer, Otherwise, T will assume that you

are responding and you do understand.

PETER X. VANDOORN,
having been previocusly sworn to tell the truth, was examined

and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. GUILD: |

oY Before we broke yesterday it was brouzrht to our atten-
tion that we were proceeding somewhat in error on the basis of
a Document that erroneously reflected that the Corporate Quality
Manager, Mr. Wells, departed back approximately at the point

where you came on site in February of '81.

Do you recall that? '
A Yes, I do. |
S And that Applicants corrected the mistake in responag
to an Interrogatory of Palmetto Alllance to reflect Mr, Wells, |
in fact, 2’4 not leave for a year later, February of '82.
Can you confirm that Mr, Wells, the Corporate Quality
Assurance Manager, left in the 1982 time frame?

A I believe that is correct. |

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA |
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q It 1s significant, is it not, Mr. VanDoorn, because

for that period of one year a very eerious set of developments |
i
relating to the Quality Assurance at the Catawba site wes coring to
|
light and -involved a considerable amount of your offlcial timﬂ

and duties. Did it not? T
%

MR. JOENSON: I object to the form of the qes-

tion. Prame your questions as questions instezd of

making speeches.

;
a
|
MP. GIBSON: I will join in the oblection to the |

|
MR. GUILD: I am trying to summarize and save us

form.

a little bit of time, Mr. Johnson.

MR. JOHNSON: You are leading the witness.

MR, GUILD: That 1s fine, I'm trying to lead the
witness and save us some time., If you insist on ob-
jecting at every point to obiect to form, I will makef

an effort to rentate.

BY MR. GUILD: »

a You now the subject matter, I do not have to go into ;ong
detail. You know we are talking about welding inspectors con-
cerns at Catawba.

A Yes, sir: 1f that is what you wish tc talk about.

Q That developed during 1981 at the pcint where you ar-

rived on site through 1982, and we saw yesterday there was a

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE <ORTH CAROLINA |
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wide range of activity in at least the Region II File. ;
A You are askine shbout activity concerning welding con-
|

cerns, inspector corcerns did not come to lizht to the Duke

people until late '81, the inspectors that did talk to me, untiﬁ
I believe February 1, 1982, i

S I would like to specifically direct your attention %o
gome documents, but in any event, the underlying circumstances
behind those velding inspector concerns were developed during
this time frame, the time frame February 'S8l when you arrived i
on site through February '82.

A I would disagree with fust this statement because thié
time frame, it wasn't just -- they were not just in 1981. %

Q They at least covered 1981: did they not? ;

A 1981 was included in the time frame of the concerns; i
that's correct. i

Q And they, in fact, were reflected concern3 extending i
back over some years. I‘m interested, I think whether or not i
you had a lapse of memory or whether or not you had independené
knowledge of the facts of Mr. Wells tenure as to the Quality
Assurance Manager?

A I think vesterday when we were talking about when Nr.j
Grier came in, when Mr., Wells was there I was simply lookinr
at this Document and relying on that date. I was concentrating

on your real question.

The real question as I understcood 1t was whether I

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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1 T

| llrecalled talking to Mr. Wells about the subject of whether there
|
2 ||were too many NCI's. That was the concern, the question I was |
3 |{talking to. If it was an error I apologize.

|

|
4 e All right, it may be significant to this subject. Did |
|

5 ||you deal with Mr. Wells, the man who was Corporate Quality Assué-
¢ ||ance Manager for Duke Power Company, through February of '82? !
7 {|IDid you deal with him with respect to the subject of the weldinq
8 ||insvector concerns? E
9 A I don't recall dealinz directly with Mr. Wells 1nvolv4ng
10 |[the welding inspector concerns in 1981. There was a turnover g
11 ||pericd Lhere, there may have been some initial contact, I don't?
12 ||recall.

i3 The primary follow-up inspection was done in 1982,

14 ||[My primary involvement was with Mr. Grier. He came in right at

15 ||{the beginning of the time I began following up these concerns.
16 [N All right, sir; Mr. VanDoorn, when did the welding 1
17 ||inspector concerns come to your attention first? .
18 A I will try for dates. I believe _n January of '82
19 ||Duke Management informed us that concerns had been 2xpressed to?

20 |[them., We have a memo that has that date accurately. I belleve

21 ||{4t was January 29 they came forward to us, told us that they had

2 lla number of concerns expressed to them, technical and nontechnical;
» land that they were forming the task for.e to address those 1ssues.
24 Q Who came to you in what fashion?

25 A There was a meeting in Charlotte concerning another

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPOATING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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subject. I don't recall what that was, but during that meetinp‘

Mr. Warren Owen of Duke Power presented to us, Mr. Bryant and

concerns expressed to them and they were golng te form a tas)y
force to address them.

Q At this point had you had any concerns expressed to
you either directly or ‘ndirectly by welding inspectors, them-

selves?

to research the files, nothing to the degree certainly that we
are talking about in this particular grouvp of concerns.

2 Ceneral concerns is a very broal term.

A I hear about concerns in a very broad sense almost
regularly. That is part of my job, to listen to people and what
concerns they have.

Q What was the nature of the concerns that you heard

ing this matter to your attention, Mr. VanDoorn?

A I honestly don't rec2ll: I would have to research, as

I sald I think previously; I btelieve there were possibly one or

two reviews and concerns prior to this group of concerns conduct
Me would have to research 1t to find out.
Q Would %*hose be reflected in inspection rerorts?

A It should be, yes.

A There may have been one or two instances: I would have

;
myself and M-, Lewis of the NRC, as T recall, that they had the |
!
|
I
l

|
i
1

|

|

either directly or indirectly prior to the Duke Management bring#

|
|

ed.

Q Any inspection reports in which vou were involved re-

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHMARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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Flecting inspections in which you were involved?
A Yes, there 1s possibly one somewhere that I may have

reviewed a concern on; again, I don't recall every detall of

I believe,

to the welding program. And again, I don't recall the detaills
but I believe there is a report related to that, and I belleve
that report specifically states it is involved with concerns.
Q Can you help me find that?
A I bellieve it was 81, somewhere in the 20's, possibly
30's, 29, something like that.
MR. GUILD: Counsel, if that is included in the
packet of information that was produced yesterday --

MR. JOHNSON: That,I don't know.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Are you looking for the report?
A We can get that number for you.
| - That would be a help.
| A I can't get it here immediately.
i Q When Duke Management brought to your attention the

sponse?

pvery inspection. We would have to do a little bit of research E

for you, but there was one that I recall that I stated yesterday

»

There was a regional follow-up on some concerns related

complaints by the Catawba welding inspectors, what was your re-

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA



VANDOORN - Direct 10

10

11

12

14

15

16

Ras

A Well, the initial rcsponse, I suspect was made by my :

management .
MR. JOHNSON: Do you mean him, personally, or by
management ? }
|
1
!
BY MR. GUILD: @

- I'm asking for the response by the NRC to your know- ;
ledge. i
A By the NRC, as I understood it, Mr. Bryant and Mr.

Lewis would have informed; and I understand they did, to my ;
knowledge. Anyway, the Support Staff and Office of Invootigati&no
personnel, fairly soon after returning to Atlanta, I'm not suro‘
.to the exact date, I can't speak for him. i
There was some preliminary reviews done immediately. l
I should know, I believe that January 29 meeting was on a FridayL
If I recall, on February lst, I believe it was a Monday the fol-
lowing week:; so very soon thereafter I spent a couple of days |
listening to some of the inspectors, themselves.

As we have stated in the memo, some presented me with

Documentation of their concerns and it turned out tc be easoncially

rhat they had wound up giving to the licensee neople. I immedi-

ktoly reviewed the concerns I had in hand to try to get some pre-
aliminary information as to what the concerns entailed.

g I did some follow-up interviewing of various personnel,
’#ocked at the concerns again, each and every one of them. I

” EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA



~

VANDOORN - Pirect 11l

(3]

10

11

13

14

15

16

%

kept my management informed as to the results of those reviewed.

I immediately called my management as soon as the in-
spectors started talking to me, and I saild, " Hey, I've got then
talking to me now, inspectors talking to me instead of going

through Duke."

There was a follow-up eventually in which I forwarded

the Documentation. I believe you have the forwarding memo on
hand which we have released to you which served to send that 1n{
formation into the Region. That, as I understand, vas forwarde
to Support Staff and Office of Investigations personnel for theﬂr
review as well.

Based on that information our management, as I under-

[stand it, instructed me to allow some time to pass for some re-

views to be done by the Duke people.

My initial review included a review of the Duke Prog?ars

that were established to look at these things. I was satisfied

i
#hat they had an objective program in place to review the con- |
|

cerns. There would be no cover-up, full retention of records

|
|

would be availlable for any future reviews. Ccples of the actual

concerns would be availabdble for future reviews so there would

e no cover-up. There would be objective reviews.

We initially deterriined there was not neceegsarily a

!harge probler with falsification or harassment. Again, that was
|
ertainly bdased on preliminary reviews. A detailed review ob-

| 1
’ iously had not been done 2t that time., That was the preliminari

|
I EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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|
As far as speaking for anything else that they had at

information that I passed on to the Region.

their disposal for making their decisions, I can't do that. That
|

was the initial effort, probably most of that done within the

first month or so, the February time frame, February/March.
1

Q About the 1lst of March perhaps? !

A I would say most of that preliminary review was pro- :

bably done by the lst of March. At that point there was alot oﬂ

verbal transf:r of information until the forwarding memo. I

copies of the concerns. I bellieve that was a March date on that

|
|

don't recall the date of that forwarding memo where I sent in :
|

memo, I'm not sure.

MR. GUILD: Do you have a date, Counsel, that

would helpv

THE WITNESS: There was a date on one, I think
3/15. Yeah, 3/15/82. That is a handwritten date up |
there. That would have been forwarded to the Region
prior to that. Sometimes those dates don't get on

there. What I will do, I will forward a handwritten

memoranda into the pegion.

tight in the gegion. They couldn't change it without
talking to me, my handwritten note. And in this case
Mr. Bryant signed it for me.

I think it was typed in the peglon and forwarded

I only have a secretary one day a week, so it gecs

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENCTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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pn; and it didn't get dated until 3/15, but I'm sure 1t was
fated prior to that.

Q In fact, there was a memorandum from !r. Bryant sug-
gesting that you date that 3/157

A A memo from Mr. Bryant suggesting that I date that?
Q Yes, as 3/15; suggesting that you date that as of 3/151

*ou don't recall that instructicn that ycu date thac as of 3/157

MR, JOENSON: I'm showing him part of that file

that you are looking at.

+Y MR. GUILD:
|

J

Q Mr. VanDoorn, you were suggesting that the hand-dated

8/15 memo transmitted to the Reglon mirht, in fact, have teen

ransmitted earlier; and I think there were Iinstructions that
t be dated 3/15.
A As I read here, "which Jack Bryant suggests we date

of March 15, 1982," that 1s a memo o Tobin to Alderson, NRC

memorandum. I have no idea why the sugrestlion was there to date

1t March 15.

There is some delay when 1%t rets sent in the Feglon

and when it gets datec I would assume.

Q Ylow that trings you up through the March time frame.
Someplace in March you transmitted to Fegion II by that memo
Lnd that reflected, as you characterized i1t, the preliminary

btage of your participation in the weldins Inspector concerns

-

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH™ CAROLINA
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1 |review?

2 A I guess that is a reasonable statement. !
3 Q If you would, continue and try to describe what the |

4 |NRC involvement was with this matter from that point further. |
5 A Well, Regional Management made a decision that there ?
6 |would be some time allowed for the Duke Task Force to do 1its |
7 ||investigation. At the same time I continued tc review what they
5 |were doing, the progress of what they were doing, talking with |

9 /lAnspectors.

10 e I'm sorry; they -- Duke?
1 A When I say "they" I mean Duke; that's correct. Keep- |
12 |ing abreast of their investigation as to how it was going, as tg
13 |whether they were discovering anything significant during their;
14 ||Anvestigation. Again, discussing with inspectors regularly theé

|
15 |concerns that -- not really in a formal sense, but during my rej-

|

16 lular routine inspections on the site -- certainly my conversatiaons
17 |/with various inspectors, that is routine to have those discussians
15 las part of my inspection.

19 And certainly these concerns came up and I listened

ﬂ>ralot to many people during the process. I continued to do pro-
21 Lbably some review of some of the more sensitive concerns, I

22 Wremember at least looking with some detail into one of the recent
23 iharaslmcnt charges that was ircluded.

Q Do you remember that charge?

A I believe it was M,, Jackson's concerns. He 1s one

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA

|
|
|
|
|
il



- -

“VANDOORN - Direct 15
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|

of the Q.C. inspectors. I did review that in some detaill tairlj
early in this business because of the seriousness of harassmentf

charges.

Again, that would be probably still in the stage where
I was possibly forwarding things, primarily verbal as far as myi
information, forwarding to Atlanta. At some point later, of |
course, I began an indepth review once Duke finished what they
call their initial investigation. Certainly they had not com-

pleted all their actions or evaluations of that investigation.

There were many evaluations and actions called for
as part of their investigation. But a: that point when they
considered their investigation complete, I don't have that exact
date. I believe in the middle of March that i1s Documented in |
some of the material given to you.
At that point I began an indepth :eview of each and
every concern, and that continued for some time. In fact, as
I recall, until very late in '82, In fact, I believe the last
report was actually dated in '83, That concerned that subject,
but the report finally said "Recommend closure of the case.”
Q By "report," do you mean Inspection Feport?
A Yes.
o And after the recommendation to close the case --
A As I recall the case was closed based on my recommenda-

tion. There was some review of the Documentation, certainly,

because we had your request during Discovery for coples of that

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPOATING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA



10

11

12

13

14

5

16

Documentation and subsequent to that we had an FOI Report from

|
the GAP Organization, as you are aware of., So those processes !
would obviously require some review of that Documentation to i
make sure we were forwarding you everything that was pertinent i

to those requests.
Q Other th#n for reviewing purposes of Discovery and

the FOIA, is there any further substantive review after the l

point of your recommendation to close the case?
A I can't say that. There really !s a continuing revieJ.
Certainly some of the recommendations are long-term recommendatfons
in improvements in training, improvements in communication erfoﬂta,
and so forth. They were developed not solely because of this,
but at least partlally because of this or they would help corredt
the situation, so I'm continuing to follow-up in those long ter4
efforts and have since attempted a training term session. |

r
It 1s called Train the Trainer, so there 1s an attempt
l

to improve training and there is a continuing follow-up and we |
certainly reserve the right to re-opt for follow-up for anythiné
that comes, any additional concerns that come to light we will
treat like new concerns.

To say nothing additional is being done would not be

proper. The case, itself, as I understand 1t, 1is closed. So

any further follow-up has been not technically, I guess, in that

case file, but as part of routine inspections ersentially.

o Does that complete vour description generally of the

|
EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROL. A |
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2 || reports?

A

5

I would say that is a general description.

Let me show you a Document that was released yester-

5 | day, Reglonal Office statement dated July 30, 1982; and it has

On Fage 11 of that Document -- first of all if you

8 ||would lock at Pages 11 and 12, d» you have a copy, Counsel?

10

MR. JOHNSON: No.

11 |(BY MR, QUTLD:

Q

Take a moment and erxamine 11 and 12 and tell me 1f that

1 || NRC's response within your knowledge to the welding inspection

6 |the initials JB, memorandum to D.G. Isenhut to Lewis (indicating).

|

13 ||1s an accurate description of the NRC processing of the welding |

14 |inspection repcsts as you understand it.

15

16

18 |i

MR. GUILD: Do you have a copy, Mr. Johnson?

MR. JOHNSON: I have an incomplete copy.

MR. GUILD: Maybe I could have mine back and you

could look on Counsel's, Mr, VanDoorn. That would

help me.

THE WITNESS: I would say that is a pretty good

description of the status at that time that was written.
There are some things in here, without having the atatﬁs

report here in front of me, I don't know if I can actu-

ally ve ify numbers of concern or things like that.

! Rr—
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lk
BY MR. GUILD:

|

Fut revealing the exact number of informants, that would serve

o

A

-

A

-

cern to you on that day?

If you can, is there anything in there that appears

to be inaccurate to you?

you have any questions I'll be glad to answer them.

|
|
Not just based on my initial reading here, no. If !
\
l

The second paragraph under that heading, "Q.C. Welding

Inspectors expressed their concerns to the SRI:" 1Is that you?

u
Yes.

Were there welding inspectors that expressed their con-

1
1
1

A At that time, yes.

S Did additional welding inspectors express their concerns
to you? '

A Yes.

Q How many others?

A That is privileged information.

MR. GUILD: Well, Mr. Johnson, I see you advising
your client. If there is an assertion of an obJection?
or privilege, I would ask that vou do that for Counsel
on the Record and not whisper in your client's ear.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q How many welding inspectcrs expressed concern to you?
A We try to protect the identity of confidential informants,

]

|
|
'
|

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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$

indirectly to provide Duke information leading to the 1dent1f1c4-
tion of the individuals; so throughout we have, as you are awnrJ,
asserted this privilege and deletad numbers from appropriate

|
i
|
l
Documants; and this is merely a part of protecting the identity |
|
|
of the people who came to the NRC.

MR. GUILD: All right, sir; Mr. Johnson, can I |
ask why the number of inspectors who expressed concerﬁ
to the SRI 18 revealed in the FOIA Document but is %
deleted from the comparable descript'on that has beeni
produced in Discovery?

MR, JOHNSON: If you conld shew me the Document |

that you are referring to I'll try to answer. |

MR. GUILD: Counsel, I'm showing you May 18, '82,
to Mr. Bryant from Alderson attached to your April 8

Second Supprlemental Response, including Documents on

this subject. If you will note there is a deletion

of the second sentence, "Concerns which are expresaed?
to him by "blank" welding inspectors at the Catawba |
site.”

MR, JOHNSON: May 18, 1982, "The two memos Document
the concerns which were expressed to him by "blank” .Q.
welding inspectors.”

MR. GUILD: Yes.

MR. JOHNSON: What is the question?

MR, GUILD: Why are you releasing a specific

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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number of the FOI, and you are asserting privileged

information in the Discovery?

|
MR. JOHNSON: What Document are you referring to?

MR, GUILD: This Document was attached to the

stack of papers you gave me yesterday.

MR. JOHNSON: I understand, but you have had it
since February 14, 1982,

MR, GUILD: The question remains, is there a
reason why you deleted the number in the Documents
produced here in this Second Supplemental Response; ;
and the number 1s included here? ,

MR. JOHNSON: Okay, you referred to a Document j
in FOIA, and I didn't know what you were talking abouﬁ.
The reason 1s this discussion here is a discussion ofi
the entirety of Mr. VanDoorn's investigation, and doeq
not discuss, per se, the people who came 1ndividually§
to him.

And the number of people who came to him on that |

basis is being protected, not the number of people

as part of his cverall investigation of the welding

inspector Task Force Report.

THE WITNESS: As I recall this memo here, 1f I
may comment, this number crossed out there would have
served to tell you the total number of welding inspectors

that came to me, and that particular Document that had

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA ‘
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the three simply said three of those came to me on |
|
February 21st. In other words, that was the beginninﬁ

of when they talked to me.

|

That 1s my understanding of it so in essence, thﬁa
prctects the total and that doee not reveal the totali

MR. GUILD: How about explaining this one (1nd1cq-
ting)? .

THE WITNESS: I cannot explain why something waa%
erossed out. %
|

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Let me show you a memo from VanDoorn to Alderson, the:
hand-dated 3/15 memo, the first sentence. '"Personnel requestedi
appointments with me to discuss ..." et cetera. 1Is the explanaj
tion the same? |
A Yes, it is. 3
~ And Mr. VanDoorn, do you have anything to add to the f
reason why that deletion was made in this Document produced in |
Discovery but the reference to three is inciuded in the Document
we had reference to a moment ago?

A I don't know absolutely why something was crossed out
of one and not the other. I didn't do the cross-out and wasn't

involved in what was being crossed out.
~ Who d4id?

A The Discovery I think when the case file was re eased
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| lwas Regional personnel. I don't know who physically did it.

2 MR. JOHNSON: I am in a better position to ananeA
3 that question: The two Documents we are talking about,
4 let me try to get them both in front of me. |
5 One Document was released as part of this cverall
6 summary back in September 1982. That one you referred

- 4
' to as the FOIA Document, that was a July 30 memorandum

8 to Isenhut that was released to you and the parties i
9 on September 14, 1982, That was part of the overall i

|
10 review of the welding inspectors Task Force; and the |

1 Rezion did not attempt to assert any privilege as to

12 any of those numbers. |
13 I don't think they focused on that problem at tha#
14 time. Nobody addressed it, but I don't think it re- i
15 veals the number of individuals who came on the balis{

16 as confidential informants to the NRC to Mr. VanDoorn.

7 MR. GUILD: On February 1, 1982, quoting from that

18 same Document, the Isenhut memo, Counsel, "Three Q.C. |
|
|
19 Welding Inspectors expressed their concerns. Each
20 Q.C. Inspector was concerned that Duke was whitewalhing

21 the problems. The Q.C. Inspectors were content that

2 active pursuit to the complaints, the three stated that

3 a lack of support had existed for years, and that they
24 were expressing their concern strongly now that they
o had the attention of off-site management for the first
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time.* Does your explanation atand?

|
MR. JOHNSON: I don't understand what you are |

driving at, what irformation are you trying to ohta1n1

MR. GUILD: What I'm trying to obtain is the ob- |

vious inconsistency and deleting information in Discoée

where that confidence has already been revealed in a
memo disseminat 4 to all the other parties in this
case back in September.

MR. JOHNSON: There would appear to be on the
face of it some inconsistencles.

MR. GUILD: Yes, sir; there certainly would.

MR. JOHNSON: But as I said before, this does
not reveal the number of people who came to the NRC

on this confidential basis.

l
MR. GUILD: It reveals that three came on February
|

1l; does it not, sir?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, it does.

|
i

|
1
|
|
|
|

|

MR, QUILD: And again, you were going to help me

understand who made the deletions from the Discovery

materials, sir.

MR, JOHNSON: Mr. O'Reilly from our staff.

MR. GUILD: Thank you.

BY MR. GQUILD:

. Q

.

Mr. VanDoorn, I want to direct your attention to this |

ry
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hani-dated 3/15/82 memo. Counsel, do you have 2 copy you can

SN SE—

show him? It is the memorandum to Alderson from VanDoorn.
MR. JOHNSON: The date again?
MR. GUILD: Yes, it is hand dated 3/15/82 in thc’
upper right hand corner,
MR. JOHNSON: There are several; which one 1is it%
MR. GUILD: On Fetruary 1, 1982.

MR. JOHNSON: VYes, that's correct.

|
%
BY MR, GUILD: }
S Do you have thet in front of you?
A Yes.
a Take a moment to review that,
A I wrote 1t, I don't think I have to review it. Just

Fak questions.

Q Tell me whether that 1s an accurate reflection of the

Pnformntion that came to your attention by way of those Q.C.
roléing inspectors on the date referenced, February 1, 19827

| A There 1s a description of the concerns that they ex-
Tressed to me somewhat. Paragraphs, obviously, at least in part;

'a that what you are asking?

Q I want to know, the question is: Is it an accurate
description?
A It is a description of the concerns that they expressed

O me, yes; in that sense 1t is accurate, The memo comes to no
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conclusions, however.

e

Q What 1s the nature of the deletion that appears after
the date February 1, 1982, in the first line of the body of that
memo? |

MR. JOHNSON: That is a number.

MR. GQUILD: 1Is that the number three?

MR. JOHNSON: If I told you I would be revealing,
first of all, I don't recall what the number 1is.

MR. GQUILD: Mr. VanDoorn, do you recall?

MR. JOENSON: I would invite you not to answer ‘
but to the extent you know.

MR. GUILD: Do you know? Counsel, ask him to
answer the question if he knows or not.

MR, JOHNSON: I will ask him to answer the ques-
tion; does he know the answer to the question?

THE WITNESS: I think I know what the answer 1s,

yes.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Turn to the other deletions in the boedy of that memo. |
IThGPO appears a deletion of an entire line and two partial lines.

Do you see that?
A Yes.

- After the question reading "Fach individual expressed

|
'hig concern, i.e., to see that the concerns were related to the
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recent pay adjustments ... " What 1s the nature of the deleted
material? ;

kS Those were words which would have served to identify
individuals which came to me. As I recall those words were not‘
& description of their concerns. They were simply deacriptionsi
of those persons as to whe they are. I assume that 1s why it |

was crossed out.
|

MR. GUILD: Counsel, can you confirm that is thei
nature of the material and the basis for the deletion#

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, there 1s not substantive inroﬁ-
mation about the nature of the complaints as fur as I
can recollect.

I right now cannot recall what exactly was blankep
out there; but 1t was information that would have eiter
directly or indirectly served to identify the individuﬁla.

|
BY MR. JUILD:

Y Do you have something to add, Mr. VanDoorn?

A (The witness shook his head negatively.)

Q Now, am I correct in understanding, Mr. VanDoorn, this
preaents the first written reflection of the information that
lane to you from the weldinz inspectors on February 1, 19827

As I recall this memorandum served to forward the Doc-

nts given to me by the inspectors and to provide a general

escription of that discussion that I had with them. As I recall
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this would probably been the first memoranda that I would have
sent to the Region.

Q All right, sir; were there any cother writings that
memorialized the information that came to you prior to this?
A Prior to this?

N Prior to this, yes?

A I don't recall that there was. As I said, I believe
this to be the first in a series of Documents, of course, that
were submitted to the Region; if that answers your question.
Q Not exactly, but let me ask if I can focus a little
Fetter: Did you make any han.xritten notes of the February 1
communication from the welding inspectors?

A Certainly I did: I make handwritten notes whenever I

MR. JOHNSON: Let me advise Counsel that in the

Discovery Response there is an index, and the index

of these Documents; and the number of pages and the

types of notes are indicated.

munication, the February 1 cormmunication.

MR, JOHNSON: That, I think he better answer.

kalk to pesple., They served as the basis for my description herg.

z
|
|

reveals there were handwritten notes attached to severﬁl

|

\
{

MR. GUILD: Can you help me with this particular ;
point, Counsel; and that is the question to the witnesas

were handwritten notes made by him of the initial com-
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BY MR. GUILD:
- The answer was there were; and are those referenced i
in the index?
A I would have taken initial handwritten notes, in this |
case as I recall, probably a page or two of handwritten notes i
regarding each of the inspectors. And then as I recall T para-j

phrased the results of what was expressed to m © ~oncerns.

A portion of that, certainly, appears in this .
you know, the most impotant, the most serious accusations were |

paraphrased in this memo. Of course, as I said previously, the |

inspectors gave me some Documentation; and as I recall, I put

a handwritten cover sheet on each package, a single sheet, as

I recall, stating this package is from X inspector. i

This is a description of him and his background, etcotpra..
1

Again, I would have paraphrased his concerns on that sheet, probp-
|

Ply transferred from my rough notes; and I attached that to each

of the packages that the inspectors had given me. That 1is as .

I recall it.
|
| |

f MR. GUILD: Counsel, can you help me? Are those

notes reflected in the index that you directed our

|

I attention to?
: MR. JOHNSON: I'm not the best judge.
|

j THE WITNESS: I think those were the notes he was

referring to.
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q Can you help me find those? I'm looking at Attachment

#A" to your April 8 Response.

MR. JOHNSON: I bellieve the Attachment that he

18 referring to are Item 13. They were attacred to

Nuclear Station. Is thut the one we are talking about

MR. GUILD: Yes.

MR. JOENSON: And there were three or four pages.

pages, apparently, so that would have been, 1t would
appear to me we were talking to the three inspectors,
probably two of those, and handwritten pages, I'm not
sure it was equally divided -- that would, I belleve,
that handwritten cover sheet or sheets, apparently a

couple sheets for each one describing the inspector,

to each of those packages that he actually gave me,

himself.

all of those notes, the Item 13, has been withheld?
They have all been withheld and the reason 1s stated

there and in the accompanying pleading.

"See notes with Duke Q.C. Inspectors.” That says six

|
l
|

Item 12, this VanDoorn to Alderson memorandum of 3/15/?2;

Allegations concerning the welding inspection at Cataw$a

i

THE WITNESS: Ther:® i3 a paragraph there that says
|

|
|

paraphrasing his concerns, and attached to thecse sheets,

MR. GUILD: All right, Counsel; is it clear that |
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BY MR. GUILD:

A

THE WITNESS: I would reiterate that the infor-

mation was of such a detailed nature, both as to the
names of individuals concerned, the numbers of the
FOIA's that were involved, the handwritings, duplica-?
tion of exact materials in the welding Task Force Re-
port that you have, so that that and the specific al-
legations were specific enough so that you could, throPgh
any number of means, have taken those Documents that |
are here deleted, sit them next to the welding 1napectLr
Task Force Report which you have -.- which Duke has,

and compared the materials and fairly easily deduced

;

who it was that came to the NRC.
|
i
|

Mr. VanDoorn, have any of the materials that are descrfbed

in Item 13 which we have just discussed hecome available to Duke

Power Company?

Not that I know of; I can't answer for Duke, but to

my knowledge --

MR, JOHNSON: Are you talking about one, two and
three? I think he misinterpreted your question to a
certain extent. To the extent that the NRC Inspector
was given Documents that had already besn given to
Duke, of course, Duke had hose Documents and a number

of those Documents that are deleted here in Item 13 were
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BY MR. GUILD:

of that nature.

It even says so, it says "Documentation submitted
to Duke and received from Duke." And these people
who came to the NRC, itself, I was informed had also
submitted this material to Duke.

Some of even the handwritten notes., I'll let
Mr. VanDoorn talk.

THE WITNESS: Essentially what they gave me was |

the same thing they had given Duke. Duke requested

these people to write each and every concern and subdb- |
mit it to them.

Obviously these inspectors are smart enough to
keep copies, and they gave me a copy, yes. If we had

released that Duke could have compared what I had and

they would have known who came to me.

But again, it is our understanding --
MR. JOHNSON: That was one of the mejor Justifi-;
cations, besides protecting the identity orf these 1ndﬂv1d-
uals, is that all concerns were macde avallable alreadﬁ
and you had them and those substantive matter that has
been raised by the Task Force and the individuals who

came to us would go unseen.

MR. CUILD: Counsel, my concern is I have anotheﬁ

T
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four-inch stack of Documents yesterday, many of which
were file Documents from the Nuclear Regulatory Com- !
mission that had not been revealed prior to this and ;
that are substantive. |
So you will pardon me if I press on the issue J

of whether or not, in fact, your presumption is accur-%
ate that Palmetto Alliance or the other Intervenors 1
J

in this Licensing Proceeding did, in fact, have acceui

to the information that we now know is available to

Duke Power and to the NRC Staff, but may not be avail-

able to the rest of the parties. f

MR. JOHNSON: That is not a conclusion that you i
1
could draw from the deletion of these Documents. There
18 a distinction between what you have just said and

the point I'm trying to make, which is all the material

that is deleted and identified here, you have either,
in fact or in substance, whether other items were plach
in the initial Discovery Response or the Supplementary
Discovery Response and subsequently identified in the;
Preedom of Information Act Response, that 1s another
matter.

One reason I brought yesterday this material with
you was so that any gaps that existed in the initlal

Response would be filled: and I gave you the material

as 2 Supplemental Discovery Document Response. ;
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MR. GUILD: Yes, Thank you.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr. VanDoorn, has any other information with respect
i
to the welding inspector concerns been transmitted to the Regional

Office to your knowledge prior to the transmittal reflecting
Items 12 and 13 here? |

A As I recall, that was the initial written traneferralE
of informat'on. I believe you have asked that three times now.!
Q I apologize if I should have gathered that 1nformat104.

A It 1s a long day. It was a long day yesterday; I wouﬂd
like cto answer some different questions. It is more 1nterest1né
that way. i
Q Do you log telephone calls that you make for the Ragiqnal
Office? ;
A Only if we are being charged for them. ;

Q You don't maintain a telephone log reflecting activitj
in the file? ‘

A No, I don't. |

“ Do you maintaln a personal diary that reflects telephane
calls? |

A I generally lay my dally notes, I have a fairly large

fold-over calendar, and I typically use that to record, you know,

iMhat might be going on that particular day. Primarily I us¢ that

to control myself administratively.

4
I
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7 I:t any other handwritings on the subject, tell me what they are

9 But you would likely, as a matter of course, note a
|

|
telaphone call 1f it was important to your supervision, particu*arly
|

on say a matter of some uniqueness and importance like these

welding inspection reports?

A Yeah, I may have noted -- whether it would be on that |
calendar or some -ther Documents -- of course there were many ,
lmany handwritten notes of course during the course of this invesat-

igation, very lengthy, very many hours. I had at one time certain-

ly handwritten notes as to what the process was and what not.
We don't really have a requirement, I don't believe, '
to retain all cf our handwritten notes. So anything I did have

on the subject has now been forwarded, certainly, to the Regionah

taff. I did forward to them alot of handwritten stuff, that 1is

whatever I had retained.

. Q All right, so I understand the handwritings that are

described in Item 13, so I'm not asking you to repeat that againL

d 1f and when you transmitted them to the Regional Office.
MR. JOHNSON: That 1is 2 pretty broad question.

MR. GUILD: Yes, make a stab at it, 1f you would, |

Mr. VanDoorn. I don't want to mias anything. ?
THE WITNESS: I don't wish to miss anything eitheﬁ,

but 1t 1s very difficult to recall each and every Doe- |

ument they may have forwarded to the Region. I can |

gilve you at least one example that I recall, and there are

NA
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multiple pages. But when I conducted the interview |
process I made notes of what each of those gentlementi
said. You have to take notes if you make an intervieﬁ.
You want to record what they say, just like you are |
doing now. %

I had a sheet of sample questions, I took *that !
sheet and put it in front of me when I was talking
to each of the inspectors and inspectors' supervision
during my interviewing, and I made notes of what each |
fellow said. |

The Region has that.

MR. JOHNSON: Since I know where you are going,
those Documents have been withheld in the FOIA request
response for the same reasons we withheld, well, not
exactly the same reasons; but in order to protect the
confidentiality of the information that we got from
the informants, the answers to the questions that are :

written on those, what he has was a series of xeroxed f

or copled pages of questions that were all the same

questions, I believe.

And we had a name on each page and the answer that

! he got when he talked to each of the individuals. This
i was the overall review that he di1d; and we have withheld
; those attachments. Those were attached to a summary,

| which it 1s a typred summary which was called a synopsis.
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A

~

The synopsis, you have; you obtained that from Duke

Power Company, actually. Was that dated December 20,&
1982 -- in any case, you have that Document but the |
underlying work papers of which that synopsis 1s a
part related to, you don't have, and a privilege undeﬁ
the FOIA Act, exceptions are asserted and was trans-
mitted, apparently, to GAP yesterday.

MR. GUILD: Since you brought the subject up,

Counsel, let's see if we can clarify this: I want to

show you a Document and ask if this is the so-called

"synopsis" the Counsel has reference to?
MR. JOENSON: VYes, it 1is.

THE WITNESS: Yes, it appears to be it.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Did you prepare that synopsis, Mr. VanDoorn?
A Yes, I 4id.
Q Did you type the synopsis: how was this actually --
A I think my secretary did. My wife may have:; she helpJ

me out on days I don't have a secretary.

Can you help me understand how it was prepared? Did

you have handwritten notes?

I prepared thut from those handwritten notes of the

interview process Mr. Johnson just described.

Was there a handwritten draft of this synopsis that
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was then typed?
A Certainly, how could they type it if there wasn't »
handwritten draft?

- That is what I'm asking you. Where is that, sir?

—_— N

A As far as I know, in the waste somewhere after 1t is
typed.

Q Was this transmitted to Atlanta for typlng? |

A As I say, I actually involved my wife in a couple typi
ing duties to help me out; probadbly my secretary. |

Q All right, sir. I will represent that Counsel accurat{ly

described the source of this material, at least to Palmetto AlliL
arce; and that was from an attachment to an April 29, 1982 lette}
from Counsel for Duke Power Company, Mr. Gibson.
If you know, Mr, VanDoorn, how did this synopsis come

into the possession of Duke Power Company?

A I pave them a copy, Mr. Grier.
When d4id you do that?
Repeat the question. ;

When did you do that?

> P & P

It would have been in the approximate time frame of
the date on the synorsis, I assume, or sometime in September,
perhaps a week or so after that. I don't recall exactly.

- Why did you give it to Mr. Grier?

A In the interest of forwarding information to him which

certainly may be beneficial in affecting improvements that in g

. —

+
|
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my estimation there was nothing new that was a substantive resulk
of the interview. However, I did feel that the results of the i
interview did indicate that a continuing effort should be imple-
mented by Duke in the communications area and not Jjust, you kno%,
try t0© implement Some improved information.

Initially so many of the concerns related to a break-

1

down in communications, and I was expressing primarily to Mr.
Grier to keep pushing coamunications and keep attempting to cor:
rect that communications. E
In that sense we typically, you know, give results of
inspections to licensees; certainly in course of our inspection

anything we give to them, obviously, would have to become part

of the NRC File at some point.

|
|
file? \

A I retained the original, I believe; and I believe that

Q Yes; and you retained a copy of the synopsis in your 1
l

was forwarded to the Region.

Q Why was this DCocument not made avallable to Palmetto
Alliance?

A It was made available to Palmetto Alliance. It is my
understanding Duke gave it to you during the initial Discovery.i
It is my understanding you did not get it from us during initial
Discovery; but I was aware that you had had it from lDuke.

It had been at my desk, but it was not yet forwarded

to the case file. That may further be the reason.
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- You had it in your records?

A I had, it's been in my file; yes, sir.

Q And at the time of the request; as far as you know
it was not in the Region II Case Flle?

A I don't believe it was at the time that the initial

Case Pile was released to you. I don't believe it was; that 1is

true,

Q Why wculd you have released it to Duke Power Company

|

i

l
but not have included it to Region II for the original ‘Tase Filq?

a

A I looked upon it basically as notes I had aummarized,?
the synopsis, in my other mamoranda to the Case Flle; I had |
forwarded the results of those notes already to the Case File.

In other words, the various things 1 was trying to ;
show in my review were already in the Case File, that synopsis E
added nothing substantive to the file. As far as I was concernld
the results were in the file already.

Q Why did you see it as important enough to give to Duke
Power? |

A As stated previously, if there is a minor problem thaﬁ
somebody has requested, or some prohlems that strictly relate to
construction progress or something like that, we do tell them

when somebody expresses concerns to us if it 1s not substantive

from a Quality Assurance standpoint.

Wie may not dOanything from the NRC standpoint, ase

tated previously; licensee has a right to know the results of

1
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1 {jour inspections. We give it to Mr. Grier to impress upon him
2 ||{the need to continue to work on maintaining gocod communications

3 |lwithin the Q.C. organization.

—_— —

4 Q Did you give it to him at his request, Mr. VanDoorn? ;
5 A No, I offered it to him. ,
" 2 P2d you give it to him face to face at a meeting? |
7 A I belleve I did. |
8 Y All right, was the meeting, did the meeting include

|
9 ||a discussion of the subjects of your welding inspector conzernaﬂ

10 A It included a discussion of that synopsis, yes. ;
i 3 Describe that meeting if you would, sir.

12 A A discussion of the synopsis and results with each oti
13 |the things stated in the synopsis. I wanted to see if he had an?
14 ﬂuoﬂtiona, basically. 5
15 Q Did he? i
16 A A3 I recall, there was some discussion, some questinn:
17 rs to what I might have meant in the synopsis: and you know that

18 || ==
i
19 Q What were his questions? f

20 A I don't recall every detall; there was one question,
21 Lt least, 1if you will read that it says all but one NAA, and it
22 |was confusing as tc exactly what I meant.

23 Q I refresh your recollection and show you again that

24 |Document ; and help me understand what you are referring to, sir.

25 A For instance, there was a "support for inspectors has
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%1ght not Lave been applicable to a certain number of 1nspectora@

mproved and i1s now generally adequate," and I said all except

ﬁj
|
e NAcomment, and I sald yes except with comment concerningz |

|
eeded improvement. I explained to him that was all ayreed with;
he comments except one, and he made comments that adiitional |
mprovements were needed, so there was one that had some comment%
|
bout additional improvements. |
Those comments about add:*ional improvements would be

included within the other comments on the syropsis.
- What does "NA" mean? i
A If T say "NA" in there, that means the comments he dm{

hot have knowledge of it, "Not Applicable."” There were queationﬁ

bout do you feel the Task Force effort was adequate, and I talk+
d to not only inspectors that were concerned and had efforts
i

ithin the Task Force, but others who wanted a broader overview,

pther inspectors that had concerns.

I
I
In other words, if you see some NA's, it means that
|

MR, GUILD: Counsel, do you want to advise Mr. I

VanDoorn?

MR. JOHNSON: No, go ahead.

LY MR. GUILD:
Q I will show you the Documents to which that synopsis
was appended (indicating). Have you seen that before, also

dated 20 December '82, Mr. Orier's note to file? \
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e
) A Yes, I got a copy of this a couple days ago. ;
2 Q Had ycu seen it before then? ;
3 A No, it was an Internal Docunent. I was not aware of
s at.

13

14

15

16

Q Jow did you see it a ccuple days ago; do you recall?
A I believe the licensee informed me there were some
things released, and I said "Can I have a copy; I would like to
Fnow what it 1s?" {

Q Did you receive a copy of the attachment to this Apriy
29 letter from Duke Power? ;
A No, I just received that memo you showed me. I didn'tj
receive that whole package, as I recall.
Q That 1s Mr. Grier's memo to his file; and I believe 1t;
reflects your conversations you have just described at which youi
Pubmitted the synopsis of your interviews; is that right?

A His perception of that discussion would be here, yes. |
- Take a look at it and 1if y-u would, tell me if it is
a complete and accurate reflection of your discussions.

A As I said, I can't recall each and every word of that |

meeting.

Q To the best of your recollection.

A I would say that is a pretty good description. He

|

i

i

!ﬂwella most of the time on the communications related issues;
1

i

ILnd that was the primary reason for that meeting, to try to effect

f ontinued effort in that area. Do you have specific questions? |

|
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Q No; do you have any other comments about it? To the

best of your recollection is that a complete and accurate refleé-
tion?
A To tha best of my recollection.
Q All right, sir.
THE WITNESS: Are we on break?
MR. GUILD: No, sir; would you like one? ;
TAE WITNESS: Well, we might as well go for the
lunch hour. |
MR. GUILD: What time do you have?

THE WITNESS: 11:30.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q A1l right, I show you a Document relerased to you yes-
terday by your Counsel and described as a part of the Preedom
of Information Act request; and I ask you if you can read that, |
please?

A I believe that is a memorandum forwarded to Mr. Vorce |
during the course of the inspection of the concerns.

MR. GIBSON: Can you identify the date of that?

MR. GUILD: It doesn't appear to have a date.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Can you supply a date, Mr. VanDoorn?

A That would be sometime around the spring »f 'Qg, some-
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time between the initial forwarding of the Documentation received

from inspectors and an Alderson memo which you also have advising

me to go ahead and conduct ar interview. Somewhere between thoar
two dates I would roughly place it around. I'm not sure; apparert-
ly the Region 414 not date it mistakingly or somebody didn't |
date it. But it may be June '82.

MR. GIBSON: And who is the author?

THE W1TNESS: This is a memo to J. Y. Vorce, V-
0-R-C-E, Chief Investigator, from myself, P. ¥. Van-
Doorn and through Mr. Jack Bryant.

MR. JOHNSON: Excuse me, you Objec:ed to our wit-
ness's being avallable. You Objected to the presence
of Duke Power Corpany's witnesses yesterday, potential

witnesses yetterday. I would like to Object to Mw,

icAfee's presence.

MR. GUILD: Mr., McAfee's Deposition has been '
completed already. ;

MR. GIBSON: I would like the Record to reflect
Mr. McAfee has entered the room and Applicants Jjoin
the Objection and request that he be excused under f
the same ground rules as set forward by Mr. Guild
that people would not sit in on the Depositions.

MR. CUILD: Mr. Crier is present, but you have

already completed your Deposition of Mr., McAfee last

night.

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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MR. GIBSON: We Jjust join NRC's Objection.

MR. JOHNSON: We have no notice to take the
Deposition of Mr. Davidson.

MR. GUILD: No, but I informed Applicants I
sought to take Mr. Davidson's Deposition.

MR. JOHNSON: He is not a Deponent. I don't see
any distinction. We wasted a good deal of time yeste
day over the 1ssue, and I don't understand what is
good for the goose is not good for the gander. If
we are going to play games, let's play it by the same
rules; and 1f Mr. Davidson had to be excused, I belie
Mr. McAfee should be excused.

MR. GUILD: I don't believe it is Applicants --
given the fact he has already been deposed, Mr. Johns

MR. GIBSON: In addition, Mr. Guild, I believe
you represented that Mr. McAfee was unavailable for
Depositions during the day time hours, regular busine
hours; and 1t is now roughly 20 minutes to 12 during

the day time as opposed to night time, and he 1s here

We jJust Join Mr. Johnson and the NRC Staff ObJectpon

and Submit that the same rules apply.

MR. GUILD: I'm glad you have taken note of his

-

ve

|

$

s

|
|
|

|
of

working hours. Mr. McAfee came from work toc the Depo-

sition, and he has no work today and is here present

at my request to assist Palmetto Alliance in preparing

SVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE. NORTHM CAROLINA
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for Litigation of Contention 6. I know there are two
technical Duke Employees in the room. I don't object
to the Corporate Assurance man's presence, but I would
desire to have Mr. Afee present so he can hear the
testimony and assist.

MR, JOHNSON: Okay, but I only wish you would be

as accommodating to the other partlies as we are to yod.
!

MR. GUILD: Well, I think the Applicants' have to
speak for themselves, but if you pres:. your Objection

I will ask Mr. McAfee to leave. I'm just stating that
1

I have a need for his presence and it will hinder our

preparations 1f he 18 excused while there a number ofl
Duke people qualified in Q.A. listening to this testi-

mony.

So it 1s not exactly an even-handed -- but I will

accede to your wishes if you wish to press that Objection.

Do you?
MR, JOHNSON: No. 4
MR. GUILD: Mr., Gibson for the Company? |
MR. GIBSON: Ve will defer to the position of
NRC.
MR, GUILD: Mr., McAfee, welcome.

MR. McAFEE: Thank you all.

BY MR. GUILD:
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(58 The memo which we were referring to, it was published!
s

lapproximately May, June, '82 time frame, and it 1s nct dated?
A To the best of my recollection I don't know the exact
date.

MR. GUILD: Counsel, can you help me? Is this
memorandum reflected in the index attachment "A" in
the Index to the Supplemental Responses reflecting
Documents?

A No, it 1s not.

Q Can you tell me why not?

A I don't know why not except that the first I saw it
was in reviewing the FOI Response, so I believe it was Just a

mistake that it was not forwarded in Discovery previously.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Did anyone, Mr. VanDoorn, characterize 1t as a mistakeb
A No, it is my surmise; no one told me what the circum-
Btances were.

Q Mr. VanDoorn, the subject of this memo from it's face

appears to be allegations involving Q.C. welding inspections,
and the case number is reflected in that subject heading; 1is 1t
not?

A Yes, 1t is.

o) That has been as a matter of course included in the

case file?

DI Tm——
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ff A I would assume so. I can't say exactly what was in :
the case fille when. It is a memo which served to further documdnt
my follow-up of those concerns. :
Q All right, sir; is that an accurate reflection of 1n-é
formation in your possession and in your opinion at the time org
its publication? Are there any errors now known to you? '
A During the review process I was trying to cbviously
paraphrase inspectors as to what they were saying, as I recall.

aQ Yes?

A And trying to pick out key issues in those concerns;

d in the interest in keeping the Region informed so they couldg
e an informed decision, it is an interim memo.

The review had not been completed at this time, so

t this time there was no absolute conclusions drawn at this poi*t.

Q Is it complete and accurate as of that date? E

A I would say it 1is not complete. As I say, we were in !

he preccess of certainly doing some of the reviews. As I recalli

he normal interviews had not been completed., In fact, the pri- |

Yy reason I sent this memo, as I recall, was to ask the Region:
1f their decision should be to involve an investigator.

i I was asking, you know, for them to make that decision.
l
|

Q An investigator of what sort do you mean?
i A Somecne from the Office of Investigations.
| Q Yes, sir; are there any errors of facts contained in

*hat? If so, would you correct them?

4 EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES. STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE. CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA



VANDOORN = Direct ko

B T
i A You mean typographical errors? %
2 MR, JOHNSON: Dc you mean by errcrs, errors of ‘
3 fact? ;
4 MR. GUILD: I would appreciate the witness ans- é
" wering the question. If he doesn't understand he can |
8 say so. E
7 THE WITNESS: The words, as I recall, are based |
8 on what the inspectors said. I was not trying to drawi
9 conclusions in here. Some of these words »ppear like %
10 theres may be a conclusion. %

1 I was try'ng to say hey, 1f factually what they
12 have said 1s true, that was the intent of the memo -~
13 do you feel or you know they had other information tha?

14 this for one thing, thie 1s only one memo, as I said.

16 PY MR. GQUILD:

17 - I'm sorry, "they"?

|
|
|
i
|

18 A Region II, excuse me. The intent cf the memo based on

19 |the Senior PEngineer description, the worst possible thing that
2 leould possibly be true -- in other words, I talk about harasamenp

51 lhere. I talk about an old case, one case, an old case and some |

2 |specifics; and realizing these are very sensitive issues I felt
ﬁo be clean, as it were, to protect myself, obviously I will
officially say , hey I did ask, obviously, that that decision

be made.

o
.-
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1 o The decision?

2 A It 1s not my decision whether an investigator be in-

;3 |[|volved,

4 > That 1is the decision you are re’errinz to, an OI in-
volvement?

10

11

13

14

15

16

18

19

20

lexample, 1t does appear that some of degree of falsification of

what a particular inspector might have said is true without com-

A Yes, and this was to ask them to advise me prior to
any formal interviewing. Does that answer your question?

Q I appreclate your explanation, but are there errurs of
fact? Take a moment and review the memo, understanding your ex-
planation of the contents.

A Again, there 1s a statement at this time frame; ‘or

Records has occurred. That,again, was based on saying absolutely

Pleting the indepth review process.

Again, as I recall, this was fairly early in the time

when I was still reviewing in more depth.

[y May or June of '82 approximately? ‘

A It may have been slightly earlier ¢han that. Unfortun~

tely we didn't get a date on this memo. I think at this time j
erhaps dealing with falsification, I 3id not have, I didn't feet
hat there was intended falsification at that time. |
Bui depending or who 18 interpreting the definition of|
alsification, again, I took a very conservative approach, as I

call, when writing this memo that by the broadest definition
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VANDOORN - Direct 51

of falsification, it would appear that some decree of falslricataon
has occurred. I think in our further reviews there was further
verbal discussions after this memo directly with the Office of i
Investigations. %
I believe I recall discussing that further, more detal?s
with them; and there was some additional review, specific reviewﬁ
of these concerns as expressed, ;
As I understand, it is by the Office of InvestigationsL
They physically looked it what the inspectors were saying and I
provided additional information in addition to this.

Q Yes?

A There was some time between this memo and the abaolute;
decision was made that I conduct the interviews. |

Q As opposed toc an OI representative? J

A As opposed to an OI representative. I would have most

likely been present anyway. It is 2 more formal situation of thp

process, talking to Technical Assistants, you need your Technical

ssistance. We would involve a technical person in the 1nterv1e§
rocess as well,

Q As well as a trained investigator?

A In the cases where a trained investipgator were involved,
Fm.
Q You are not a trained investigator, are you?

A I have conducted formal interviews with investigative

personnel. I have experience in that area.

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES. STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA |
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Q I understand that, but your background is technical?
A I am not a trained criminal investigator like OI in-
vestigators are, yes. That 1s true, I didn't receive the same
degree of training.
Q Do you stand by what you said in this memo?
A I'm not exactly sure what you mean, "stand by what
you said." I have repeatedly said at this stage where there was
preliminary reviewing, I took a very conservative approach in
that memo.
There was additional information as well.

MR, JOHNSON: Tfou are trying to get him to try
to contradict himself. You have asked the question
other times in different ways. I think he tried to
answer.,

MR. GUILD: I think he did, too. What I'm trying
to do, Mr. VanDoorn, if you have anything you would

like to add with respect to explaining either the cont

lieve to be untrue or inaccurate or incomplete.

that. At this time I would like to underscand that so

I don't presume there 1s information here that you now

bellieve to be inaccurate.

[
ual information contained in the memo that you now be-

T

$

fnts

or preparation of this memo; but more particularly, fa?t-

i

I Just want to give you the full opportunity to do

|

[

|
THE WITNESS; That memo talked about falsification
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| and harassment. There are two memos, falsification

and harassment. Do you agree to that?

MR. GUILD: Certainly; you are an investigator.

—_— e —

TFE WITNESS: I got to ask a question. Those
are very serious key issues. The final results of |
this overall effort showed that there, in fact, was
no falsification and no haras mer: by our definition

of harassment and falsification. {

l
So in that sense the final results of this effort|,

if you take this memo ocut of context and sent it te

somebody, obviously it is going to be misleading. TTe?
final results, as it applies to this memo, sald therei
was no falsification or harassment.

That memo taken out of context would not concludﬁ

there was falsification or harassment.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q You say it does appear that some degree of falaiticatﬂon
i
or Records has appeared. That is what you say. !

A That 1s what I say; I wanted to get their attention td

7
look into it, be sure that they did not need to involve 1nvest1{
gative personnel. |

E S So some involvement of inspection by craft has occurred?

primarily verbal. Do you stand by that?

A That served to be later characterized as more argumenq

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA ‘
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than harassment. That is what I'm trying to clarify.

hho eraftmen 3Jult apparently before he could be fired.

ify that a rifle had been pointed. As I recall to the best of

hu recollection, I did discuss with certain people when it was

i
tion I'm trying to understand, Mr. VanDoorn, after ;ou completed
{

[our final indepth review and reached your ultimate conclusion

—d

Q One instance involved a craft person pointing a rifleﬂ

|
|
|

A (The witness nodded his head affirmatively.)

|
Q Did you later reach the conclusion that that instance }
«
|

did rot occur?

A I did not specifically, as I recall at that time, ver-

revealed to me, yes, indeed, the gentleman was gone the next day+

So in that sense the situation was taken care of.

Q All right, I guess the question was, I guess the ques-

|
hich you have descrided, did that ultimate conclusion include

Bpecifically a rejection of the rifle incident?

A No, we did not reject that as being a false incident, i

as I understand it. ~

IS Did you reach a conclusion one way or the other whether

the rifle incident actually occurred?

A I think we assumed that it probably did occur.

Q But because the craftman left the next day you concluded

that it had been taken care of. Is that fair?

A No, it 1is not fair:; in a sense it is too narrow. Ve

Pooked at all the harassment charges. We looked at the program

|
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for harassment and the more recent harassment issues. Since thils
fellow quit there may not be a recourse or something filed, but}

I didn't look at that particular recourse in deta‘l. You know,

we look at alot of things; harassment, there is a number of thiqgs
you approach harassment on, whether it 1is arguments ©OF disagreJ—
ments or really harassment.

Q Let me focus on the rifle incident. Why didn't you
investigate that and reach a fur.her conclusion?

A Why didn't I investigate that and reach a further con-

clusion?

G Yes. %
A Many things taken into consideration, the age of the E
incident, that was one of several arguments basically. The fe ‘ow
was gone, we percleved no other harassment. We looked for har -
ment in inspection since that incident and found none and found
honc during the course of many years of inspections out here. Barod
on all of that review and based on my more specific review of m
specific incidents, we concluded there was no harassment proble
at Catawba,

> Do you agree that the rifle incident d4did represent a
case of harassment? ,

A Not necessarily.

Q Would you explain that?

A Yes, we looked for several things, what the cause of

the incident was -- when you are talking, some craftsmen, you know,

|
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ve personal arguments with someone or whether it relates to
ctual haresssment because the inspector turned down & weld cr

omething as an example.

Certainly whose fault it i1s, you have millions of hourP
of contact between contacts and Q.C. inspectors. By the time yoP
Fet done with a project such as this there are going to be argu-
ments and disagreements and individual related incidents. E
The key thing 1s that we try to make sure that they ar#
not excessive arguments because they could lead to what we would!
term as a harassment problem if the harassment had not been led '
to, for instance, anything less than the quality of the 1nspect1bn.
That 1s something we consider very strongly. You coulb

not have a project like this and not have disagreements. Dis-

agreements are not necessarily harassment. Harassment, to our

|

|
!
l
\
[enae, has to be more of a continuous thing, and for it to becomr
|
strong issue, we approach it very carefully; but we do make
x
|

he inspection.

2
thc determination as to whether it 1s affescting the quality of

We do insist that the leasees do have a good program

ko review these charges when they are brought forth and they, in

ffect, investigate each of the charges. We do not reinvestigate
|

every recourse charge that the licensees have. We cannot possibly

ook at each and every charge every time they have an employee

Obviously when they come directly to us we look at each

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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case very carefully.
Q You characterized the rife incident as a charge of x
harassment at the time of this memo.

A I belleve I was including it as an example of possible

harassment ; that's correct. ‘

|
Q Do you corclude that the pointing of the rifle by the |
craftsman at an inspector was not related to inspection work? Z
A I don't recall that I did. I can't remember the resuﬁts

of each and every concern. {
- This is probably one of the more prominent ones. You;
%1gh113hted it in this memo. |
A Yes, it is; as I recall there was some sort of person-
ality conflict involved in this situation. I don't recall the 3
,
details, I'm sorry. E

Q Do you recall specifically whether or not you dismisaeF

|
|
|
|
|

[:: connection between the pointing of the rifle by the crafts- |

 at the inspector and the inspectors review of that craftsman's

work?

A Would you repeat that, please?

Q Sure, did you determine it wasn't work related?

A Not totally unwork related, as I recall: no. Certainl?
when you have personality conflicts, you know, if that happens

to be between an inspector and a craftsman and he is involved in
'1napecting, it will further aggrevate the situation.

Q You note in this memo that D.P.C., has recognized the

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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1 || falsification issue and you reference pages of the D.P.C. Task
2 |[Force Report. 1Is that accurate?

3 A Again, falsification 1ssue, in a sense of that memor-
4 rnda it was defined very broadly, very conservatively. In the

5 llend there was no falsification. I don't believe at that point

6 |[Duke called it falsification. I believe at that point they felt
7 |based on their investigation that 1t was simply bad communicatiops

8 llor lack of perfect communications, if you will.

9 Q You called it falsification.

10 A Well, I would have to read the note.

1 Q Plense do and refresh your recollection.

12 A I belleve, as I saild, it appears that some degree of

13 |ifalsification of Records has oc¢curred.

14 Q With respect to the Duke characterization, you called
15 |4t falsification. I'm not suggesting that you called it that,
16 |but Duke called it that.

17 A You are saying I said Duke called it that?

T

18 Q Mo, that was your characterization: "D.P.C. has recog

19 hized the falsification," to paraphrase.
|

- A Yes, I wouldn't read that as a conclusicn. They simplr
# have recognized the falsification issue, meaning they have recogt
I
“* |nized the specific concerns that there could be a question of 5

2 llpalsification on that.

% Now again, trying to fairly characterize, please tell |

® llme 1f this 1s correct. This represented your recommerdation for{

|
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specific involvement of 0.I investigator for conducting 1nterv14ws
to follow-up on Duke's work.

A I belleve you asked me was I recommending an 0.I invelve-
ment .

Q Yes, sir.

A The primary purpose was not to recommend an 0.I. involve-

ment., I would have to read the words again.

Q "Due to the sensitivity cf concerns described peneral
above, I feel that Region II I.N.C. should review these concerns.”
(That 1s Reglorn II investigation? ‘
A Yes, I felt they should do some very thorough review J
of the concerns. I didn't know what they had rezd at that time.
They have alresdy read the stuff submitted,

Q Conducting and/or placing persons under oath should
be under the direction of Region II I.N.C., That is investipgation?
A Yes, what I was saying, 1f we really considered that

there may be a good chance that there 1s a falsification/harsss-

Eent issue, my understanding is that we would always involve 0,I.

eople; and 1f we put people under oath that has to be under the

direction of C,I.P, TIf we do the formalized investication, I haﬁe
interviews and we don't have to, but we do put people under cat@
and that, I was not qualified basically to do, to do the oath. |
Q Is 1t fair to understan® when you say "interviews con-

ducted concerning the more sensitive iseues,” and I will leave

|
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is that your suggestion, whatever words fit your sense of it to

#hoae people of that 1s what should happen?

A

was to suggest involvement of investigative people. i

At the time frame of this particular memo my leaning

MR. JOHNSON: Can I interrupt for just a second?

You are really kind of beating this thing to death;
and I understand your concern, perhaps, in my opinion F-
what my opinion is I know is irrelevant --

MR. QUILD: That is true. |

MR. JOHNSON: You are very concerned ac.ut what !
the staff involvement is, obviously. However, we do ;
have a limited period of time pefore today is over and'
I don't want to tell you how to do your Deposition --

MR. GUILD: Thank you.

MR. JOHNSON: === But we do have a limited period

of time, and we do have some other witnesses coming on!
later, and I think you ought to try to Proceed 5 11tt1+
more expeditiously. If this is the main thing you nané
to talk about, go right ahead; but 1t seems to me we |
ought to try to move ahead.
MR, GUILD: I appreciate your suggestion, Mr.

Johnson. Do you have any other explanation ac to why
this memo didn't come to us until yesterday morning?

MR, JOHNSON: I gave the information as I saw it

for the first time., As I said in reviewing the inrormﬁ-

|
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tion packets that came forward from the Region in re-
sponse to the F.0.I.A.request, and you can believe I

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

was & little annoyed that I saw it for the tirst time;;
but I don't have an explanation why it wasn't producedL
MR. GUILD: Can you tell me when was the first |
time you saw it, Mr. Johnson, since we are inveclved
with F.0.I. involvement? %
MR. JOHNSON: I believe it was sometime last wee%.
MR. GUILD: Why didn't you make it available to ;
Counsel since you were concerned about it and appreciited
1t should have been produced ir Discovery? Why didn'q
you make it available to us las® week, sir? \

MR. JOHNSON: I made it available as soon as I }

could.

BY MR. GUILD:
|
a Why didn't the Office of Investigation become 1nvolve4,

Mr. VanDoorn, in the effort as you suggested or indicated in this

|
|

memo?
A That was the Regional decision, an O.I.A. decision,

informed decision. But they are the ones that made that dccisign.

Q 0.I.A.?
A Office of Investigation Personnel.

Q And that was a decision by the Regional level and by

the Office of Investigation? ‘
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A I don't know physically which person or persons made
+he decision. I'm sure it was a joint decision, but I would

have to defer that question to the Region. They made that, "the

meaning O.I.

Q With respect to that decision, what transpired after

you transmitted this memo, I am speaking of the Vorce memo?

indepth, each of the concerns., That ccntinued for some time.
T avoided the formal interview process until I received a memo

rrom Alderson to myself, I suspect through Mr. Bryant, that you

ference to dated May 18, 1982 (indicating)?

A No, I don't believe that was the one: it was a later

jone, a umuch shorter one.

83 Help me, if you would, I have ---
A Do you have all of the memos here?
- I have only what your Counsel gave me. I don't know

lwhether 1t 4is all of them or not.

A I believe it is September 30, 1982 memo.

Q Yes.

terviews with the individual- expressing the concerns, where 1t

A I was continuirg at that point to review in much more |

|

:
l
|
!
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
l
1
|

|
|
|
i

have which did say in essence to go ahead and give the interview,

Q All right, sir; is this the Alderson memo you have re-%

I

|
{

but it, in fact, directed that I should feel free to conduct in-

"

A A memo for Jack Bryant through Mr. Lewis f om My, Alderson

was necessary to obtain more specific information. This, in essence
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was telling me to go ahead and conduct the formal interviews.

e Does it say "conduct formal interviews?"
A That is what it meant. ;
Q Is there another guidance that explained that meaningﬂ
A There were verbal discussions between myself and Mr. l
Bryant. J
-~ How about yourself and Mr. Alderson? i
A I don't recall that conversation, if there was one. %
“ Was it Mr. Bryant that instrucced you to conduct the g
interviews? f
A Well, the comboination of certainly Mr. Bryant, since

he was my immediate supervisor at that time; and of course this

memoranda would serve to allow me to conduct interviews.

~

Let me understand, Alderson sent the memo to Bryant,

who was your supervisor; and in ceonsultation with Mr. Bryant '

you interpreted this instruction coupled with his guidance to |

indicate that you should conduct the interviews?

A

B

I guess that is a fair statement.

What was Mr., Bryant's guidance specifically, with

respect to your indepth review, your further review?

A About the whole thing, are we talking about specifically

interviewing?

~

Specifically in response to following the receipt of

of the Alderscn memo?

A

Just very basically he instructed me that we had been

|
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i1th the inspectors who had concerns; and that I was goinz to be

igation.

Q Now I'm trying to understand a little bit better this

son has reviewed two memoranda, both dated March 15, 1932, from
Fr. VanDoorn. Help me understand cthe identification of those
two March 15, '82 mewos; would you, sir?

A I would assume that -- I don't recall two -- but I
assume that the major one 1s that memo we dlscussed previously
dated 3/15 which forwarded the actual handwritten concerns of
the inspectors to the Reglon.

Q I guess there was two, I don't know. There were two.
Can you help me, Counsel?

MR. JOHNSON: Do you want ne to take 2 look at iﬁ
That was one and this was the other (indieating).

MR. GUILD: Thank you.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. VanDooern, I show you again the May 18, 32 meme

a copy of that memo?

A I don't believe I 41é, no. It anpears ¢o be part of

tivon the authority to go ahead and conduct some formal Intervieys

jgllowed to do that without the involvement of the Office of Invepti-

May 18, '82 memo to Bryant from Alderson. It indicates that Alder-

?

to Mr. Bryant from Mr. Alderson (indicating); and 414 you receive

the Internal decision making process which occured in the Regiow.
!
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Q Mave you seen 1t tefore today?

A I'm trying to recall; I have seen so many, sure. I
believe at one point as we had been looking through, I think
what Zeorge has had here; I guess he has =2ll ccpies of every-
thing that was sent out. I recall, you know, having seen this.
I don't have a persor.al copy of it, but I haven't really read 1t

in detail that I recall.

in short.

Q Were you aware -- let me direct your attention to the

last paragranh, "It would be a good 1dea to have VanDoorn scan

rhich require a monumental amoynt of man Dower; were you aware

19 #hose specific words at that time. Again, I was not cn the dis-

Fribution cf the mene. My understanding of the Reglonal concern |

ver what the Task Porce hes done tn this point t¢ insure that
he specificity ldentifled adove to reveal the concern ---",

re they your efforts to determine adequacy of their follow-up,

f elther that speciflc observation by Mr. Alderscn or the sub-

tance? !
I

A I was aware of Pegional concerns. T was rot aware of i

|

|

|
ng of their nrogram to review the concerns.

We wanted to make sure that certainly everything was

bove board and full and complete records were being maintained;

It 1s not addressed to nme and I was not on distributior

as that pretty early in the pame we wanted o make sure, in facﬁ,
|

|
t the time of this memo I had already done quite a bit of reviey-
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and that they were going to, in fact, do an objective review of |

the concerns.

That was certainly a Regional concern that an adequatJ,

objective job was going to be done by the licensee and nothing t
was going to be covered up.

Q How do you understand the use of the term "hand-wavin}"?

A Not taking a serious enough and objective enough apprqach
in the evaluation.

Q Is that synonymous with whitewash or cuver-up? l

A I don't know i1f it 1is synonymous; I would say it is ;
similar. ‘
Q Did you or do you now disagree with the decision at |

the Region not to involve 0.I. Investigators directly in the i

indepth review of the Catawba Welding Ccncerns?

!

A I 414 not and do not presently disagree with the actidn

A Do I disagree?

Q Did you or do you disagree?

the Region 1is taking. |

Q Mr. VanDoorn, do you understand them to have rejected;
your recommendation that 0.I. be so involved in reviewing the |
welding concerns.

A I don't think we have characterized that as an absolute
request by myself that O0.I. be involved. I think we characterized
it as that time frame if someone were to ask me at that moment,

Laybe in the end there may well be some 0.I., involvement in further
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reviews, further discussions, et cetera. It led to not having

that involvement, and I agree with what happened subsequent to ;
that time. g

Q Let me see if I can get a fair -- !
A Are you asking me if I would agree with not having O.q.
involvement? As I understood your last couple of questions, I |
said I agree with that.

oy All right, so I shouldn't read this memo as re’lectin

SRS EETRETN

a difference of opinion on your part with the ultimate decision

by your supervision?
A I éo not have a different professional opinion from my

supervision. l
Q Yes, and you did not at that time?

A I 414 not; that's correct.

S Mr. VanDoorn, I want to understand generally what matl

erials were available to you in conducting your indepth review :

and reaching the conclusion which 1s reflected by the Documents?

here regarding the Catawba welding inspectors' concerns. Some |

materials came your way, as you have testified by way of actualE

eintcrvievs with inspectors and Documents they provided. Is that

true?

| A Correct.
- And as Counsel nas stated, NRC has an interest in pro=-
itecting the confidentiality of persons who came to you in confid-

ence with concerns; true?
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A That's correct. |
|
Q And trying to respect that confidence, what I'm tryind

}

to understand is to form a basis for reaching a conclusion abouﬁ

the adequacy of your work, what information was available to yod?

1
1

Do you follow the drift, the direction I want to approach? ‘

1
A What information in way of documentation, written matﬂer,

was available for me to conduct my inspection? |
- That's right; I want to fairly understand, Mr. VanDooj L
whether or not you hLad all of the evidence, shall we say, that
now available to us, to me, from & variety of sources, when youl
reached the conclusions that you did.

And if there are things that you had not seen, whetheﬁ

!
or not that would affect the outcome of your decision. Do you i

understand my line of inquiry?

A My understanding is I had everything I needed to eome;
to an adequate conclusion. I had all of the actual concerns aa%
submitted, all of them; not just the specific ones presented to
me privately. |
Q That is what I'm trying to understand. Did you have
all of the, I will characterize, the raw written complaints from

Catawba welding inspectors to Duke Management avallable to you

before you reached your final conclusion on the matter?
i A I did have them avallable; yet, I did not have the
originals in my possession, they were in Duke's possession at

the time I reviewed them, but I 4id have them avallable,
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Q And did you review them?

A Yes, sir; I diaq. ;

< Included i those were interview logs conducted by thJ
Catawba Welding Inspector Task Force?

A Evaluation shests, I believe they called them. ;

- You have those, I'm not asking about a specific one; .

but on the top of this stack is a form. That is one of them

}
(indicating); is it not? 1
A Yes, i
Q That was rilled out regarding each of the forms? |

A Yes, technical evaluations involving individual conceﬁns;

yes. i

< Do you understand there were also a number of earlierf
documents that were from welding inspectors, many in handwritin?,
some in typewriting, referred to by a variety of different terms;
but all reflecting the complaints and concerns, that those werei
made avallable earlier than these technical evaluation 1nterviej
sheets to Duke Power? |

A Without knowing exactly what Documents you are referr;ng
to 1t is difficult to answer that question.

Q You understand that welding inspectors first went to
Duke Management with written complaints. Do you understand that?

A Which complaints are you talking about?

S I'm talking about welding inspector complaints that

went to Duke Management.
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A Which complaints? %

S Technical, non-technical?

A There were technical, non-technical and recourse con-j
cerning the pay issue. I was aware of them. :

Q And they went in written form to Duke Management; werq
you aware of that? ?

A I was aware written complaints were submitted to Dukeg
Management. |

Q Yes, and some of those complaints, those Documents,
were made available to you as early as February 1, 1982, in the
Documents that the welding inspectors carried to you; is trat 5
right? ;

A I 414 receive separate copies of what some inspectore;
had given to Duke, if that is what you are asking. |
i - That's right. %

A I 414 verify that what I received was, in fact, dup114
cated and evaluated by Duke. f

Q How did you verify that? '

A I reviewed what they had.

~ What Duke had?

A Yes, compared to what I had.

Q All right, sir; fine, so you had access to all of the
written complaints from all of the welding inspectors that had
been made available to Duke Management when you did your indepth
review?
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|

|

1
|
!
!

1

A We are talking now, the Task Force effort; we are talk-
iing about a five year period, as far as I understand, what the
Sinspectors submitted to them I had available to me.
. At Duke?
A At Duke; yes, sir.
S And you reviewed those in the course of reaching your
'eonclusion?
A Yeah.
Q All right, sir.
MR, GUILD: Mr. Gibson, what I would like to
try to understand is this: If we can sort of reach
a stipulation or at least reach an understanding, what
I'm trying to inquire of Mr., VanDoorn is whether or not
essentially the materials that have since been made
available to Palmetto Alliance in Discovery with respect
to welding inspector concerns had earlier been available
to Mr. VanDoorn and to NRC in performing thelr review,
Can you assist me in reaching the conclusion whether
or not that is accurate?
A I don't know if I can supply that
information to you, Mr. Guild.
MR, GUILD: Is the answer you don't know?
MR. GIBSON: I really don't know, Mr. Guild.
MR. GUILD: Can Counsel for the Applicant help

me to quersggpgfggﬁlggayAyhgrgilrcan get ;hat informa-

—e———
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tion? I can shorten my examination quite considerabl}
if I don't have to show the witness every plece of !
Discovery material that has been made available. wha%
I'm trying to understand is whether or not materials !
that have now been made available in Discovery on thi%
issue to Palmetto Alliance have earlier been made avafl-

able to the NRC as a basis for Mr. VanDoorn's and the

NRC's conclusion on this matter.

MR. GIBSON: Mr. Guild, it is my understanding
that the Applicant made avallable to NRC everything
avallable to Applicant. That is a statement of Counlql.

I don't know how you can, through this Depositioﬁ,

reach the kind of conclusion or make the determination

you want to make today other than to say to you it 13!
my understanding in this instance or all instances whe%o
Duke has been dealing with NRC they have made Documents
avallable.

I don't know how else to answer that.

MR. GUILD: I'm looking for your letters, Mr. Gibson,

transmitting information to me. I guess I will just
have to go through this.

MR. JOHNSON: 1Is this April 12 letter something
you are locking for?

MR. GUILD: Yes, that is a help.
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q I want to show you, Mr. VanDoorn and Counsel for the %
Applicants , Mr. Gidson as well, this is an April 12, 198- letter

I

from Mr. Carr to me. That included some Discovery material rel+

ative to the welding inspector concerns; and it has four attach%
|
|

I would ask 1f you would, s!r, first Mr, VanDoorn, if

ments to it that describe the schedules of Dozuments.

you would examine those attachments, scheiules, and can you tcli
me whether or not those materials were available to you and whedher
or not you reviewed them in your review of this matter? {

A I did not review information relative to McGuire and ?
Oconee as referenced. |
Q Are those materials just for your information deleted
frrom the actual materials produced? I don't have those either,

Mr. VanDoorn.

A Just a status memo here, I think would be inaignificanr;
but I did not review that. !

Q You are looking at Atte~hment One?

A Number two.

{ There are memos referenced, for instance, three and

r I talk about the period of fowarding memos of Pages of

h concerns or something like that, all of the various Duke for-

he investigation. I would not need to review those and certainly

Ilrding memos and that type of thing would not be pertinent to

HARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA ‘
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bably not.
Q

A

Documents

-

A

-
copy that
e

Q
A

some I did not see.

ing about which appears to have been attached to the memo. I

did review that.

Without seeing some of these here ~ am not going to
be able to say, I would think notes and drafts from C. N. Alex-

ander's files,for instance number flve, drafts, I would say pro-

I gave you number 10 which appears to 1ist the 14 or

15 inspectors.

I would assume that is a reference to those handwritt

submitted by each of those inspectors, and I did, in

fact, have those.

The handwritten Documents, you had those?

Duke had the originals. I did review the originals.

I used a copy in my inspection process because I was writing on
i1t and making notes as I went along; but I di4 verify I had a

copy of what they had in the file.

So you not only reviewed the originals but you had a
you kept for yourself in your file?

Yes, I a4iad.
I'm not sure what number 12 1is.

A summary of concern, if that was an official part

of the concerns I had it; but it might have been & handwritten

summary or something. Number 12, I was aware of Mr. Eurby's

T did see the management plan they are tall:

v

1
|
|
1
\
|
i
|
|

|
|
|
|

T
\

concerns and the actions taken addressing that concern and the |
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honol associated with that.
memo listed here.

-
A

that transmits it.
oncerns, and I had all the

hose concerns,

orwarding memo.

10 ‘eroncod in 15 which I don't recall reviewing.

~
A
Q

A

oY

finvolvement?

A

them on the evaluation sheets.
)
A
write comments on the evaluation sheets; and in that sense I

would have reviewed them.

I'm not sure I read the forwarding

I'm sorry, 13 was Eurby's concern?

I don't know that
it transmits R.W. Eurdy's written

written concerns and evaluations of

I may not have read the memo. It was probably Jjust a

What 1s the description there, sir?
I would assume handwritten notes, Number 15.
Does it say who is --

Zwissler was the M.A.C. Consultant.

No, not handwritten notes: he did in his handwriting,

N—

|

I actually had the memo, but I assume

There appears to be some handwritten notes re- .

I
;

Were you aware that Mr, Zwissler made handwritten note#
)f interviews of many of the same welding inspectors and also ori

& number of Duke Management and Supervision in the course of his |

I would assume that all of the Task Force perscns main-

tained handwritten notes of the interview and subsequently recorded

Did you review any of Mr. Zwissler's handwritten notes?
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T
MR. GUILD: Mr, Johnson, do you have something? f
MR. JOHNSON: No.
MR. GUILD: Would you like to take an opportunity
to advise your client?
MR. JOHNSON: Go right ahead.
THE WITNESS: There is a number of Documents in

here, without going over each and every one of them, |

that relate to pay-related issues.

PY MR. GUILD:

- Yes? !
A And I'm not concerned with pay-related issues, okay?

S Yes.

A And obviously, I would not have reviewed those Documents

and in Attachment Two there appears to be a number of Documents
regarding that.
- What 1s the title of Attachment Two?

A Description of Non-Technical Comments to Interrogatory

- Those were 1ssues that you did not review: is that a

i
fair characterization? {

A No, non-technical would be broader than that. The pay,

i1ssue portions of the non-technical concerns, I would not have

otten involved with., We don't decide who is paid enough and

ot enough.
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f
1 B Under Attachment Two identify then the items that you |

» ||d1d4 not review? |

1

3 A Do you have an hour?
‘ Q As long as it takes, sir, f
5 A I don't recall some of these things, whether I had th*m

6 ||Or not, to be honest. I will not be able to tell you on each add
7 every one, looking at a date and memo from somebody to somebody{

3 ||some I had and some I didn't have.

10 |you had and didn't have, Mr. VanDoorn.

|
!
9 qQ Tell me to the best of your recollection which ones i
l
|
K MR. JOHNSON: He already said he couldn't say

12 which he had and which he didn't have exactly.

13 THE WITNESS: I don't think it would be accurate:
14 enough; I think it might be, in order for me to gzo

15 through this and review it for anything, what may have
16 affected my review process, would that be fair?

|
|
17 MR. GUILD: That is a fair characterization, Mr. |

|

18 VanDoorn. The bottom line is I'm trying to get a faiﬁ
19 understanding of your conclusion and how you reached |
20 that conclusion; and the only referances I have that ;

21 any materials that haven't been produced to me were
22 maintained in Duke files that you reviewed.

23 | I see no other means in arriving at the answer
24 to my question.

25 THE WITNESS: We are talking about a specific num~
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ber of concerns in handwriting and evaluations concorﬁ-
|

ing each of these concerns. I had copiles of each con4

cern. I d4id not review every internal memo or draft

1
I
!
or handwritten note that Duke had during the process ?
of this review. i

|

I did review each and every concern and made sure
each was covered and properly evaluated, whether they{
were making notes and this appears or that appears, and
one person's impression of what somebody said or what1
ever was transported to Offical Documentation was at |
ny disposal. |

i was satisfied that was proper review of this |

regarding pay issues or in-process workings of Duke,

|
I don't feel is relative to my decision that they havl
done a proper review, l
Let me at least glance througn these pages. ;

|

BY MR. GUILD: |

- Please do.

A This Attachment Two appears to be, from what I under-?
stand, a document which was produced fairly recently about any
disagreement between inspection personnel and licensee personne;,
is that alot of their internal recourse proceedings -- I would
assume that is what this i1s. This 1is not, in essence, necessar-

ily the same group of documentation as we were talking about in

S—
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! lthe Welding Inspector Task Force?

3 l4ng you.
4 A I'm telling you I reviewed the Welding Inspector Task

]1
: Q I can't answer that question,and that is what I'm ask-—
|
|
|
i

5 |Force, 1f that is what you ar. asking. I had available to me

¢ everything I needed to make that review. I didn't look at eachi
and every recourse that the licensee has.

8 We stated previously we do not look at each and every:
v disagreement that the licensee has with their people. We do loik

10 llat the programs to see ourselves that the program 1s adequate. |

i We do not get involved with the licensee personnel

E
2 llor their management. It is an impossible task; most of these f
= appear to be personnel related, primarily; I would say in eeaenée,
" 'most of this I did not review and most does not relate apecific#

. ally to the welding inspector concerns, which is the primary re*-
x

- son I am here to address. %

i Q That is Attachment Two, Mr. VanDoorn?

A Yes.

qQ Anything else on Attachment Two, whether you had access
to those documents and their significance?

A Certainly I had access; I can't tell you their signifi-
“ lleance without reviewing -- how can I tell their significance with-
'out == I mean based on what I say here, I don't see anything here

that 1s necessarily specific to the welding concerms. I would

have to interview these to say most appear to be more personnel}
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issues and promotions, up-grading, that sort of thing.

Q Again, my interest is what you had available to you é
with respect to the welding inspector concerns., Do you see anyl
thing, whether you had access to them or whether or not you re-.

viewed them?

{
f
A I had access to any Duke files that relate to anyth1n¢
we were charged with reviewing. |
Q Listen to me for one second; you have looked at ;ttac‘-
ments to --- which of these documents did you review in reachiqg
your conclusion with respect to the welding inspector concerns??

A I may have reviewed some of them, some of them I may
relate to the welding inspection concerns. I did have a few meﬁoa
dnvolved in our files. We would just have to sit down and compﬂre
to be able to answer that. é

As I say, most of these appear to be personnel 1asuesJ

few may relate to welding concerns.
Q If you would turn to Attachment Three, 1f you would i

ad the heading and then the same question with respect to that:
Toll me if those were reviewed, i1f you know?

| A Some of them I may have reviewed. I'm not going to

e able to tell without looking at the document. Some of these

’ppcar to be rather routine question and answer interchanges;

*nd you know, unless there was in the end a significant concern

#y some of these individuals that was not adequately addressed,

bﬂd you can't tell by this, there is constant interfacing,
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! lobviously, with their Q.C. personnel and their management as toi

? |how should we do this, how should we do that. I don't get into

wcach and every one of those. It is impossible and unnecessary |
!
to do our jJob to have to do that.

. Q Anything else to add with respect to Attachment Three

. MR, JOHNSON: Mr. Guild, what I don't understand

is 1f you have these documents why are you asking him!

. to tell you bhased on this index whether he reviewed th
documents? Why don't you just show him the documentu}

- and he can say much easier whether he looked at them

" or not.

i
|
I
i3 MR. OQUILD: Pine, Mr, Johnson; I was trying to '

follow your suggestion earlier and expedite the matto{.

" If we need to go back to the documents, perhaps I :ou#d

" ask if Counsel for the Applicant could provide the ori-

- ginal document.

l

MR, JOHNSON: The documents attached to those in-

|
|

dexes were provided to you. They also appear in the

Document Room.
MR. GIBSON: The Document Room is available to
you for Discovery.
o MR. GUILD: If we need to for Mr. VanDoorn to
answer the question --
MR. JOHNSON: I'm not suggesting as a requirement --

he is doing the best job he can looking at the index.?
1
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I'm not advising you to lengthen the Deposition; it |
is already too long. But I think you are asking him i
to do t mething that is pretty difficult to do. E

MR. GUILD: Mr. Johnscn and Counsel for the Aple—
cant, I want to understand what was available to the %
NRC to reach the conclusion. I asked you to assist ;
me in doing that and you said you wouldn't. ;
MR. GIBSON: That is not correct, Mr. Guild.

MR. GUILD: Excuse me, if the only way 1is to hav&

him examine the documents and the Applicants have re-
tained the documents in the Document Room, I would aaﬁ
for some technical personnel to assist me in putting
my hands on them.

MR. GIBSON: With respect to those documents tha
are subject to the index being reviewed by Mr. VanDoorn,
those documents were sent to you all at once or at v .1-

ous times as a part of the documents riade available aﬁd

sopled for yon. |

As we have indicated, an original of those documents
or copies are in the Document Room.

MR. GUILD: Fine.

MR, GYBSON: Now the net effect of what you are
saying 1s you are asking a Discovery request of Counsel

for us to identify what was made available to the NRC

Staff as a part of their investigation. I don't think
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that is proper at this point, so do not characterize
what we are doing as not making something available ors
not cooperating. You have those documents, you could

have brought them. They are in the Document Room. If ;
you want to get them, that is up to you. You can con-}
duct this Deposition -- |

MR. GUILD: I appreciate the speech: now let's ;
Adjourn the Deposition. Do you have somebody to tell
me where they are?

MR. GIBSON: Mr, Guild, the; are under the same |
heaniny #3 before. “hey have a label on the wall and
yo can do that 1f you ish.

M2, GUITLD: I'm asking for some help. |

THE WITNESS: I would like to repeat, in my 1n1t1:1
vevlier ol --

MR, GUILD: You will hold on, please, Now the i
question is can someone help me put my hands on these |
documents? Counsel, will you help me?

MR. GIBSON: I think you can opt the opportunity
by simply going to the Document Room.

MR. GUILD: Fine, I have an April 14 letter with
four attachments. Will I find those Documents in the
Document Room?

MR. GIBSON: One of us will accompany you to the

Document Room. These are the documents that have been

"
.
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provided to you. Can we Adjourn and get those docu-~ |

ments?
MR. GUILD: Can we go back on the Record? i
If we can take 2 brief Recess that will be rine.é
Mr. VanDoorn.
I would iike to make available those documents

and ask you as best you can to review them and then

answer my general question, which is to identify whic
of those were available to you and which were reviewe

by you in the course of reaching your conclusion with

respect to the welding inspector concerns.

THE WITNESS: Just from reading this Index, I
w1ll tell you that a number of these thingzs were not
reviewed by me. Certainly “hey were ava.lable, as
was the avallablility of all witnesses.

It would take hours to wade through each of those
to say as to their significance. I don't see, orr-hanL,
again, it 1s based on a review of the Index.

MR. JOHNSON: Let me make it clear I was trying
to be helpful.

MR. GUILD: It sure wasn't, Mr. Johnson.

MR. JOHNSON: Well, I was trying to be helpful;

your reaction is not helpful in terms of taking the

Deposition, if you brought the documents that you thoujht
o

were pertinent that he should have reviewed buv~ did n

NA
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review, that is what we expect at & Deposition.

MR. GUILD: Mr. Johnson, I have no idea what he
reviewed.

MR. JOHNSON: You have had the documents available
to you. I mean it seems to me it is up to you to go
through to see what is important to an investigation
which you believe that would be significant documents
which were or were not looked at or reviewed.

It seems the proper way would be to show those f
documents to him and then we would have a kind of rechd,
but the way you are doing it is too time consuming.

MR, GIBSON: Mr. Carr has gone to the Document
Room. If for some reason they are not there, as I
understand you are Adjourning to go to the Document

Room.

|
MR. GUILD: Let's take a-half hour and I will ma¢o
those documents available to Mr. VanDoorn.
[Whereupon, the Deposition was Adjourned for a
Recess at 2:07. The Deposition Beconvened at 2:13 P.M.,

and the following Proceedings were had:]

MR. GIBSON: Before you begin with questioning,

1f you don't mind we have, pursuant to the discussions
x

before the Adjournment, identified froem the Document

Room and made available for Mr. Gulld the documents
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BY MR. GUILD:

break was which of those documents were reviewed by you in the
course cf your work pursuing the welding inspector concerns at
indicate which of those documents you did review in that process.

kiles of information here ané tried to be as eccurate as I could

ﬁn the interest of timeliness.

identified in the four attachments that Mr. VanDoorn
has been reviewing. Those are documents that have been
previously provided to Palmetto Alliance. We have alab
identified for expediting any additional review of theie
documents, the other items copied for Palmetto Allianc;
in this case.

We need to review those at some other point in th?
Deposition. I

MR. GUILD: Thank you. Those are four attachnentr
to a letter, Mr. VanDoorn, dated April 14, 1982 to |

»

the Applicants. |

I believe you have had an opportunity in the time

avallable to read those attached documents.

Now the question we were generally pursuing btefore the

Catawba; and therefore formed a basis in part for your conclusiop?

And if you could, sir, turning to those attachments, i

Okay, as quickly as I could, I did go through the four%
i

I would suggest we just take the attachments, and I
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of these.
|
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A

Port, and I have literally reviewed thousands of NCI's; so I

can't say about that.

will tell you which numbers within that attachment I recollect
as having reviewed i1f that would be helpful. It may be part an#
parcel to some of the others that could have been reviewed. This

is obviously tc the best of my recollection after a quick review

|

In Attachment One, Number 3, Number 4, part of Number

|
|

These are the documents you have seen. Did you revieJ

Yes, 9, 10 1s basically a list of all of the concerns

11, 14 and in Attachment 26, 29, Attachment Three, Number 3, N

ber 6 18 the question mark since it is a Non-conforming IEbm'Re;

T
;
Number 8 I'm not sure of, that would be a question '
What 1s Number 87

June 19, '81 from R.M. Morgan to Catawba file,

Thank you.

I don't recall for sure on that one. Roman Numeral II

in Attechment Three lists the number of specific welds, and I

have reviewed a great deal of records and a great number of
Lelds and I can't remember whether some of those may have been

included; so that would be a question mark.

Roman Numeral III, part of one, Number Two =--

I'm sorry, Roman Numeral III, was that Attachment Thre
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A Yes, part of Number 1, Number 2; question on Number 6. |

|
Again, it relates to an NCI. Number 14, Attachment 3A, Attachment

4, question on Number 14,
S What 1s that?
A Task Force FReport dated December 29, 1981, to W, H. |
Owen. I think the question was there that I may have seen por-
tione of that. There are certainly Internal Reports that are |
maybe like drafts or something it appears to me.
19, 20, portions of 25 and 26.

Q What are those, please?

A 25 1s a letter from Mark Cobb, C-0-B-B, to W.H. Owen |
dated February 3, 1982. 26 1s a letter from Mark Cobb to Warreﬁ

Owen dated February 12, 1982. The part that I've seen would

Be the portions, all of attachments to those memos.

Number 28, and that takes care of Attachment Four.
’ Q All right, sir; for clarity's sake, Mr, VanDoorn, we
Lgree that you did review in this connection, Item Number 10
khieh is described as handwritten notes from Q.C. and Q.A. Inspeg-
+orl which set forth their specific problems and concerns: and
Iollowing there is a list of A through T identifying the inspec-

ors by name,

Those notes were available to you and you did inspect

those?
J
A Yes.

? Item 15, notes of Zwissler, Z-W-I-S-S-L-E-R, which was |
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‘& fairly extensive, bound attachment of interview notes from Mr,

Zwissler, you did not review that; is that correct?

Q Thank you, I appreciate your lLelp in doing that. 1In

H A That's coerrect.
i
l

; |the course of your work, Mr. VanDoorn, in pursuing this welding

10

11

] ‘
Qinapector matter, were you relieved of your normal duties and

responsibilities as Resident Inspector in order to devote time

to this specific case? i
! A Relieved, I mean myself, one-hundred percent relieved,

iI would have to answer under that definition, no. However, the
hask Force, in review of that had a very high priority. The
?eview of that, it came ahead of what would be more routine dutiga.
| ;

Q All right, sir; did ‘you have assistance in performing |

our routine duties in order that you mignt devote priority at-

L . . ST

ention to the welding concerns? I
i
A I don't recall specific Region II personnel coming to |

?he site necessarily to assist me in my routine duties because

I didn't look at the welding programs. People have their own

}nspection programs, and the specific goal of NRC is to complete
&h&t program.
My program is basically separate from the Regicn.
< And I guess the correlary 1s did you receive any assis#-
ce, personnel assistance, from Region II in performing your
$rior1ty work in pursuing these welding inspector concerns? ]

A I did not receive assistance on the site. Certainly

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NOATH CAROLINA




VANDOORN - Direct 99

:r T

| |reviews were conducted within the Region and the Regional personnel

o

Fould have to tell you what reviews they cited. |
3 (s Should I conclude that you then performed your normal‘
4 |responsibilities as a Resident Inspector at Catawba at the aamei
5 time as you pursued the welding inspector concerns.

6 A Well, my normal responsibilitier happen to be largely
7 priority it:ms such as this. So there is no hard-fast require-
8 hcnt to complete a routine Resident Inspection Program. That

9 |18 poliecy, so whatever special inspections are required, that 1

10 |priority and it becomes my priority duty.

SIS e

1 Q Well, did routine inspections continue at the normal
12 |[Antensity or pace while you performed this work?

13 A No, it certainly did not. Of the Resident Inspector i
14 ||Program, the Regional Progra: continued at its normal pace,as i
15 ||I said, to inspect the progran.

16 Q Fine. How does Region II,as you understand, Mr. Van-i
17 |Doorn, generally handle infractions on the part of licensees? 3
18 A How do we handle infractions? In what way do we 1ssu4
19 |violations? PFirst, we issue the violations obviously via a rep%rt

20 |land appendex to a letter. Those get reviewed before they are

21 |issued by Regional Management.

22 We in essence suggest it to the inspector and we forward
23 /|4t to the licensee, If it 18 deemed a violation the licensee has
24 |la time 1imit to respond to our review. That response declded

2% |lwhether it appears to be appropriate action and we follow-up to
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see that that response is implemented. Any long-term action is
continuing such as retaining -- we have to continually rollow-uﬁ
on lorng-term responses, but we will, in fact, take the violations
of what we would call open items, lists. If the response and ;
actions appear adequate they have lmplemented those actions, we |
may or may not take them off the list.

Obviously if you retain something you continue to be
aware on a continuing basis as to how well you do your 1nspectidna,
at to the basis for a violation or infraction, 1f it comes to l
your attention in the course of either a routine or speclal in-

spection that you are conducting --

Q Describe for me hov you process that information that

|
would ult:mately lead to a notice of violation and follow-up |
that you have Jjust referred to?
A We would pursue it to determ‘ne whether or not it is i
a viclation and continue the process which I have just describe&.

G All right.

A T'm assuming that whatever I am looking at is going ta

be a violation.

Q Yes, assuming, as you said, that you have noted an

between the two terms?

i
|
apparent violation or apparent infraction, is there a distincti%n
A Infraction is an old term of a category violation. E

The presently accepted term in NRC is everything 1is a violation

of varying levels of violations.
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< All right, you determined an apparent violation. How

|
do you present that to your Regional Management for review?

A Generally via the Reports and in essence, we send draﬂt

|

reports gnce a month into the Region and they review -- scmetimda

l ‘
apparent viclaticns cannot be determined during a specific inten-

|
|

val -- and they may get carried over.
We have what we call an unresolved item. Very often :
they are identified in reports as well as things that require 1
further inspections; and they would review those write-ups as i
well. i
S The draft that you submit, is this a draft of specific
inspection reports that contain a purposed violation? |
A Yes, there is a draft of each month of the inspoctor'j
report sent in. You have to give something handwritten to the

typist to type up the reports. That draft is typed up and re-

viewed by a coordinator, essentially, for typo's and to make [

sure it is appropriately transposed to typewriting.

Then it makes it's way through suvervision for review1
Q And I am trying to understand this; This is a routini
monthly draft report that you, as the Resident Inspector, would!
submic that would reflect apparent violations that you determinéd
on the basis of that previous month's work?
A Yeah, that report reports the work of the previous

|
G And the ultimate product of that draft, after appropr
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management review would it be a formal inspection report?

A Yes.

Q Weuld there be a formal inspection report for each

lof the draft monthly reports that you submit?
|
!
ime to the -- it 18 generally monthly. There may have been one

A Yes, there is a report that officially comes out from

case where I was in training for eight weeke and we might have i
combined two months into one report or there may be a time period
when I was not o1 site on training; and obviously there is no
inspection report required for an inspector.

Q When you note an apparent violation, Mr. VanDoorn, do
you propose a specific severity level?

A Yes, generally, well, I suggest a severity level. Ho*-
ever, that is, again, sutject to the review of Regional ManagemJnt.

Q Does the Region have a policy with respect to assign-
ments of severity levels?

A Yes, we have an enforcement policy.

Q Would you describe that, please?

A We have a policy which describes each of the severity

levels in various gppendixes, There 18 an gpnanay apecirically‘
to construction which lists levels one through five and a generfl
description of what we intend to be those various levels. !

Q Are you speaking of proyisions of 10 CFR? i

A Yes.

Q Generally applicable rules for the agency as a whole?
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; A You would have to ask Mr. O'Reilly. i
Q Do you know; has he communicated one to you?

? A He has communicated that we will follow NRC policy.
Q Anything else, any more elaborations on the subject?

! A Directly from Mr. O'Reilly to me in writing?

kral question and we do have reference to it,

hovel?

that CFR peoliey; no.

|
A Yes, I don't have it with me. But really it is a gen-i
1
|
|

Q Is there a Region II policy that elaborates or defines

|
or otherwise alters that 10 CFR policy with respect to severity

l

|

|
A I don't know of a CFR policy, sir, that would alter
|
|
Q Does Mr. O'Reilly have either a written or verbal pol-

1cy with respect to the assignment of severity levels for viola-

Q No, sir; communicated in your supervision from Mr.
O'Reilly as poliecy with respect to infractions?

A There are training seesions discussing severity leveld
and violations; and some of it is from Mr. O'Reillly and other
management directors.

Q Describe Mr. O'Reilly's policy on Region II.

A His policy is to follow the NRC policy for enforcement.

Q I'm asking you for the NRC policy as you have --

MR. JOHNSON: You have asked the question twice,

at least, and he has snswered 1it.
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rY MR. GUILD:

tion 18 indicated? What is the Regional response?

VANDOORN = Dizest LY.V —

MR, GUILD: Counsel, I don't believe that the ans-
wer hgs been responsive.

MR, JCHNSON: Go ahead, but try to move shead.
He seid that Mr. O'Reilly is implemen:iing and instruct-
ing, and it s all NRC poliey.’

MR, OGUILD: And he said he fol.owe the rules, but
I don't think that 1s responsive. 1'm asking for his
description of Mr. O'Reilly's poliey in implementing
what 1s a general standard and rules which you can see
in the Blue Book. |

If he knows, I ask him to tell me.

MR. JOENSON: He said he doesn't have anything

else, but I will let him answer.
THE WITNESS: Mr. O'Reilly insiets on a thorough

review of everything. He insists on us being fair, bu

|
|

very tough and a very strong implementation of the NRC

policy 1s what I understand Mr. O'Reilly wishes.

If there is a2 question of high level of severity,
once you get to a certain level, I believe three and
above, it gets review by some personnel in Washington

as well, from what I understand.

What happens if a severity level three and above viola+
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A The Regional response that I'm aware of, I have never
been involved in a level three or higher vioclation, so I cannot

rpoak from personal experience,

It would be much better to ask someone whe hes been

iinvolvod in that. My generai understanding is an extremely thor&
kugh review 18 done by Regional personnel for tireec's and above.
i An additional inspection is performed specifically re-
Larding that viclation. Those types of things get forwarded to
Lur headquarters to get further review. We want to make darn
bure that is, in fact, what it 1is.

i And then, of course, three's and above have to be eon-
tidcrod for civil penalties, and we want to get the total story
0 an appropriate civil penalty can be assigned. Each case is
different and you try to apply the appropriate dollar figure or

whether one can be issued in a different case.

Q Have you ever recommended or advised a position of a

severity level three or above for Catawba?

! MR, JOHNSON: I believe he answered that.

BY MR. GUILD:
Q Have you? |
A I don't believer have. I don't believe having dcne

some -- have I recommended a level three or above? |
a Yes, or above.

A I would say no.
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A I would say probably yes; I don't recall for sure if

I
viclations which are a little Pit borderline &8 to whether 1¢

is four or five. Neither of those is considered super urgert
or civil penalties oriented.

They can be, i1f you have multiple fours, for example,
but there are some occasional borderline. kinds of floating be-
tween four and five, and there may be once or twice I may have
put down four that went to five or five that went to four. I
can't remember each and every violation, and which way it went.

There are very few times, if any, that any of my rec-

‘ommendations were changed at all..

Q Were there any instances with respect to violaitions

sociated with elther the welding inspector concerns or Quality
ssurance Program violations were your recommendations as to
cherity level were rejected by Regional Management?

A That 1s another form of your previous question, Mr.
fuild. Almost all involve the Q.A. Progranm.

Q With respect to the welding inspector concerns?

A Was there a severity level recommended involving weld-
ing inspector concerns that was changed by Regional Management?

a Yes.

Q Have you ever recommended a severity level for an ap-;
parent violation, Mr. VanDoorn, and had that severity level re-;

1
|duce3 by Regional Management at Catawba, for instance, at Catavda?

there were any -- I had nc arguments with it. There are obviously

|
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A The answer is no.

Q Regicnal Management then adopted vour recommendation 1

with respect to the violations thet you noted that drew out of

the welding inspector concerns?
!

| ‘
} A Specific violations growing out of the welding 1nlbccq

6 “tor concerng, I don't know vhich violatione you are talkirg about.

14

15

16

|There were, in fact, several items amongst those concerns which

wire related to inspections that I had done; and in fact, they |

x
were duplicates of something I had previously gotten involved

in through one thing and another.

i Perhaps through discussione in the fleld or scmething

I

that I alluded to earlier,there were several items related to the

concerns in that Welding Inspector Task Force that were also qu

items, but through a different chain. There were no violationai
Pssued specifically as a result of my review of the welding
hnspcctor concerns, this Task Force effort that we are talking
about here.

Q With that distinction in mind, including those related

Patters a8 you have explained, answer the previous gquestion and

h will restate it.
A I know of no severity levels recommended by me that wc?o

changed regarding anything related to the welding inspector con-i

cerns.

o) Thank you, and again, the second part of the question

Lhioh was the broader category: And as you stated, most all
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viclations may relate to Quality Assurance, when you made rec-

cmmendations for levels related to Quality Assurance, were any

A I taink I answered that already.

MX. JOHNSON: At least twice. {

]

l

inot agreed to by your Regional Management?
|

|

|

| THE WITNESS: I've answered the question. I said

! very few, if any.

BY MR, GUILD:

Q Can you recall any?

A Ne, I can't.

Q Does the Regional Administrator, Mr. O'Reilly, have aé
practice of meeting personally with licensee management to discuha

infractions or jotential infractions?

A I avoid talking about Mr. O'Reilly's policy. I think
ou should talk to him about his policy. As I understand Mr.
'Reilly, he tries to obviouvsly communicate with everyone, includ-

png licensing management and Lis inspectors directly.

Q Could you answer the question to the best of your know-

ledge?
A I just did.

|
!
|
Q Let me try again: Do you know whether Mr., O'Reilly has

practice cf meeting with licensee management? If Counsel has
document that would assist --

A Meeting with licensees regarding specific violations,
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o

is that what you are asking?
:
' « Generally does he have a general practice of meeting 1

with licensee management tc discuss infractions?

A Infractions, generally he has a policy of comunicatin'g

Fith licensee management, certainly.

|
j - Joes he meet with them to do that with respect to in-

fractions?
A Depending on the issue, not every violation. Certainly.

it depende on the particular violation as you go up in severity

Pevel or sipgnificant concern, some licensees he has had runningE

|

Peetingl discussing violations.

MR. GUILD: 1Is there a document?
MR. JOHNSON: This is the speech of Mr. O'Reilly,

that is all, in case he wanted to refer to it.

|

BY MR. GUILD: 4
f Q Can Mr. O'Reilly meet with Duke Management to discuss =
he subject of welding inspector concerns and related 1nvestigat§ons
d review?

A There was a meeting, and I believe you have a report

$f the meeting when Duke Management came to RegionII in Atlanta

er of other individuals. I believe that was in May of 1982, as
recall.

Q That would have been the May 25, 1982 meeting?

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES. STENOT) PE REPONTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA
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A I delieve s0, Yes,.
Q I want to show —“ou & notice dated May 18, 1082 (indic-
ating). Does that reflect & notice of the May 25th meeting that

we had reference to?

! A Apparently it does, yes.

| Q What 1s the title of that document?
A Notice of Significant Licensee Meeting.
Q Igs that & term that is used in Region 11 to your know-

y
|
|
ledge? !
|

A That is standard terminology. Whenever we have a meet-

ing with licensee management we issue one of those notices., We
have broad numbers of meetings. "Significant™ 1s fairly broadly

used., We consider any meeting with licensee management as aig-f

nificant.

Q Did you issue a notice like this for every meeting?

A It is simply a notice of meeting to interested parties
in case anyone else might want to attend.

Q Speaking of that question, do you know why the partles
in the Operating License Priceeding were not copied with a notice

l
of that meeting? They don't appear to be.

A Who are you asking? ;
Q You, Mr. VanDoorn? Do you know why the licensing rart-
ies to the licensing proceeding were not ccpied with a notice 04
that meeting?

A I have no idea, I think it 1is probably irrelevant;
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S
A

~
A
~

A

Q
A
“

A

;but I have no idea why you didn't get & copy. Is that what you
|

are asking?

very standard form. It is just a simple notice there was going

ing their efforte to review --

|
|

Yes.

I have no ides what was forwarded to you. It is a ?

to be a meeting.

You said interested parties might want to asttend.

I'm talking about interested parties, we do not invite

intervenors to each meeting.

And you d4id not invite my clients to this significant

licensee meeting? :

I made no comment on the Record.

Dié you attend this meeting?

Y:s, I d4id.

Did Mr. O'Reilly speak at this meeting?

MR. JOHNSON: Repeat the question.

GUILD:
Did Mr. O'Reilly speak at this meeting?
Yes, I believe he d4id.
What did he say?

I don't remember.

Di4 he responéd to the presentation made by Duke concern-

Smlyo
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Q Do you remember whether he was critical of Duke, com=-
blimentary of Duke; did he express an opinion one way cor the
other on the subject, express concern?

A Mr. O'Reilly is always concerned. Mr. O'Reilly remains
fairly neutral in his issues until he looke thoroughly; and he
certainly impressed there would be a thorough review, I'm certaih he
lexpressed that.

~ Did he?

I'm certain th .t he did, yes.

|

A
C And I'm asking if you remember his reaction gcnerallyf
A As I recall, that was a portion of his words, "we woul?
certainly do a thorough review of the Task Force effort." Other
than that, I don't recall.
- I'1l show you a memo that is a memo to file dated May
26, 1982, It 4is from Mr. Grier. Would you examine that (indica-
ting)?
MR. JOENSON: For clarity, is this a document amohg
those produced yesterday?
MR. GUILD: It is a document attached to an April

15 letter to Palmetto Alliance.

MR. GIBSON: Could he read the date of that memoﬂ

|
THE WITNESS: May 26, 1962 is the date of the mexqio.
MR. GUILD: Did you hear the date, Mr. Gibson? |
MR. GIBSON: Okay.

MR. JOHENSON: 1Is there a pending question?
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q I asked him to exemine that, read it for himesel?, 1if
he will just let me know when he does.

A Okay, I have read it.

! Q All right, sir; does that refresh your recollection

| |
concerning May 25, 1982 meeting? It describes that meeting does

it not?
A It describes that meeting as perceived by Mr. Crier of
|

|
|

:Duke Power.

| Q Yes, does it refresh your recollection? It describes |

Mr. O'Reilly's corments?

A I remember nc more than what I stated previously.

< Is this an accurate reflection of what trunspired at |
that meeting? |
MR. JOINSON: He answered the question; you are
badgering the Witneas. He says he only had what he
said to say. You asked the same question in a dirrerﬂnt

way and it does not result in a different answer.
MR. GUILD: The question is this, Mr. VanDoorn,

let me see if I can get through with this.

MR. JOHNSON: He has answered your question.

MR. GUILD: You seem to be doing more badgering
than I. i
|

MR. JOHNSON: The Witness 1s tired, he has been |

answering the questions over and over.

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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BY MR. GUILD:
Q And the question is does this accurately reflect what
transpired in the meeting to the best of your knowledge, sir?

A I cannot recall everything in that meeting. I have

/answered the question.
| Q I ask you to answer the question to the best of your
knowledge.
A I intend no further answer on this subject. i
Q It 1s not your judgement to make. If your lawyer in-

structs you not to ansvwer the question, we will deal with that.j
IYou are under oath here at my request.
MR, JOHNSON: You are badgering the Witness. ;
MR. GUILD: Excuse me, I would ask for responsive
answers to my questions. |
MR. JOHNSON: Three times you have insisted.
MR, GUILD: I would like a clear answer. I want
to understand what happened at that meeting.
MR, JOENSON: He has tcid you he does not recall.
MR, GUILD: I have shcwn him a memorandum. I want
him to say if he can, please, hear my question sir with-
out interupting me again. To the best of his knowledgL

and recall, I want to know whether Mr. Grier's memo

toF ile describing that meeting is an accurate reflectfon
of what transpired to the best of his recollection.

THE WITNESS: That memc does not serve to refresh
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[
my recollection. I've told you what I remember about

the meeting, f

|

'BY MR. GUILD:

|

Q Is there anything inaccurate in here, sir, to the best

of your knowledge?

A I don't recall.

{ ~ Did you make a presentation at that meeting?
|
q

B A presentation, no; I'm sure I stated I recall stating

a few words.
S What did you state?

A I don't recall.

ompany, at which you discussed further matters relating to the
elding inspectors' concerns?
[ A What date?

Q You have documentation of that meeting that you can

Fhow me? September 3, 1982: Do you recall tnat meeting?

A September 3, 1982, between Owen, Bryant and myself?
ja¥ And Grier?

A Discussing specifizally welding inspector concerns; is
that what you are saying?

Q Yes, that is the question.

A September 3; off-hand T don't recall, but you certainly

Q Do you recall a September 3, 1982 meeting between your%

elf, Mr. Bryant of the NRC, Mr, Owen and Mr. CGrier of Duke Power

NORTH CAROLINA
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|

refresh my memory with the documentation. It 1s hard to tie
own everything during this whole process to specific dates.

G I mean to do the best I can to refresh your recollectipn

pnd ask you to be responsive to my questlon.

|
|
|

A Thank you, sir.

L Q Could you identify that:; what is the memo you have there,

lease, Mr. VanDoorn? Would you identify that for the Record?

A September 3, 1982 meeting with Owen, Deldik gmier,

VanDoorn and Bryant at the NRC.

|

Q What i the date that you remember reviewing this, sirﬂ

A It 48 the overall document?

Q No, sir, the specific document I had reference to.

A A memo to file, and the subject was the meeting.

Q Yes, and from whom?

A Well, I have to look; apparently from G.W. Grier to
plle.

specific page but not the entire matter, but it looks to me to

be this page -

|

|

|

|

Q All right, sir; now directing your attention to a i
|

MH. JOHNSON: Are you directing his attention to:

|

a particular paragraph?
THE WITNESS: There was a couple of times in which
|

T met at the site with management discussing 2 broad

number of issues at Catawba.

|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
'
|
1
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BY MR. GUILD:
i S Yes?
A That, as I recall, would be one of their documentations

?there, their perception of one of those meetings, and there

may have been, in fact, some discussions about the welding inspec-
tor reports.

|

Q Look at Number 4 and see i1f that refreshes your recol-

i
lection as to the gquestion, Mr. VanDoorn. ,
|
l :
i A Which portions are you talking about? Are you talking

about their own instructions; are you talking about my comments?
|

pe made a comment that he has sent some material to Jack Bryant
iin this matter (indicating).

Q Have you examined Number 4, Mr. VanDoorn?
A Yes.

G Okay, may I have it dack? Did you discuss in that i
i

|
1
!
i
|
|
imeoting the possible need to make a presentation by Duke or by
’you or the NRC to the Office of Investigation with respect to the

§Welding Inspector Task Porce?

A I don't remember any discussions concerning Office orj

Investigations. I sincerely don't. ?

1

S Do you remember Mr. Warren Owen, as this memo rofloctﬂ
(indicating), that we could make a presentation or that the Orrike

of Investigation would be free to talk to Lev Zwiss._er? |

|

A As I recall Mr. Owen perhaps at :hat meeting, and I

call in other meetings, provided open access to Mr, Zwissler |

EVELYN BERGER ASSLOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE CHARLOTTE NORTH CAROLINA
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11

concerning the welding inspectors' reports at any time.

Q I'm sorry, I don't understand.

A As T recall Mr, Owen, I don't recall whether at this

|

Peeting or another meeting or whatever, it may well have been

_kt this meeting, but he did make access available to Mr. Zwissler

br anything we needed in essence to review the welding inspector
| .

oncerns,
( Q What I'm not clear about is NRC access to Mr. Zwissler;
l f
pa that what you mean?

E A Yes, as I understood.

|

P comment that he has sent some material to Jack Bryant in this

krOA." _

A I don't recall all of the comments, I stated in that

< Does this memo accurately reflect, "Kim VanDoorn made

hoeting that it 1is possible that is true, yes, Except for it
was no secret.

~ Pardon me?

A Except for it was no secret.

< What vere the materials that you sent to Jack Bryant
with respect to the Office of Investigation insolvement on the
Catawba welding inspection?

A I have no idea what particular materials that refers

to. It is probably the materials we previously discussed when |
we were discussing the weldling inspector concerns.

- Do you know of anything else you may have sent to Jack
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A

Q

I S

-

A

“

A

> © P »

%

A

5

ent the question of allegations of wrong-doing should be

ryant with respect to welding inspector concerns?

No. f

Would it be customary and consistent with your under-

o the Office of Investigations?

Repeat the question, please.

Is it consistent with your understanding of policy

{
|

1
of referring allegations of wrong-doing to the Office

uestion
ﬁr Investigations?

Consistent with poliey, no.
No?
No.

Why 414 you deo 1t?

tanding of NRC policy to discuss with Duke Power Company manage;

referred

or NRC practice to discuss with Duke Power Company management thﬁ

|
i
I don't think I aid. ,
l

Do you deny that this reflects a discussion with Duke'

management of referring --

I said I 414 not recall any discussions about Office

of Investigaitions at that meeting.

Is this an inaccurate reflection of that meeting?
MR, JOHNSON: I would ask for clarity to read
the statement.
MR, GUILD: I would be happy to have the entire

statement included, 1f you would like him to read 1it,
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BY MR.

G
A

BY MR.

<

A

to discuss that matter with licensee management.

if you would read paragraph four.

THE WITNESS: "There may be a need to make a pre-
sentation of our Welding Inspector Task Porce materiaf
through the Office of Investigation of the NRC. Jack
Bryant will determine whether this is necessary. Warr;n
Owen indicated that we could make a presentation or |
that Office would be free to talk with Lewis Zwissler.

Kim VanDoorn made a comment that he has sent some

material to Jack Bryant in this area. V. H. Bradley ’

needs to take lead to determine what material has bee@
gent to Atlanta. G.W. Orier will follow-up with Jack

Bryant on this item."

JUILD:
Who 4s W. H, Bradley? |
That is one of Mr. (Grier's assistants. |

I am sorry, I appreciate your rezding that for clarit;.

MR. JOHNSON: I though* there may be some confus-
fon as to what was being referred to in this colloguoy

|
80 now it is in the Record.

QUILD:

I understood the Witness to say it was not NRC poliey

It 48 not consistent policy that we discuss with a
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licensee any referral to the 0ffice of Investigation. We are
talking Office of Investigation here, i1f that i1s the point you
are trying to make.
i Q My point is is it consistent with your underatanding;
'or NRC practice or policy to discuss referrals of matters to
the Office of Investigation with licensee management?

A Is thie statement consistent with our policy?

Q No, is discussion of rcferring matters to Office of
Investigation consistent with NRC practice and policy? ;

A I would say no. And I said that before.

S You 4id, and I thought we weren't understanding eanl.

other.
MR. JOMNSON: I think it is clearer now. ;
MR, GUILD: Thank you, and I'm sorry to belabori
the point. 1
BY MR, GUILD:

there was any such discussion with Duke Management?

involving discussions with the Office of Investigation of NRC.
Q Is i1t an inaccurate statement that Mr. Jack Bryant

would make the determination of the need to make a presentation

to the 0ffice of Investigations?

T

Q But 18 it your testimcny that you do not recall whether

A To the best of my recollection there was no discusui?n
|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

{
|
|

A He would be part of that decision, not necessarily 04
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15

his own. Certainly Mr. O'Reilly could make that decision withoué
him; I hope you understand that.

S Yes. Normally he would be part of that discussion?

A Mr. Bryant?
Q Yes, sir.

A Yes, sir.
-

Earlier, Mr. VanDoorn, to try to just get some clarific-

ation for the Record, earlier we had a discussion about the aub-;
bect of harassment and falsification as they relate to the weldi*g
ﬁnspector concerns; and you related that there was some defin&ti@l
1ssues of question of how these terms were to be understood: andi
for clarity, would you define your understanding of the term
harassment, and then your understanding of the term, falaificati%n,
in the context of the welding inspe:tor issue? %

A Harassment is generally any antagonistic act; in this!
instance, from one person to another or group of persons to anotLer,
such as eraft against Q.C. It is not,arpuent 44 not harassment.

I believe I tried to explain that earlier. There are

two sides to any disagreement. In a broad sense harassment is
antagonistic acts. Generally how we approach whether that is an
issue or not, I think I previously explained at length; and I
would let that stand for the Record.

8 Thank you, that is fine. How about ralsification.aa~

1t relates to the same subject?

A Palsification 1s intended signing for a record, for
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nstance, which 1s false ir nature such as acceptine a weld, for

instance. Ve are talking welding?

[ G Yes.
A That, in fact, is not acceptable to the applicable

tandards. Again, there ig intent involved in our review of

|

kalsirication. It 18 not falsification if it is false within

he realm of those things that are considered judgemental. There

e many things considered judgemental, there 1s supervision in
number of assisting personnel that are provided in the Q.A.

Organization. ;
Technically, any licensees that are charged with making

those Jjudgements.
Q Anything else?

A That 1s basically it, if you want anything further I

can provide it to you.

Q Thank you. Now I understood you earlier to say, Mr.
VanDoorn, in response to the welding inspector concerns you feld
it was beyond your jurisdiction or outside of your :esponsibility
to review questions of pay. Is that a fair understanding of yoqr

|
|

previous statement?
A That is a true statement; that's right.
- Are you aware that at least in various stages within |
Duke Power's review of the welding inpector concerns, that a
recurring explanation for those concerns were defense, 1f you

will, centered on those concerns arising out of the pay disputef
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A You mean Duke has been defending it in that light: 18

that what yocu are saying?

[~ Yes, or explain how those concerns arose.

had some relationship to the pay issue,

Q Yes, you are aware, are you not, that there was a
personnel re-classification that impacted the welding control
inspectors that had the effect of reducing their pey grade?

A I am aware of the personnel action you are talking

about, yes.

to the welding inspector concerns?

A The review of the pay grade re-classification, I did
not investigate that, no. I d4id not.

Q And would the explanation for that be that was, in
pour Judgement , outside of your responsibility and jurisdiction?
A Yes, I think so; yes.

Q Do you know whether anyone else for NRC 4id review the
pay grade re-classification?

A To the best of my knowledge I know of no one that did,
Q Did you reach a sonclusion as to the significance of
that pay grade re-classification as an early m~tive or explanati
for the welding inspector concerns?

A A conclusion?

Q Yes.

A I have sent some of that that I may have thought that

l
;
|
l
5

Q Did you investigate that action as part of your reaponbe
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A No.
Q Do you have an opinion on that question on the basis
of your review?

A Not a strong opinion: I 4id not let it affect the
fairness of my review of the welding inspector concerns, I
considered it a separate review.

Q Did you think there was an affect of that review on

Irthe pay grade classification? |
i A I think it may have had some affect, yes. i
é ~ Do you have any basis for being concerned that that

ay grade re-classification had a significant effect on the ade-i
uacy or effectiveness of Duke's Quality Assurance Program at
katawba?

A Disregarding the pay issue, I reviewed the errectivenc;l
of Duke's Quality Assurance action. I think they are separate
issues, okay?

Q Yes, I understand that and I appreciate your meking that
distinction.

A Would you rephrase your question to be a little more
clear?

~ Sure; do you have a ba. is for being concerned that the
pay grade re-classification would have a significant effect on
the adequacy of Duke's Q.A. Program at Catawba?

A I didn't have a significant concern that the pay change,

hy itself, would necessarily have an effect on that. As I stateg
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reviously, it may have had some affect on the number of concern‘
l

r something, obviously. When vou have a pay decrease and at thi
I

ame time vou suddenly get concerne, you think there may be some?

|

lationship to them. It did not change my review process of
he welding inspector concerns.

|
That approach and that process was done &s 1f there

was no pay change.

Q Do you know an individual named G, E. Ross?

|
%
|
A He is cne of the inspectors that had concerns.
MR, JOHNSON: Excuse me, I would like to discuss ’
something with my client.

[Discussion off the Record] ,

MR. JOENSON: What I'm concerned about is nov
‘ that you are asking him about specific people, I counseled
him to be careful. I don't know what you are going to
be referring to, but to be careful not to reveal the
names of the people who came to them specifically.

MR. GUILD: I appreciate that and I do not intend
to delve into who said what to whom in terms of persons

who may have approached Mr., VanDoorn in confidence.

BY MR, GUILD: :

Q You do know Mr. Ross though?

A Yes, I do, surely.
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Q And not Just the welding inspector, he was a Quality
Control Supervisor at Catawba; was he not? 1
A A Quality Control Supervisor, yes.
| Q And generally without telling me whether or not Mr. Ross
came to you in confidence, that is not the point of the questionﬁ
did you, in the course of your review, have review documents re-

flecting Mr. Ross' concerns?

A Yes, he was one of the Inspectors' that had concerns; |
) ;
8o obviously, I reviewed his document. ;

Q I want to show you one document and ask i1f you have

Leen it. Take 2 look at it; it is dated July 31, 1981, to W. H.|
Bradley from G, E. Ross; and I'm interested in particularly your
reading, 1f you would read the highlighted portions to yourself
(indicating).
MR. JOHNSON: Can you identify the source of this
document, where it comes from, which file?

MR. GUILD: To the best of my knowledge, Counsel,

it came from the item which was indicated as reflectin

the specific raw notes of concern by welding inspectors.

It 1s one of the attachments to Mr. Gibson's letter.

I beli<ve it canc from Discovery materials. It is not

from NRC files. |
It may be in NRC files, but that is not where I

found it., First, Mr. VanDoorn, do you recall seeing

that document?
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1 | A I don't recall I have, I believe it was one of those ;
2 ||that was attached to one of the Attachments, Two, Three, Four. ;
3 Q All ripght, read aloud for the Record that one high- f
4 | lighted paragraph, please, sir.
5 A " The extra money was one major incentive causing theag

10

11

13

14

15

16

Whether or not the rest of the program is working, how well manaée-

'people to come into inspection: and inspection was looked upon

as a small promotion. The change to a lower grade seems to be

|

very detrimentazl to the major objective of the Q.A. Program,

hich 1s to attract and retain Qualified help. The caliber of |
eople coming in from craft with no monetary gain and with no
romotion (psychological or otherwise) will be eignificantly lows

r than before. This does not seem to coinegide with the bhest

interests of Q.A."
" The job is super-difficult with top notch people, and
is almost impossible with anything else.”
o} Do you disagree with that statement?
Yes, depending on the circumstances.

A
Q Please explain.
A

It could or could not have an affect; it is dependent

ent 1s handling things. The pay raise by itself or pay decrease,

hat 1s Mr. Ross' opinion, one man's opinion who obviously is

!
|
ntitled to his opinion. I would not necessarily agree with Mr.i
|

oss' comments.

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE. CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA
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i tively any of the correspondence which we have referred to, Mr.
‘anDocrn, frem you to supervision or Regional Office Staff with

}espect to the welding inspector concerns?

Q Why have certain documents which have been published

l A I don't believe they have.
|
!
{

ver your name been sipgned for you by others?

—=

A As stated previously, I would send a handwritten copy
to the Region. That s standard practice. That wouléd be typef
‘p in the Region, especially if it is a memorandum or monthly 1
| port; and in that case it would be signed by perhapes my super—!
isor for me. I would review it and any substantive changes, ‘

J

*hey would discuss with me, standard policy. ?
i

Q How would they discuss those changes with you?

A Generally verbally.
Q By telephone?
A Yes. I keep a copy of my draft and later destroy it

%hen I receive the final report. I do review each thing I get

uch as monthly reports and weekly reports as well to make sure
here hav~n't been any changes or errors. Myself, I double-
Iheck.

Q But it 1s the practice, generally speaking, you would

fiot get the typed final version back for your signature? It woulh

e signed for you if the handwritten draft had been sent to Atlante
or typewriting, as you have described?

A It would be common practice it would be signed for me.
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|
Occasionally I wou.d type things. I have a secretarv one day E
2 weel and sometimes on that day if she 1s available I'll have E
her type it and I will send it in. It will be sent in and typod
:and you will see one or two memos signed by me, and those were,
in fact, typed by my secretary so I could sign them before T senk

them in.

Q Have you ever declined to sign a document for any othe}
reason other than your inavailability to sign the original typcd
version, the final typed version?

A Not that I recall.

| Q Is 1t practice or has it ever occurred to your knou*edge
Fhat someone in your chain of command above you would sign a
bocument for you where you had substantive differences with the
#1nal version of the document?

A If they were substantive differences we would discuss

hem before that memo went forward. It would not be the practic

© sign for something for me with my name on the memo if there

were sudbstantive differences from whet I had turned in already.

S LT ;e p—-s— 1.1

Q That has never happened to your knowledge?
A Not to my knowledge, no.

Q So fust to conclude that peint, if I see a document

ere as far as you know, Mr., VanDoorn, that is issued over your

ame but has been signed by another for you, say Mr. Bryant for

|
K. VanDoorn, I should attach no other significance to that othQr

han the document was typed in the Regional Office and you weren'L
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khone conversations or other verbal communications?

jat this time.

5 i i

available to sign?

A That would be the normal conclusion, yes. i
G And you know of no exceptions to that? ?
A I don't recall any exceptions, no. ,
Q Okay, have you retained your calendars, Mr. Va.nDoorn,j

or any other documents which would reflect or mey reflect tele-

A Fegarding the welding inspector concerns?
Q Yes.

A I know of none that I haven't forwarded to the Region

Q Did you forward tc the Region your calendars?

A I did not have any calendar notes regarding that sub-

Ject.

¥

Q I'm asking you, earlier we talked about your communica

tions with supervision and I believe you indicated that you cus-

tomarily would note on your daily calendar if you had a conversa

tion with supervision or if you had phone calls.

T

A I said, as a routine course I use my calendar adminis

tratively to say what I've done on a certalin day. We have a |
Froat ma. 'y administrative procedures as to how we assign our tim
I d1d4 this today or this today. It is not really a telephone
log, per se; it is available to me., I use my calendar involving
welding inspector concerns, my primary notes were on basically

tablet paper. Everything was noted on tablet paper. I kept a
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1 (tablet 4in that file and used the whole thing by the time I was

2 |done.

10
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Q

A

<
A
<
A
Q

BY IR,

Q

JOHNEON:

l
|
t

Have you retained your calendars for the periods that ;

|
4 |you came on site? What calendar 4o you still have? :

'83. 5

|
|

Where 1s '21 and '82,
I believe thrown away. .
Do you know? 3
To my recollection it has been thrown away. i
Mr. VanDoorn, I would ask that you retain your 1983 --
MR, JOHNSON: I would not accept that as beling |
available for Discovery. His handwritten notes are
not discoverable.
MR, GUILD: I'm just informing you and the witnesb
that we may seek those, and if he has destroyed prior
ealer.iars, that he not destroy the 1983 czlendar. If
he finds he has prior records or calendars of those
verbal communications, I ask that he retain those.
MR. JOHNSON: You can ask him anything you want.

MR, GUILD: Mr. VenDoorn, I esppreciate you for

bteing responsive. Thank you for being present.

CROSS EYXAMINATION

Yesterday, Mr., VanDoorn, we were talking about the
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number of NCI's; and you made the statement there were too many

NCI's being written out or reported.

I was wondering in addition to the possibility that an

NCI is indicative of some concern or problem with “he adequacy

of some tests or some technical item in the plant, is there any

other reason why you were concerned with the number of NCI's?

A Well, the concern is that it would, in essence I gu3031

dilute the overall evaluation process. The NCI system included

a greater minority items.

Again, the professional suggestion that they review as

to what affect that is having, I 4id not, as I recall, myself,

come to an absolute conclusion that had a significant effect.

It was certainly something that seemed to me would have

warranted some consideration. The key thing is to bhe able to

sort out those that are significant and give them the thorough
examination that was required for those.

MR. JOHNSON: Okay, I have nothing further.

MR. GIBSON: The Applicant has no questions of the

witness.
MR.

JOHNSON: we would like to review the Deposition.

FURTHER THE DEPONENT SAITH NOT.

(Whereupon, the Deposition was adjourned at
3:40 p.m.)
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I, Peter K. VanDoorn, hereby certify that I have

read and understand the foregoing transcript, and believe it

to be a true, accurate and complete transcript of my testimony.

PETER K. VanDOORN

This Deposition was signed in my presence by

Peter K. VanDoorn on this the day of '

1983,

Notary Public

EVELYN BERGER ASSOCIATES. STENOTYPE REPORTING SERVICE. CHARLOTTE. NORTH CAROLINA




(-]

10

12

13

14

CERTIFICRTE

STATE OF RORTH CAPOLINA

COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG
I, Lynn B, Cilliarm, do hereby certify that the
proceedings were by me reduced to machine shorthand, afterwards

ranscribed upon & typewriter under my direction; and that the

foregoing is 2 true and correct transcript of the deposition

as aforesaid,

I further cartify tha® these proceedii gs were

taken at the time and place in the foreyoing ception =pecified.

I further certify that I am ot - . la‘live,

counsel, or attorney for either partv cr c=fharisica ‘reercezed
in the outcome of this action.

IN WITNESS WHEREDQY, I L>~ Wrrcants ret my ‘and

at Charlotte, North Carolina, on this the day of

June, 1983.

LYNN E. GILLIAM
Notary Public

My Commission expires May 12, 1988.
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