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1 PROCEEDINGS
~

2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This afternoon, the Commission

is to be briefed on the treatment of allegations and concerns3

4 about the design, construction, and operation of the Diablo
5 Canyon plant.

6
The staff .recently issued a supplemental safety

7
evaluation report, SSER 21, to provide a report on the NRC

8 allegation management' program for addressing current and
-

9 future allegations related to Diablo Canyon,
10

I understand that since SSER 21 was prepared and
11

issued, a number of additional allegations have been received.
12 At today's meeting, the s taff will give the
13

( Commission a picture of where the allegation management,,

'

program stands.,f This briefing will cover new allegations
'

14

15
received since SSER 21 was issued, as well as the allegations

16 addressed by SSER 21.

17
Some of the allegations regarding Diablo Canyon

18
cannot be addressed in full in a public meeting because

19 public disclosure would conprondse either a possible or
20

pending NRC investigation or the identity of a person who
21 had requested confident:.ality.
M

I will ask Mr. Hayes and Mr. Bishop to tell us if
23

and when our discussions begin to step into sensitive areas
24

and. if so, that matter will be addressed in a closed session
i 25 later in the meeting. ~

'

- _
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1
So, at this time, unless my fellow Commissioners

2 have other opening remarks, I would suggest turning the meeting
3

over to Mr. Dircks.

4
MR. D.!RCKS : Mr . Ch airman , as you pointed out, the

5
basis for the meeting is a status report of the resolution of

6
allegations. We submitted to the Commission on January 4, 1984,

7 SECY-84-3. That provided a summary -- or not a summary but

8
as complete a record of the status of allegations as we had

Q'
at that time.

That submittal was the culmination of our attempt

II
to bring together in a centralized system a method of dealing

12
with all the allegations that were pending, with the

13
realization that the number of allegations would probably be

i
14

increasing as the time toward plant start-up got nearer and

15
nearer.

16
I think the thing we have to stress today, to the

17
extent we have, we will describe the allegations that have

18
been resolved; the numbers that have not been resolved, the

19
number of allegations that have not been resolved certainly

20
will be very difficult to make any prejudgments on. We will

21
try to avoid that at all costs.

The project manager for this whole operation is

25
Tom Bishop. ele thought by putting it all in Region I and

24
consolidating all the allegations that were coming in through

\ di
various sources, through the regional office, the offices
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1 back here at Washington, from information relayed from outside
-s

's 2 groups to the agency through various channels -- we thought if

3 we could bring all those together in some sort of an under-

4 standable system we woul.d all be much better off. I think we

5 are all trying to convince all parties concerned that we

6 take these allegations very seriously and we will make an
'

7 extreme and sincere effort to resolve them satisfactorily.

8 Jack Martin is here and he will certainly be able

9 to answer the question the Commission directs, I hope, and

to then Tom Bishop, of course, is the project manager.

11 Darrell Eisenhut is also here to describe the

12 efforts that we have through the Licensing Office to

( 13 coordinate our efforts in -this area.
L

3

14 Jack,.you want to?

15 MR. MARTIN: Yes. I think the way we had planned

ul on proceeding centers around the two hand-outs that I think

17 you have just received, one of which gives a snapshot of where

ul we stood as of SSER 21. The second is the same logic diagram,

19 only where we stood as of like yesterday.

20 What we plan on doing is walking through this

21 little logic diagram, starting with the portion to the right

22 which are the items that Tom and I handled mainly and our

2 crew, and going through that path and talking about the

24 ones that are resolved to the degree we need to, but mainly

'N -.'
25 focus on the issues not yet resolved and give our views on

.
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1 which ones are required prior to criticality, prior to
o

i.'- 2 five percent, and give you some feel of which ones that we

3 have we are not quite sure what box they are in yet, at

4' which point then it would be good then to come back and

5 go along the left-handed branch here which deals mainly with

6 the items that OI is investigating and are by and large

7 closed-meeting kinds of items, and then pick up those.

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I presume OI will discuss the

9 left-hand side?

10 MR. MARTIN: Yes. And I guess there is no point

11 in dwelling on the first chart that starts with 105 allegations.

12 If that is simply a historical snapshot, I would recommend
.

( ')
the more fruitful approach would be the one starting with the134

b

14 172 which is where things stand today.

15 COMISSIONER ROBERTS : What's the time of the 105,

16 December? _ _

17 MR. MARTIN: December 19 cut-off date.

- 18 COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: So, you mean you got 67

19 new allegations since December?

M MR. MARTIN: Yes, sir.

21 Now, I would like to make a couple of remarks. We

M have used what we would like to think is a very liberal

23 interpretation of an allegation. Many of the items that we

24 are cariying as allegations are ones that do not strictly sten-

(_/ '

25 from'anything anybody brought up, but they are things we have

|

%

L -
_ _ _ _ _
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1 come across as we are pursuing those things. So, to keep

'

2 them all in one place so we know how to manage them, we have

3 added them to the list. So, not all 60 of those are items

4 that we have gotten from the outside. Many of them are items

5 that we have come across as indirect products of looking into

6 other people 's allegations . I think you will see some of

7 those as we 90.
.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Some of these allegations

9 had many parts to them.

10 MR. MARTIN: Yes.

11 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Did you divide them up

12 and consider them to be many allegations or one allegation?

/ 1 13 MR. MARTIN: Some we did, and some we didn't. I

k!"
4

14 mean, many of these are listed as one allegation but they have

15 multiple parts. Others, we divided up into several parts

16 where it looked like it was logical to do that,_ if they were
.. -- -

17 unrelated parts,

18 I think we will see that. One other comment fI

19 would like to make that was in SSER 21 that I would like to*

20 at least provide my own perspective on, the make-up of this

21 team, a considerable part of it are people that have never

22 had anything to do with Diablo Canyon and never of them had
.

D anything to do with the region.
.

24 So, we did have, I think, a healthy input of.s
I i

' ''' 2 outside perspective. One of the things that I;did that.I -

. - . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . - . _ , _ _ . _ . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _-
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thought would be useful to get a feel for the overall tonei

2 of things at the site was , each of these inspectors was

asked to interview -- informally -- ten people during the3

course of their two or three weeks or a month they were there,4

5 and try to get a feel for such questions, do they feel there
6 is, you know, undue pressure on the job, and compromise

7 quality. Do they feel inhibited from bringing up issues to
8 their management.

9 We reported in SSER 21 that we did not find any

10 cases where there was any direct response, "Yes" they knew

11 of irregularities or had been pressured.

12 I guess my own view is, I don't want to make too

13 much about it. I mean, that is a very informal way of doing
i

14 things and the way I interpreted it is , it tells me there,

15 is no widespread and outrageous problem. But it is not a

16 very conclusive interview technique.
_

17 So, I don't want to mislead anybody that we are
18 drawing conclusions much beyond the fact that we talked to

like 160 people of all stripes and did not detect any19

El pervasive problems from them.

21 Well, at this -oint I think it would be best to have

22 Tom Bishop, who has been supervising this thing directly,
23 start down this path about the sequence that I suggested.
24 MR. BISHOP: Before we go into the details of the

S

k. 25 _n umbe rs , I would like to give you an idea of how we approached
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1 this program. We recognize that in November there were

a large number and a large variety of allegations. It would2

3 be important to not only look at them individually but look

at them collectively to.see what perhaps a more generic4

5 significance might be of some of. these.

6 We did that by implementing a management plan, a

7 plan which was to take advantage of the established NRC

8 systems and we established areas of responsibility so that if
9 an allegation appropriately was of the type that Office

10 of Investigations would handle, then they would continue to

11 handle that allegation. Similarly, if it was one that was

12 typical of an issue that might best be handled in the Office

13 of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, they were tasked with that

i
14 responsibility.,

15 In terms of the response to the allegations, we

16 generally divided them into one of three camps, either they,

17 were the regional response to focus on or they were in the

18 Office of Investigations or the NRR shop.

19 For the regional effort, we formed a team of

A) approximately 20 engineers who spent a couple of weeks in

21 November and December at the site, focusing on the

22 allegations. The team membership was made up of inspectors

M from all five regional offices. The team director for that

24
. effort.was a branch chief out of Region I who-had experience
- 2 on similar large-scale team efforts. His name was-Mr. '

.
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i Ebneter. He was the NRC team leader for the Zimmer review

2 that produced the final NRC report on the Zimmer situation.

3 Mr. Ebneter was supported by staff members from

4 five regional offices and the headquarters offices in this

5 effort.

6 They spent two weeks on the site. A short time

7 prior to that -- there was rather short notice of pulling
8 this team together, they did have a limited time to

9 prepare. Then they continued their analyses off-site either

10 here at headquarters or in their own .egional offices.

11 Subsequent to that -- well, let me state, the

12 basic product of that effort is along with input from NRR
13 and OI, was SSER No. 21, both the beige version and the

i
14 yellow version which I believe have been provided to you.
15 Subsequent to that, there was obviously considerably
16 more work to be-.done. We formed a follow-up team which

17 included many of the same members from the earlier team.

18 Mr. Ebneter was not available for the second version, so we

19 appointed a different team director.

M They have just wrapped up their third week on

21 site last Friday. We still, as you can see from the status

M chart, still have a number of allegations to work on. As

23 you might guess, those allegations which were around both

24 the longest and most amenable to resolution, a lot of them.,
)

'' 2 have been completed. We are stuck in a position of focusing

.
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1 on the more difficult ones to assesc >oth their complexity
.,

2 and their significance.

3 With that introduction, let me walk us through the
4 ch art. And we will focus on the one that has the title,

" Preliminary Assessment of Alleged Allegation Status as of5

6 January 19, 1984."

7 I have included the word " preliminary" in that
8 title for a very good reason. As I mentioned, the team has

9 just wrapped up their last three-week effort on last Friday.
10 We have not had an opportunity to reduce all their thoughts
11 and conclusions to writing yet. It is not appropriate to

12 discuss _some of those in the public forum so I will save those
13 for our private session where they are somewhat pre-decisional,

.N
4

14 But I.think I can give you a flavor of the basic

15 areas where we see we have more work to do.
16 _--I_will talk about the 160 allegations on the
17 right-hand half of the chart, and I believe Mr. Hayes would

.

18 prefer to talk about his actions on the left-hand side of the
19 chart in the non-public portion of the meeting, dut to their
M nature.

21 Of the 160 allegations on the right-hand side of
22 the chart, those have been addressed by both NRR and this
23 regional team that I made reference to earlier.

_
24 We have put 74 of those issues in the " resolved"

< '
z _ 25. . ' . . .

category. Many of those are topics which have been around
.-

l

O
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i for some tima. I think the earliest ones date spring of
2 1983 and are primarily in the design area. Some of these have
3

since been addressed in other SSERs or documents that have
4 been published, and I will let Mr. Eisenhut discuss those
5 within his area of responsibility.
6 In terms of the 86 issues not resolved, we have sub-
7 divided those into four, one of four groups.
8

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: May I ask you, of the 160

9 items, roughly from how many sources do they come, off the
10 top of your head?

11 MR. BISHOP: Well, I would say maybe 20.
12 MR. EISENHUT: Let' see, Tom, as I remember, we
13

ser.t down to the Commission the detailed table sheet listing
i14 them in the diffprent sources. We didn'.t send down the

15 latest one but it probably comes to 25 or 30.
16

And to help clarify one of your earlier questions,
17 we took tho allegations -- for example, we discussed Mr.
18

Smith before , and it got broken down into six independent,
19 discreet entities. So, that becomes then, under Mr. Smith 's
20 name, it becomes six discreet allegations of the 170.
21

If they were the same kird of allegation relating
22

to The same general subject, they get worked together. They
23

stay on the sheet here under either a confidential source,
24 by name, or whatever broken down. But it's probably 20, 25.

k 2 We cculd certainly give you an update on that.



. .

12J

1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That 's good enough.
.

2 MR. EISENHUT: A detailed sheet,f

3 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That's fine, thank you.,,

4 MR. BISHOP: ,In terms of the 86 that are classified

5 as not resolved, we have at this point in time, it is the
6 staff's opinion that. about 14 of those covering four areas
7 warrant resolution prior to criticality, and I will discuss

'

8 those in a moment. -

9 ' We have identified eight of those which I believe
,

10 cover six areas, which warrant resolution prior to exceeding
11 five percent power. We have classified 56 of the allegations
12 as from our review thus far, they do not appear to impact

, 13 criticality or exceeding five percent power.
~

14 I wou d state, however, that that is our -- those 56

.
15 in that category that has been put into, is our best

,

-

16
_ technical estimate as of today. It is conceivable that as

17 we get into those, we may well put them in one of the other
18 different boxes. But we will let the facts fall out as we -

19 find them.

20 Then, on the far right-hand side we have eight
'

21 allegations which are very new and deserve some analyses
22 before we can properly put them into one of the other

23 categories.

_
24

__ _ COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What does this assignment

3
. n to .the ' various categories amount to, is that -one person 's -

''
_

,

*
,, - - , - - , - . -- - - - ,
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1 opinion, the view of the group; were each of these itens
2 discussed?-

3 MR. BISHOP: It's generally the view of the group
4 and the team management., depending on who was --

5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And you discussed each of
6 these items amongst yourselves?

7 MR. BISHOP: Yes. Let me --

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But you don't feel that you
9 really determined whether or not resolution impacts on

10 criticality five percent. I am not quite sure, the heading
11 says that resolution does not impact criticality five percent,
12 but then you left some doubt.

_ - 13 MR. BISHOP: Under the 56?

CHAIR b PALLADINO:
'

14 Yes.

15 MR. BISHOP: Yes, I left some doubt because as
16

_. - we get into those allegations, we may well find that they are
''

17 indicative of a broader problem and something that we would
18 recommend thoroughly investigating before we go too puch
19 farthe r.

20 I should say, though, we have given them an
21 assessment at this point. It wasn't just a paperwork review.

22 We did do some review of them to a degree to be able to
23 categorize them in that column.

24
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is it your intent to look at

( , _f 2 the group further before criticality? "
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1 MR. BISHOP:' Yes, it is.

. 2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right.

3 MR. BISHOP: I would like to very broadly discuss

4 some of the examples ofs the allegations in each of these

5 catego ries . I would also like to take the opportunity for

6 you, if you have any questions about particular allegations,
7 I would like to be responsive to those.

8 If the particular allegations you mention do

9 involve issues which are contained in the yellow version of'

10 the SSER, then I would' hold off on my response to your
~

11 ques tion until the non-pubfic portion of the meeting.
12 Let me give you an example or two of allegations

_

13 which are~in the " resolved" column, land perhaps Mr. Eisenhut( ,

J
14 will have an example or two also and I will turn the table

15 over to him.
,

16 We.have,put 74 allegations thus far in that
___

17 column and again I make the statement that that is preliminary ,

18
. 57 or so were addressed in the SSER as being resolved.

19 Generally, by " resolved" we meant that we had examined the

20 allegation and concluded that action needed to be taken.

21 The action was taken and the issue was'put to bed or, we

22
i looked at-the allegation and decided that no further action

2 was necessary and the issue was put to bed.

24 There are one or two of them that do have some..

(
'e . . .25 follow-up action but are not of a magnitude that in our-opinion ~
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1 warrants anything unusual. |

-

2 Our general practice, what we have sought to do
3 here is take the allegation, understand --

4 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you saying that even

l5 though you had put this number over as " resolved" you have j

6 follow-up action?

7 MR. BISHOP: There is only one I know of specifically
8 in that case, and that's Allegation No. 31. It happens

9 to fall into the NRR area. It was a one-line allegation in

to an anonymous letter, indicating that quality assurance
11 procedures were not applied for structural analyses,

o
12 The staff's -- I am speaking for Mr. Eisenhut here,

~'

13 I should probably let him speak for himself.

i~.

14 MR. EISENHUT: Go ahead.

15 (Laugh ter)

16 MR. L'ISENHUT : You are doing fine.

'

17 ' MR. BISHOP: Their review of this issue concluded
18 that they would like to -- that they have based on what

19 they have reviewed and what the IDVP has reviewed, feel that

20 in general there were adequate quality overviews, quality
21 assurance procedures applied, but that they would like at

22 some point in the future -- not tagged to criticality and

.
23 not tagged necessarily to five percent power -- they would

24
. like the utility to do some verification on computer codes.

3.' That is the only one that is actually in that
'

-

I
_ ._
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1 category that has further work. We tried for the most part
_

2 to put all those where everything was done in that category.
3 Now, there is -- as long as we are talking caveats

here -- there is one other in that category which we have re-4

5 visited with the second team at .the site. That had to do with
6 the adequacy of vendor controls. That is , the qualification

7 of vendors supplying materials.

8 We closed that issue out in SSER No. 21 on the
9 basis of the finding that the utility had approved each of

to the vendors that we examined. We examined, I believe, a

11 sample of 27 out of approximately 160. Found that the

12 utility had provided certification that those vendors were
13 approved.-

'
a

'
i.

14 We haye re-visited that issue in the recent review,
15 focusing more on what constituted the basis for acceptance
16 by the utility. So, that one has been taken from the

17 " resolved" category in SSER No. 21 and put over into the
18 " unresolved" block. Those two are the only ones that come
19 to mind that fall into that category of not being completely
M resolved .

21 Our general practice on each of these allegations
Zt was to receive them, and we received them through a variety
M

_ . , of ways , either written correspondence , interviews with

.
24 . plant workers or members of the public, anonymous telephone

'

25 -calls, through congressional offices, a variety of inputs.1 . _ g_
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i ,

1 We documented those to the best of our knowledge of
'

j 2. wh.at we, p,erceived the problem to be and then, where possible,-

; 3 we sought to recontact the source of the information to make '

:

4 sure we had the proper perspective on it.
.

5 In some cases, we met.with the individual to get

6 a broader based, more thorough, understanding of what the

7 alleged problem was.,

'

8 Following that the group, NRR or the regional;

9 office, performed their technical review of it and as a part
10 of .our close-out activity we either have or intend to go.

11 back to the source where we can to make sure we didn't miss
i

12 something or had the wrong focus or perhaps didn't under-

13 stand their question properly.'

, t .' J
! 14 We ha,ve not done that in all cases before publishing
,

15 the SSER, in some cases we did, in some cases we didn't.

16 But it is part of our process to do that to the maximum

17 extent we can.

18 Let me, for. example, give you three allegations

19 very quickly, I won't bore you with them too much. If

20j you would like to focus on any others, c.t? tse say so.

21 Allegation No. 22 was an allegation about-

22 radiation monitors lacking sensitivity. It was an.

23
. individual who came to us under request for confidentiality.-

; M. It- was his perception that certain radiation monitors were - - - :-
.

2( , ' fitted which covers which would reduce- the sensitivity :of :-
'0-n - . 3

$
. .

.es- - - --ne.---- - - --,.w.-,,-r. .,-,,-->n.,,w-,, e - s--- , - , -nn--e---swm - g 7 -n,- e ,,,s, - a <a r-.-,nv ,-m,, ,r r~,- .-gp-- .,,a.--



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

18
. .

i those monitors to detecting radiation.

2 Our review into that d'isclosed that that was-

3 correct, covers were installed on those instruments, the
,

4 two instruments in question. The covers were provided by

the manufacturer of the I.nstruments and were provided as5

6 environmental protection of the monitor itself. They do

7 screen out the beta particles but they do not prevent the

8 gamma rays from getting through of both iodine and xenon,

g The manufacturer has provided calibration curves which show

to how the instruments perform with these covers included.

11 So, our bottom-line* conclusion there is, we need

12 to -- we reviewed the manufacturer's data and felt to our
.

13 satisfaction that the instruments would perform as they were

required to, and that allegation was closed.14

15 Now, let me skip to another allegation, No. 54.

16 This~was an allegation that came to us through a third party.

17 We have talked with the alleger on the telephone, with the

18 third party also on the line, several times. The alleger

19 has not identified himself to us but in general his issue

20 dealt with the traceability of cables in the plant. I

21 don't want to get too specific on this one. We have a

22 request to not go into -- to protect this individual's

23 confidentiality. He feels if we get too specific on it,

24 that it may result in his identification.
s

-- 25 ' . I will be happy to discuss it in more detail in the -- -

i
__.________
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i

1 private session. But just in terms of generalities, we did
,

look b.nto his concern and we did conclude that it isi 2

i
3

1

difficult to establish the traceability of the cable but it

4 was possible to do so. ,

5 Based on the reviews that the team performed, we,

6 were able to conclude that traceability was maintained. I
,

7 should add, however, we have a new allegation very similar

8 to this one with a slightly different twist to it that we are

8 focusing on, that is still unresolved. So, maybe this new.

10 one will lead us into a different area.

11 But at this point in time we have looked at it,

12 including not only a review of the paperwork. We have,
;

Iq 13 walked down 53 cables, compared the paperwork to what was
i . . it j

14 in the field and identified that issue as resolved.

; 15 COMMISSI,0NER GILNSKY: Were these things that

16 had been raised with the company first, or were they just

{
17 sent directly to NRC?

k 18 ' MR. BISHOP: This particular one was not.

19 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But generally speaking

# of the 150-odd allegations, have any of them been raised

21 with the companies?

'22 - MR. BISHOP: A few of them, maybe a half to two-

. _

23 thirds had been raised in some form- before with the

'
- 24 - company. We , of course, encourage the plant st.aff to usew_

kni. - 25
- their own systems and those systems failing, or if -it would

'
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| 1 be inappropriate, if it's perhaps a wrong-doing element it
2 would not be appropriate for them to go to their management.

3 But barring that, we would encourage them to use their

4 system first.

5 We frankly haven't done that in this case. We

6 have gone out with our team members , as Mr. Martin mentioned,

7 and interviewed a large number of people. We have asked,

8 "Do you have or do you know of issues that are not being
9 handled properly," and so, we have been soliciting things

10 that perhaps these people were concerned about but had not

11 perhaps reduced to paper.

12 That is one of the reasons why the number is so
~w 13 large. We collected quite a number of them just from our
~

J
14 interviews and some of them are not, in fact, allegations
15 if you ask the individual. They say, "I don't want to make

16 an allegation but I have been wondering about such-and-such."
17 So, we put down "such-and-such" as an allegation to focus on.
18 On the other hand, some of them are very well
19 documented by the individuals. You can tell that they put

20 an awful lot of work into establishing why they feel this

21 is a problem and have provided those to us.

E CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: On the half to two-thirds that

M
. you felt had been reported to the utility, did you check -

24 back with them to see whether or not you would duplicate_,

>

N.- 25 their effort in investigating it? -
'



I-

21, .

1 MR. BISHOP: Well, we felt that we needed to look

2 at every one of them. Part of that was how the utility
3 responded.

4 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you look at how the

5 utility responded?

6 MR. BISHOP: Yes, we did.

7 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: If the rsponse seemed

8 reasonable, did you still go ahead and check it out?

9 MR. BISHOP: Yes. An exa +'e would be the

10 Pullman NSC audit, if you recall that. It was raised by

11 the intervenors early on. We looked at not.only how the

12 utility responded to that but how the contractor-responded to
13 it. Then we did our own verification of about 70 percent of, m.

% ., i
14 the audit findings to see if in fact things were as the

15 utility and contractor had said.

16 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Tom, did you find that

17 the utility had a system for soliciting and identifying
18

. these kinds of concerns and for systematically responding to
19 them or not?

E
I guess the reason I ask is, I just returned from

21 visiting a plant where they have just that sort of a

22 system in place where, when employees are terminated or

-
23 le ave , they are asked do they know of any outstanding
24 problems or concerns , and then those are systematically- -

V 25 followed up. -
'

i
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1 MR. BISHOP: They have established I guess what

you mig 55 call the basic QA program systems where they have2

an' inspection reporting system and noncoformance reporting3

4 system, and pretty much the routine type of thing.
5 We did not see early on evidence of an aggressive
6 ombudsman program to go out and provide that, although we
7 did see evidence where managers have put out the word to

8 say, "If you are not pleased with a particular problem, then
9 bring it to so-and-so."

10 But it wasn't as aggressive as I think it could

11 have been. They have recently taken steps to improve that.
12 I am not familiar with all of the steps they have taken.
13 COKMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Of the 160 or so items

i
14 that you are looking at, could you indicate about how many
15 of those came from people who now work on the site or who
16 worked on the project at one time or another?

17 MR. BISHOP: Nearly all of them.

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Tom, did yon find any of-

19 these allegations that had been reviewed by the utility and
20 you were satisfied with them? In other words --

21 MR. BISHOP: Yes.

22 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you then go ahead and

23 re-examine them or just accept it? -

- 24 MR. BISHOP: To a degree. We did some re-

3
_ - . examination on all of them that were closed out~. But we



, .

. .

. .

23

;
1 tried to use our resources wisely,

,

2 ., CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What I am getting at is, if
, .

3 there is an allegation that had been brought to the attention
4 ofthe utility, and the .. utility seemed to have resolved it in
5 an acceptable manner to the s+1ff, why should we continue
6 to look at it?

7 MR. BISHOP: Well, I guess --

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Unless there is some nuance
9 that --

10 MR. MARTIN: That takes some investigation to
11 even get to that point, in fact to arrive at the point did
12 they in fact resolve it responsibly.
13-3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Sure.

.

- i
14 MR. MARTIN: And if we concluded they did, then
15i that was the limit on it.
16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I see. Okay, that's what

17
i I was asking.
!

18 MR. MARTIN: I guess maybe what Tom is a little

19 j umpy about, last time I was here, we talked about the
20 NSC audit of Pullman, and s pointed out that we had --

i

| 21
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes, I wasn't thinking of

L 22 that one. I accepted your explanation on that one.

23
. MR. MARTIN: That's an example where we had looked

24 .at the audit and we had looked at the company's response; ;;_
-,,

! . 25
, _ .and it looked like they responded to all the-items. But we- ~T7- -

|

1

JL _. __
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had not gotten into whether those were proper responses or1

.,

2 factual', or appropriate. And we have since done that atJ

least to where we are satisfied technically with these3

4 company actions.

5 I think maybe that is.what you are getting to.
6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Could you give us -- are

7 you going to give us some examples of some of those that
8 require resolution prior to --

9 MR. BISHOP: All right, let me skip down to that.
10 We have identified a total of -- we as the staff -- a total
11 of five areas involving 15 allegations which we feel warrant
12 resolution prior to criticality.

13 I have included Mr. Hayes ' one item which is not-
,

- i14 purely Mr. Hayes', it involves us to a very large degree,
15 and that is the Bostrom-Bergen allegations on the quality
16 of the produces provided by that company.
17 The other four which fall within our side of the
18 house between NRR and the regional office, two of which were
19 discussed in SSER -- let me back up for just a step here.
20 SSER identified four subject areas that the staff

! 21 felt required resolution prior to criticality. Those four

22 subject areas were small bore piping design adequacy,
23 concrete anchor bolt adequacy for non-piping systems, the
24

. _ _ design change notice and drawing control of the system and; s
i. ,

. _\~ - . - - ,, 2l lastly a question about inspector certi~fications and two

|

!
--
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1 contractors.
,

2 We have worked on all of those in the sense SSER

3 21 was issued. In addition to that, we have worked on a

4 number of additional newer allegations. We still have a list

t of four, but two of the four are different.

6 The small bore piping design adequacy review is

7 still in progress. Mr. Eisenhut can speak in general on

8 where we stand on that one.

9 The anchor bolt adequacy question is still in

10 progress. We originally had three allegations related to that

11 s ubj ect , we now have five. We are continuing our r'eviews in

12 that area.

13 The design change notice and drawing control,

!
.

issue, while we,ihave not resolved it, we have satisfied14

15 ourselves that the system and the general process for a

16 design change notice and drawing control was adequate, was

17 proceduralized, and was effective in general. We have on

18 that_ basis removed it from the category of needing resolution

19 prior to criticality and the follow-up work that has to be

2 done on that we are handling under, basically, our routine

21 p rograms .

22 Similar to that is the inspector certification

23 question. We had two contractors where we had identified in

24 SSER 21 that inspectors performed inspections before they
<

-: - - 25 were certified to do so. One of those contractors was
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1 Pullman and we identified that to our follow-up of the
.

2 NSC audit. This was the only finding that the ~ staf f had

3 from the NSC audit other than the finding that it should have

4 been reported to us.

5 But in that case I believe it was two, three, or

6 four inspectors who had performed these inspections before

7 they were certified to do so. We looked at the total

8 population of welds that they had inspected in that time

8 frame -- fortunately, it was a short time frame. As a*

10 result of the design modifications and upgradings,16 of

11 those 17 welds had been removed and so were .no longer a

12 question. The las t weld, we examined and found it to be

13 s atis factory.

4'

14 That took care of the specific issue but it didn't

H5 take care of the broader question about why were these

HI people out here inspecting before they were certified to do
17 So, we have asked the utility and they have accomplishedso.

,

un a one-hundred percent review of all the inspectors in that

18 And while we have not verified all of that yet, wearea.

20 intend to close that one out by verifying the facts that

21 they have already presented to us, saying that there were

no more substantive problems of that sort or if there were,

23 there is a logical reason for them.

~ 24
- So, on that basis we have taken that one again-s

f ,i

\/ 2 out' of the category of being required prior to. criticalityf.

i

._____.__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . . . _ _ ~
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1 and put it in the more routinc program.
..

2
- The two new ones that we have added, I would like

3 to identify them for you and then save for the second meeting
4 a discussion of their -- a detailed discussion of them because
5 both of those are preliminary in nature and pre-decisional.
6 So, I don't think it would be appropriate to discuss those
7 without having the opportunity for the staff to have a full
8 review of them.

9 But as far as subject headings go, those two are
10 welding symbol implementation. It is our Allegation No. 126,

11 and cable spreading room platform adequacy. .That is a

12 question relating to the quality controls aoplied-to the
< ~~ 13 erection of a platform in the cable spreading room.

i
14 That one, by the way, did not come to us as an
15 allegation. That one surfaced through our review of
16 documents pertaining to anchor bolts. That led into that

17 particular one.

L 18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Were any of these allegations
19 allegations that could have been brought forth a year ago,
20 two years ago?

21 MR. BISHOP: Yes, a number of them.

22 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you ask why they were not
23 brought forth?

24 MR. BISHOP: We did. We did to a degree, not to
c

i ,

\[ M7 the point where we wanted to put the alleger on the spot, that
|
,

I
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1 is create problems for him. We wanted to establish an
- 1

2 environment where they could freely converse with us and

3 we figured if we got too heavy on, "Why didn't you bring this
~

4 up," along that line, that it might have a chilling effect
|

5 on the flow of information. So, we didn't pursue that too

6 much. But that's a good question and we have asked a few

7 of them that ques tion.

8 In general their response was, "Well, I didn't

9 have enough information at the time," or, "I thought it was

10 being taken care of. I thought it would be taken care of

11 and it didn't," that sort of thing.

12 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I still am concerned

13 because we seem to get this flood of allegations right at
i

14 the last minute.before a plant is up and we see the decision.

15 I think it is important to explore why we don't get them

16 sooner.

17 Now, if an individual thought it wasn't important

18 then, then why does he think it's imp 3rtant now. Or if he

19 thought that it was going to be taken care of, does he have

20 information that it hasn't. I think exploring a few of these

21 things is important to see if we can't improve the pattern

22 of getting these earlier.

23 MR. BISHOP: I think so. I think both the utility

24
, _ and the staff could do a lot more in that area, too. We

./ 25 have- taken a number of steps at this point to try and improve
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1 that at all our plants. We have done things like putting
_

2 the phone numbers of our inspectors on the back of their hats
3 so if somebody sees the number, they know how to call. We

4 have tried to increase the visibility of the staff and we

5 are providing them hand-outs to use in their plant tours
6 that give their name and number, of where to call if they
7 have a concern; those types of things.
8 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I would just comment, I

9 have no idea whether this is the case or not, but I suspect
10

that part of it, Joe, is j ust that there is an evolving

11 awareness in procedure here and I suspect that as time goes
12 on perhaps one hopes that the allegations won 't all flood in

13 at the last.

/
14 But it takes some time for people to understand

15 how the system is supposed to work.

16 MR. BISHOP: Correct.

17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, it is also true that

18
traditionally this agency has taken the view -- just changed

18 it probably recently -- that during construction there

20 aren't really any health and safety problems. That these

21 will all get sorted out at the end. So, that is why they

22 come at the end.

U
In fact, I think you voiced that view fairly

24
,- recently. I forget the context, but the question of what

- U sort of action agencies should take and whether we have
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t reason to act before a plant is ready for operation.
,.

'

2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I also have preached that we

3 ought to encourage getting these allegations early.i

4 Now, maybe I should not take any time, we got the

5 situation in front of us at Diablo Canyon and this is a

6 little tengient question; but I think it is related and maybe

7 in the process, if we can get some data, it might be useful

s to us.

9 MR. BISHOP: Sure. One example that comes to mind

10 is an individual who went to a television station in the

11 Bay area. He was employed by a steel f abricator, Bostrom and

12 Bergen in the Bay area, and his response was that he had seen

13 a lot of media interest and concern by people about the-

(
' i

14 safety of that plant, and his conscience had been bothering

15 him and so he felt he ought to come forward with it. That was

16 one example.

17 Darrell, do you have any of your items you would

18 like to provide the Commission?

19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I thought it might be

N interesting to get some examples of items whose resolution

21 does not impacat criticality or five-percent power.

22 MR. BISHOP: Okay.

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Maybe one or two.

24 MR. BISHOP: Well, let me before I do that, just.s.
s,

" - '- - 25 very quickly touch on those that are at. five percent power. -
-
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1 I won't dwell on the ones that are in the SSER, they are

..

fairly self-expanatory -- unless you have a question on them.2

3 We have added one to that. I believe we had five

4 items under that category when the SSER was issued. We now

5 have six. The sixth item deals with the --

6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now, which heading are we

7 working on?

8 MR. BISHOP: This is the resolution required prior

9 to five percent power.

10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Five percent.

11 MR. BISHOP: We have eight allegations involving

12 six different areas . The sixth area is new since SSER 21

13 was issued and involves the licensee's acceptance of
.

i
14 construction records.

15 We have worked on that one to the point where

16 we have looked at a large number of records and a -few things

17 have become obvious to us. One of them is that the utility

18 has not accepted all of the construction records at this

19 point from their contractors and have not performed one-

M hundred percent reviews of all those records.

21 ThJ utility feels very comfortable in their
|

22 position, if I understand it correctly, in that they have

M told us they have had a very high degree of involvement at

24 the time the records were generated. They had a fairly large
T

\ -

'' .M staff of field engineers that were down there during the -
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1 records generation phase, along with their quality people.
- ,i '

' 2 They also performed several audits over tima as the plant-

3 was constructed that gave them, according to them, a good

4 understanding of the quality and completeness of the records.

5 And there have been a number of types of records

6 that they have reviewed and accepted. That's their position.

7 Our position, on the other hand, is that we have

8 found records which were not organized as well as they should

8 have been. We have, with the assistance of some people,

10 identified that there were eight boxes of records located

11 in an attic. We went up into that attic, found the eight

12 boxes of records and reviewed those records, and --

(3 13
7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Whose attic?

'

l
14

i MR. BISHOP: Pardon?

15 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Whose attic?

16 MR. BISHOP: In the attic at one of the buildings

17 on the site. It was a records organization and control

18
'

question.

'
18 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I missed the beginning of

this item. This constitutes an allegation, or this was an

allegation?

MR. BISHOP: I believe this information came to us

23 in one of our interviews in following up on allegations.

(P']
- COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That records of what, -

-(_J '25 '
- -- contractors -- presumably, they have their own records.
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1 MR. BISHOP: Yes, these were contractor's records.
-

2 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: ' Contractor's records. And

3 what are the requirements on this, are there any clear

4 requirements?

5 MR. BISHOP: Yes. These records should be

6 controlled and organized and complete.

7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is the utility supposed
.

8 to have actual possession of the records?

9 MR. BISHOP: No, there is not a regulatory

10 requirement for the utility to have possession at "x" point

11 in time. No, that is not a --

12 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But did you find -- you said

13 that you had not organized the payrs as well as you thought,

(
'

j
14 they might be ,-

15 MR. BISHOP: Well, that's exactly --

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me finish the question.

17 Was it- satisfactorily organized? You know, one can go over-

18 board in asking for perfection on items that don't

19 necessarily relate to --
*

20 MR. MARTIN: I think the issue here was that

21 the records were in boxes up in an attic scmewhere, they

22 were not in the records control system.

U COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This is "a" contractor's

24 records?

( l '

N_/ _ 25 MR. MARTIN: Yes, "a" contractor's records.
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1 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: There was no record that they
'

'

2 were in the attic in this sort of building?
3 MR. MARTIN: That's right.

4 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: There was no record to that
5 e ffect?

6 MR. MARTIN: No.

7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What sores of records are
8 we talking about?

9 MR. BISHOP: These are construction records.
10 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY': Inspection records as

11 well?
4

12 MR. BISHOP: Including some inspection records.
13 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And what was it that you

i
14 would have expected of PG&E on this point?
15 MR. BISHOP: Well, we would have expected the
16 contractor and PG&E as the responsible party in this case, -

17
to have assured that all records were controlled as such.

|
18 We have had a previous -- -

|
! 19

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Should PG&E have inspected
20 these records or done anything with them?:

I

21 MR. BISHOP: No, they were not -- had not --
|

| 22
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: They should know where they

i
.

I 23 are and be part of a controlled system?
| 24 MR. BISHOP: From a systems standpoint, yes. '.x

I )

| .. CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But I am trying to determine ~ I-
i
'

:
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1 if there had been loss of control of these records. The
3

2 fact that they had them in an attic isn't as important as

3 whether or not they knew they were in the attick.
;

4 MR. BISHOP: Some individuals, including people

5 who had responsibility for records, were aware that they

6 were in the attick. So, they were not totally lost and

7 they weren't really new.

8 But they were not controlled in the vault, had

9 not been locked into the vault and that type of rigorous

10 control that we would have expected to see.

11 We went through those records and concluded that
.

12 many of them were duplicates of records that were in the

(''N 13 vault, but that about 20 percent of them, in our opinion --
' j

14 and the utility.has not had a chance to respond yet -- but

15 about 20 percent of them in our mind should have been

is controlled and in the vault system.

17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When you say in the vault,

18 that's under PG&E 's control.

19 MR. BISHOP: No, th at 's under the contractor's

# control, I am sorry.

21 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Under the contractor's, and

U this is --

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What do you mean by " vault?"

24;q MR. MARTIN: His formal document control system.

]
M MR. BISHOP: That's right. -

-
-''



36. .

1 MR. MARTIN: They were in the attick and I think

2 what Tom is building up to is, we found that; we found

3 that access to the vault wasn't controlled as well as it

4 should be so, you know,; people could be walking in and out
s

5 of there. That led us to the question of, shouldn't PG&E

6 as part of accepting these records review them all.

7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let's see, how

8 are they going to accept the records? I thought you said --

9 MR. BISHOP: They eventually"will.

10 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: They eventually accept all
\

11 the records, is that standard?

12 MR. BISHOP: Yes.

13 MR. MARTIN: And since these contractors are
i

14 still on the site working, they have not yet completed the

15 transfer of acceptance.

16 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me see, is this a

II problem with one contractor or is this a problem.with more

18 than one?

19 MR. BISHOP: One contractor up to this point.

O COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you know what the

'l
situation is with other contractors?

'

MR. BISHOP: We believe the other -- some contractors

23
have already turned over. There are really only two major

94*
contractors left on site. One of them is working under,-

i
N 25-- - -- the ASME program for the most part, and I think under that
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1 has a better system of control than the other one,

j 2 MR. DIRCKS: I might add something that Jack and

3 Tom were discussing earlier. We have had cases recently

4 of facilities under construction in which the records were
5 so poor, it was very hard to go back and reconstruct any past

6 his to ry .

7 I think Jack was saying in this case, when you

8 get problems you are able to go back and locate the records.

9 MR. MARTIN: Yes. I guess my impression out of

10 all of this is that we have had dozens of opportunities to

11 get involved in issues that hinge upon records. I guess

12 our impression is that the records are there. Many of them
.-

13 are old and dealing with something that happened a decade
i

14 ago. We have been able, with enough effort, to locate the

15 records, pull them out of the files.

16 Occasionally, there is a page missing or something

17 like that, but they are there and they do have records, and

18 they are reconstructable. In this case we find -- I just

19 found it hard to believe that the ccmpany would accept the

N records without revealing them a hundred percent.

21 I guess our argument is that we have found some

M difficulties with this contractor's records in that there

U were some that were handled outside the system; access to the

~s 24 vault wasn't controlled, other things that in themselves

~

M don't seem to be big problems. But shouldn't you really,
'

=
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1 as part of accepting these records, review them all?

2 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You say review them all,

3 what is that?

4 MR. MARTIN: Well, go through every one of them

5 and make sure they are in order before you accept them.

6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Each individual record?

7 MR. MARTIN: Yes, sir.
.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is that what is done at

9 other plants?

10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You say PG&E should do this?

11 MR. MARTIN: Yes. Well, we checked WPPS and they

12 did it. Of course, they had records -- they did that. We

'~

13 checked with -- Edison and they thought it was, you know,,

j
14 standard practice.

15 So, our feeling is that they really ought to do

16 that so they have a conscious base line that they have all

17 of these records and they are all in order.

18 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: What was the basis for -

19 your judgment that this was something that really should be

20 done before exceeding five percent power but didn't need to

21 be done prior to criticality?

Z2 MR. BISHOP: The basis was, just as Mr. Martin

23 mentioned, the fact that we could with difficulty find the

''' " 24 records that needed to be there. Had we not been able tofs
D ~~ 22 M ' do- that, we certainly would have insisted on doing it muchT-;



-
.

. .

39

1 sooner.
.

2 An example, we had a similar example in spring of

3 last year when we had a question about the thickness of

4 the reactor coolant pipe. We attempted to go in and examine

5- the records that were related to'that issue and had a difficult

6 time at that point saying that all the records were there

7 to demonstrate to us that the thickness of the pipe was there.

8 But after a public meeting and a more ex. tensive

9 effort, we were able to find all the proper records to

10 demonstrate that everything was satisfactory. And that's the

11 basis for that. As I said, if we had found significant

12 problems with the records, we would have insisted that they

'

', 13 be reviewed that.much sooner.
i

14 MR. MARTIN: I think that's an interesting

15 perspective. We have had occasion to slice very deeply

16 into several problems and they eventually came clean. I am
|

| 17 talking, I think, about sort of a second order issue at
1

18 the plant, without having reviewed all the records.

19 MR. BISHOP: Let me address your next question.
|
|

N You said you would like to have a feel for what types of
'

|
21 items we are saving for that last box. I think I would

I

|
22 like to address this a little more --

| 23 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Which- box is this?

24[~s MR. BISHOP: That's the one --
t i ,

,*
- . - - - - 25 - ._3__- COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Do not impact criticality?

___- . _ _ _ _ _
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1 MR. BISHOP: Correct, 56 or so that do not
m

2 impact criticality from our analysis.

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Four or five percent.

4 MR. BISHOP: Four or five percent. The majority of

5 those are more recent allegations. It probably is not

6 appropriate to discuss them in the public forum. Some of'

7 those are tied to individuals who, if we discuss the topic,

8 feel that their identity might be defined -- identified.

9 But let me give you a few examples.

10 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: On this point of not

11 identifying people, I gather there is a feeling, at least

12 in some quarters, that a number of persons who had made

'

13 complaints, have been involved in QA and QC, have been
i

14 terminated. +

15 Have you, looked into this or satisfied yourself

16 that such terminations are unrelated to complaints,

17 allegations?

18 MR. BISHOP: We are not through in that area.

19 I think Mr. Hayes will --

2) COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Is that where you can

21 address best the Charles Stokes example?

Z2 MR. BISHOP: I think I can probably address that

%5' to the point where we stand on that. Of course --

24 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Because that's onew

, '

25 example.

_. ._ -
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1 MR. BISHOP: -- the Department of Labor is
,m

; 2 handling their end of Mr. Stokes ' concern.

3 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Have they made a

4 judgment? I notice -- I read the Board notification which
5 was included in his complaint, and then I read the

6 intervenors ' submittal on the order that we just issued,

7 which indicated that the Labor Department had made a

8 decision.

9 MT. BISHOP: I believe in the first step in

10 their process they have made a decision in favor of Mr.

11 Stokes.

12 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That he was improperly

,. s 13 terminated?-

14 MR. ISHOP: Correct. Now, we have not received

15 and reviewed the actual paperwork associated with this

16 decision, we will do that. We, of course,.are approaching

17 this on two fronts. One is the technical substance of

1S the concerns and reviewing those, and the second is whether

19 improper actions were taken on him.

20 MR. MARTIN: I'think this presents an interesting

21 case. The progression that the law provides for, the

22 Commission rules provide for, is that ana rely on the

- %3 Department of Labor to adjudicate these things and then

24
, we act based on what they say.

k' 25 - -;: As I understand that, that is a couple-of-step 21.. - - ..:

,
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1 First of all, they assign a project officer toprocess.

n 2
the case who looks at the merits, what people have to say

3 and makes an initial finding. I am not sure bow rigorous
4 that is .

5 But then, if there is still a contest over it, it
6

goes to a formal hearing. It is my understanding that the
7 first step was decided in favor of Mr. Stokes, and now it's
8

on the way to some kind of a formal hearing arrangement.
9 That's about where it stands right now.

10

I am not sure how fast a track that is. That's
11 about all we know. I heard that Friday, I think.

12
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wonder if maybe it might

13

not be profitable to get an overview of where you think you
.

14 are going, howfouplantoresolvetheseissues,whatsort
15

of time table.

16 ,MR. BISHOP: Well, I will be happy to --

17
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And then we ought to see

18 what Ben Hayes thinks.

19
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I have a question, perhaps

20 before we get into the overview. One of the inspectors
21

at the site sent me some large documents which I the.1 sent
22

over to yCu.

23
_ C i you give me some notion as to whether -- the

24
a which those things have been looked at and howo.uca,

( 25
many allegations do those translate into; is that one or

- - - - - - - -



-
.

43, ,

1 more?
/'',
5,

,
2 MR. BISHOP: A large number, yes , that_

3 particular package. That was the second package from that
.

4 individual addressed to_you.
5

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right.

6 MR. BISHOP: The first package was dated the

7 14th of November. or something, on that order. We actually

8 received it in late December. But in both these cases, thoce

8 involved a very large number of individual items to follow
10 up on. We have done a significant amount of follow-up on
11 the first package and I will-be prepared to discuss that
12 in the private session.

13( N, We have not done a substantive amount on the
V. !

;
14 second package yet.

15 MR. EISENHUT: To give you an idea, I think those

16 are -- the December package is the ones that ended up --
17 to give you an idea, they numbered 103 to 120.
18

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: All right.

19 MR. EISENHUT: So, it 's a pretty good hunk. We

20 went into each of these in individual- depth to try to figure
21

out what are really the allegations. So, that's how we --

22 MR. BISHOP: That's correct.

23 MR. EISENHUT: There were a large number.
24 MR. MARTIN: We have four more installments within,,s

/ 3

k- 25 'the same --
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1 MR. BISHOP: Yes, we had three and we were told
.

2 to expect a fourth.
..

3 MR. EISENHUT: Right, and they get broken down
4 accordingly, too. So, a large number at the end of the line

5 was in fact -- the origin was those documents.

6 MR. BISHOP: To' address the Chairman's question --
7 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Maybe again before we

8 go to the overview, I had a couple of specifics, one on --
.

9 well, one on No. 21.
.

10 One of them had to do with the question Commissioner

11 Gilinsky raised a little while ago. You say on page 13,
.

12 "No direct evidence was offered by the interviewees concerninc

. 13 experiencing or knowing of any corner cutting, intimidation,
( ' ',

i14 or harassment, nor did they~have any concerns related to

15 safety items."
.

16 I wonder what the significance is of your use of

17 the words " direct evidence'." Is there evidence of

18 intimidation or harassment, again setting aside the Stokes
19 matter for the moment.

N Second, is the view that you have here that there

21 isn't evidence of that, a unanimous staff view or does

22 anybody on the sta-ff think that there is evidence ?

U MR. BISHOP: I'think that is a correct perspective
24 at the time, based on the information that we had. We - .as

(,
25s~- Mr. Martin pointed out, this was on the basis -of some '

_ _,

,

, - y
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informal interviews of about 150 to 160 plant employees.1

~

2 When you ask them in terms of direct evidence, I guess we
,,

3
might say, "Were you ever intimidated or threatened," and

4
if they said, "Yes, I was ," or had first-hand knowledge of

5 it, that would be more direct.
6 Now, let me give you a case in point where we
7 had some individuals saying that they had heard of an
8 instance. Well, in looking into that instance, I believe
9

that involved an individual who wrote a nonconformance
10 report regarding a procedural deficiency. His supervisor

11 voided the nonconformance report and, I believe, told the
12 individual, " Write this up on a different format, the
13 proper format for recording problems of this nature. " I( i

's- 14
think he wrote fhat on the actual document.

15.

That individual apparently. chose to write a second
16

nonconformance report and he was terminated in part for that.
17

I guess you might say the question becomes one of supervisor
18 prerogative as opposed to intimidation.
19

i But other individuals had heard that in fact a
20 fellow had written a nonconformance report and was fired
21 because of it. So, that was more less direct information on;

M that issue.,

<-

!

23

I think we can talk about this some more in the
24 closed session.

? ~.

( ,,f M
MR. MARTIN: I.think what we are trying to say ~~~

!

{

. . .. . __
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| 1 here is, as of December 19 -- I am not even sure we knew
3

2'

about that, then. It really had not gotten into any of

3 these items, people had not come forward.
7

l

4 MR. EISENHUT: Yes, I think Jack , at the tine this

5 was written, you are probably right.

6 MR. MARTIN: I'm not sure we -- none of these
7 guys we talked to knew of any case. Now, since then, of

8 course, we have had several more allegations that they did
8 deal with direct problems.

10
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

11 MR. MARTIN : So, I guess that 's why I caveated

12 things at the beginning of the meeting as, here is what we
- 13g's knew on December 19.

I
14

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.
15 MR. MARTIN: Now, we know a lot more. And I

16 don't know whether these new guys are right or not, but they
17

are certainly claiming.

18
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Right.

II
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you ready to go where we

20
are going?

21
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I got just a couple more.

22
I wonder if you could briefly summarize the kinds of

23 allegations that you have on the Foley and Pullman
24

Construction activities. I guess I am particularly interested.

\ 25' ~'
._ in the extent to which those allegations raise questions ~

. .
.. - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - -- - _
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1 abour. Foley 's and Pullman 's compliance with Appendix B to
'

2 Part 50 and whether you are in a position to make a- judgment
3 on whether those two contractors did comply with Appendix B '

4 to Part 50 and if so, what the basis is for that judgment.
5 MR. BISHOP: Okay, the question is, did they
6 comply with Part 50 and the answer is, there have been
7 instances where they did not. 'An example we just mentioned
8 was, vault access was not controlled. That is a violation

9 of Appendix B which says that you shall control records.
{

.

13 We interpret that rather broadly to include such
11 things as contrcling vault access. On the other hand, have

12 we to date identified chronic or major programmatic break-downc,
~(x 13 the answer is, no, to date.

b
14

That's it in a nut shell.

15
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay.

16 MR. MARTIN: Of course, as we complete these

17 additional allegations, we may change our mind.
18

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE : Yes.

19 MR. DIRCKS: Because there are allegations pending
M on this issue.

21 MR. MARTIN: That's correct.
.

22
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The last area I had a

23 question about and maybe you can talk about this in the
24

., __ context of where you are going from here is -- relates to thes-

(i ';/, 25 transcript of the meeting the staff held, I guess, on
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1 December 15 on small bore piping because my reading of that

-'' 2 seemed to indicate that there were a number of fairly

3 significant questions that were raised by the staff that

4 were not answered by the licensee, at least at that meeting,

5 and it did not appear, at least to the satisfaction of the

6 staff, that the answers were forthcoming at that meeting.

7 So, that is another cne where I would appreciate

8 just a little information on what the staff is doing, where

8 we stand in the resolution of those issues.

10 MR. EISENHUT: On that issue we have put together

11 a review team, using consultants; using an individual from

12 one of the regions. We are putting together an effort.
m

( ) 13 Actually, a number of allegations have been
w.

3

14 lumped together'by that review team. A few of the issues

15 have been closed. A number of the issues are still under

16 review. There are some potentially very significant aspects

17 there.

18 Maybe I could ask Jim Knight -- the team has been

19 done under his purview, maybe I can ask him to summarize

20 it briefly.

21 MR. KNIGHT: Following the meeting that you

22 referred to, there have been a number of submittals from

23 the utility addressing the questions that were left open at

24 the time of the meeting.
)

-
25

^

Sone of those have indeed answered our questions.

|
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Others remain areas of interest to us and were folded into1

m

. the team effort that Mr. Eisenhut referred to.2

3 The members of that particular group which
4 included NRR, an individual from Brook Haven and an
5 inspector from one of the regions, are meeting now, as a
6 matter of fact, since they have had time to digest the
7 information they developed at the site, and to coalesce
8 a team report.

9 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Is Mr. Yen on that

10 review team?

11 MR. KNIGHT: Yes, he is.

12 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Those are the specific

13 ones that I had some question about.
N- i

14 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I had just a couple small

15 points. Maybe I missed it, but did you review the status of

16 the allegations raised by Mr. Yen, or did you comment on
17 those?

18 MR. BISHOP: I guess I am not familiar with what

19 you mean by allegations raised by Mr. Yen.
M COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Questions raised by him.

21 As I understand it, there was a meeting in December.
'22 MR. EISENHUT: Yes. I think it may be the same

23 meeting that Commissioner Asselstine was referring to. Mr. Yen
24

. is a part of our review team.
|h '\

.- 25 (Simultaneous conversation)
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1 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Inspector Yen, I think
.

2 it is.
_

3 MR. EISENHUT: Inspector Yen, yes.

4 MR. DIRCKS: He is an inspector from Region III
5 who was put on loan.

6 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It seems to n.e like he
7 is raising some good questions.

8 MR. EISENHUT: I think that's right. So, I

9 certainly would not put him in tho mode of " allegations."
10 There are certainly questions, concerns that have been
11 raised. He is in fact, as Mr. Knight said, physically in
12 our office today. He is working with us to help us resolve

- 13 these things one way or the other.

i
14 Right,now, I don't think there is any technical,
15 real technical dispute between the review team. It's just

16 premature to say where we are going to come down on a number
17 of pieces .

18 MR. KNIGHT: Correct.

19 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I had one other -- were
20 you finished? Okay.

21 One other point that I just wanted to clarify
22 earlier when we were talking about the question of Mr. S tokes .
23 You made a comment that you have a procedure where you
24 await the resolution of his firing action, and that somehow,,

I )
\~/ . 35 your procedure depends on the action taken by the Department



.

. .
51

1 of Labor. And just for the record I wanted to clarify to
..) 2 what extent actions that you might take depend in any way~.;

3 on what the Department of Labor does in respect to this
4 firing.

5 It seems to me that somehow those are separate
6 issues, at least --

7 MR. MARTIN: I think on that one, if we get into

8 that in any detail, we probably ought to go with the
O General Counsel.

10 My understanding -- and you know, I am being my
11 own lawyer here which is dangerous -- but my own understanding
12 from reading the Act, the Atomic Energy Act, and the
13-) Commission's regulations, is in fact,' that is what we do.

'

We keep out of (it until the Department of Labor renders a14

15 judgment and then if the judgment is, yes, the man was
16 improperly dealt with, then we take enforcement action based

17 on that finding.

18 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I'm sorry --

19 MR. MARTIN: I night be wrong.

20 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: No, but the point that I
i i

f 21 wanted to clarify is that the --

22 MR. MARTIN: Oh, the technical aspects?

23 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: -- technical aspects -

,

\
.

24 and the allegations that he raises are in no way affected
!(T 25
' '

by the outcome of just -- -

m,

|

,

, . - - - - - - - -- - , , , - - - t
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1 MR. MARTIN: No, no.
w

,

2
_ COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: That was the point I wanted

3 to clarify for the record.

4 That's all. Thank you.

5 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: W~ ell, Jack and Tom, I wonder

6 if we could go into, where do we go from here?
I MR. BISHOP: In terms of those items that are

8
identified -- let me take the broader picture first.

O We have established an allegation management
10 program. We are aware of and fully expect additional

11
allegations to be coming in and we will handle them in

12
accordance with that program.

13
~

''
That program calls for the receiving parties to, ,

i
14 make an assessment, an initial assessment, of the significance
15

of those allegations -- not only for Diablo but for any

'6'
plant that allegations come in on. We, of course, have

17
allegations that come in on operating plants, plants in all

18
stages. But in general, we intend to handle new allegations

,

I8
in that same format. If we get something new, we will make

our assessment as to -- our immediate assessment -- within
21

a matter of a few days as to what it means and what its

22
potentials are.

23
If it's appropriate, we will seek the thoughts of

24

9. other offices, make appropriate notifications, and then put

( _s s -

them into the system where they properly apply. -

. .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - __ _
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i

.

That is not too helpful in knowing when this thing
/ 2 is going to wrap up, but I don 't think I could give you a,

,

3 date when this is going to wrap up because I fully anticipate
4 getting more allegations.

5 What we do plan on doing is providing you periodic
6 written summaries and we can provide you an oral summary at
7 any time you wish, before any votes you may wish to take.
8 We will identify, to the best of our technical

9 ability, those allegations that we feel have the most

10 potential for being problems and put them in the proper
11 category, as we have shown here.

12 If you take the hypothetical case of allegations

's 13 stopping today, now long would it take us to work up the
' js-

14 backlog, that too is difficult to say because it depends a
15 lot on what you find as you are digging into these issues.

16 The guidance that has been given to myself by Mr. Denton

17 and Mr. DeYoung, and Mr. Dircks, is that we are not to fore-

18 shorten our reviews or in any way compromise the depth of
19 our reviews to meet a particular date.

M We certainly do not intend to do that. But in

21 terms of a hypothetical situation, if allegations were to

2 stop today, we estimate it would take us six to eight weeks

2 to comp.1.ete the work on these.

24 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That 's different from the-.,

'
# ;5 impression that I got from the words put in tetimony for27

_

__, _ _ - . - .



_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _

1
-

.

| 54. .

1 tomorrow's meeting. It would seem to speak in a shorter
A

) 2 time frame.1
%-

3 Well, I will review it now that I --

4 MR. BISHOP: All right. I want to say also --
!

5 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: As a matter of fact, I

6 raised the question.

7 MR. MARTIN: in the next several weeks.. I--

8 was thinking about six to eight.

9 I might add that this is for what we have to do.

10 Now, what Hayes has to do is a different story.

11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That's why I am listening

12 carefully.

, ~N 13 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That's right.
i. ,

%- f
14 MR. DIRCKS: We have broken them up, too, by

15 criticality, five percent power and beyond. So, there are

16 steps at each of those decision points that probably, when

17 we talk about a matter of weeks, it may be -- and we have

18 to take another look ast the testimony -- if it means step

19 to criticality or steps to --

3 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We have it both ways. One.

21 place it very carefully describes what we do with regard to

22 each stage, and other ones mix the categorical stages. They

23 should be done the next several weeks.

24 MR. DIRCKS: Yes.,,)'

' M MR. BISHOP: I would not say that that means.they
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1 are all going to be resolved within the ne..it ceveral weeks.
,

2 When I say that, I am speaking of the technical effort it is

3 going to take us to focus down on all of these and have a good

4 understanding of what they mean, whether they are good, bad,

5 indifferent, wherever they fall out. That is just an estimate,

6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I wonder if we might

7 ask Mr. Hayes if he has any comments that he can make in the

8 open meeting with regard to the left-hand cide of these

9 tables, and then maybe we should close the meeting and hear

10 the status on some on these allegations.

11 MR. HAYES: I would prefer, Mr. Chairman, that

12 my discussion be held in the closed session.

, ' ' 13 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, you can highlight at

\ .' i
14 least -- maybe we have already seen what is --

15 MR. HAYES: Mr. Bishop and the members of the staf f

la covered some of the broad areas that OI is looking into

17 and has gone over for the Commission, the placing of the

18 particular allegations in the pockets that they have placed

19 them.

20 This thing is changing very, very rapidly in terms

21 of OI's involvement.

Z! CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay, let me ask Commissioners,

23 do you have any questions that you think we need to explore

24 further in the open meeting?
, . .

'
i
!

'

Mi COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Let me just ask, I guess,"

|
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1 two.
,,

s

2 One, Ben, on something like the intimidation and

3 harassment part, how has that been divided up between --

4 I mean, it's addressed in the supplement to the SER. I take

5 it yea are looking at that kind of an issue, too.

6 How do you make the decision on some of those kinds

7 of issues? I think in the past, OI has just locked at it,

8 what the staff would- do and what OI would do.

9 MR. HAYES: Nell, that's a good question. Within

10 the last hour, I have been presented by Mr. Martin a request

11 to involve ourselves in that area. In the past, for

12 general discussion purposes .
.|

,' 13 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes,

i
14 MR. HAYES: The Memorandum of Understanding with

15 the Department of Labor speaks toward, generally, the

16 Commission will stand aside and allow the Departmewnt of

17 Labor to pursue its investigative effort, and then. reap the

18 bene fits of that.

19 However, in some instances, when I felt it was in

20 the best interest of the Commission, we have joined the

21 Department of Labor to expedite that investigation and

22 still have the fruits of it on an on-going basis where there

23 is immediate interest to the Commission for licensing, or

24
7S what have you.-

t *
'

~ ~ M'- That may be the posture that we find ourselves in

, - -- - .- .. .- . _ _ - ,- .._. . _- - - -
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1 here in this particular situation.

; 2 We do have the flexibility to conduct an
,

3 investigation jointly, parallel, with the Department of Labor.
4 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I guess my other question

5 just was a more general one. It strikes me that in this

6 case at least we are seeing an extraordinarily large number of
7 allegations and an extraordinarily large number of different
8 avu for the allegations. I think that is a fair

9 characterization when compared to other cases.

10 MR. HAYES: I think Mr. Eisetthut can probably
11 address what other cases there have been.
12 MR. EISENHUT: There is a wide spectrum. First,

13 I think, if you look at cases like Midland or Comanche Peakm
t 1

' /
'

114 the number, if you went down the line may be something on
15 the order of 30 or 50 allegations. But you have to be very

~

,

.

16 cautious there because here we took from the very outset
17 the very narrow -- we took every document and split it up
18 into specific allegations. So, that causes the number to be

19 a lot higher.

20 You have to go back oand use a similar approach
21 to compare them.

22 Secondly, as I recall on Zimmer we had something
U

on the order of 1,200 allegations. As far as the sources

24 go, it wouldn't surprise ne to see about a comparable number
, <~

M
; _ of_ sources . So, I don't think it stands out that drastically-

. . . _- .- _. -
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i
from several other projects.

( 2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay.

3 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I have one brief question

4 and I don't intend to get off on a tangent.

5 But I am curious to get a sense of how efficiently

6 our staff -- perhaps not to mention the utility itself --

7 handles this sort of thing. Do we have a modern kind of

8 data handling, document-keeping system, computerized or

9 whatever it might be, to deak with this sort of thing to

10 avoid duplication and retracing our tracks, or is this

11 always a paper chase?

12 MR. BISHOP: You asked several questions in there.

''T 13 We, the NRC, have an allegation tracking system which sorts

u.
the allegation,,sslices up the pie one way.14

15 Generally,.that system takes, for example the

16 - package that was sent to Commissioner Gilinsky, a fairly

17 thick document, that would be given "a" number and put into

18 the allegation tracking system, and "an" office would have lead

19 responsibility for resolving it.

m And that is a computerized system that is updated

21 eve ry month . But that is not as useful to us when it gest

22 down to looking at all the sub elements in that process.

23 So, for the purpose of the Diablo Canyon allegations

24 we are, of course, using the established system. But then
n

---U<

- 13 we have also established a system that more finely divides -

_ _ . . _ _ __ _ _ _ _
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1 all those allegations. We have a centralized control of
I ,) 2 those. It is done a computer, it is on a data processer

3 where we control distribution of the documents so that we

4 know we have the current revision. We know the current

5 status, things o f that nature.

6 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: And so, for example, if

7 someone comes in with an allegation that involves a piece of

8 equipment, you have ready an immediate access to --

9 MR. EISENHUT: No, no. I have to dissent here.

10 We really don't. We are really back to, Diablo Canyon is a

11 unique case. We started by manually writing.down -- first

12 reading all the documents and then manually writing down

(~T 13 one, two, three, four, five, the number of allegations.
\' j

14 We do not really have an automated system to handle

15 allegations such as this similar table that we sent down-town

16 on it where we keep track of this status, whether it is

17 confidential or anonymous, and whether there were Board

18 notifications, all the way through a schedule, even the

19 lead office.
.

20 We have an allegation management system which

21 simply lists the documents. It doesn't really list -the

22 allegation, and most of the time you have to go one step

M farther into the document.

24 We just recently, I believe, or are about to --,,

N_]
_ M I am not sure of the exact status -- we are sending a paper -

.

.

.
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1 down to the Commission, at the Commission's request, on
e'%'

() 2 improvements we can make in the tracking system of

3 allegations.

4 Mr. Hayes and I have been talking about this. It.

5 is something at least I think we pretty desperately need, is

6 to get this on an automated system --

7 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: It would seem so obvious.
.

8 MR. EISENHUT: -- if you are going to keep track of

9 it.

10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I am also hoping the

11 allegations don't grow to such an extent that one would --

12 (Simultaneous conversation)

r% 13 MR. DIRCKS: Let me tell you something though.
)

i'
s-

14 This is a fairly new ballgame I think we are in. .The

15 massiveness of the allegation problem, I think we got a

16 taste of it in the Zimmer case, and I think that was really

17 the first one that we really came across a heavy, heavy

18 wo rk load .

19 I think we are experiencing it and we are trying

20 to get our~act in order. I think on Zimmer and probably

21 Diablo one thing that we try to accomplish here is to get

22 the allegations at least in one box. We had a system where

23 allegations were coming into the regional office, into the

24 headquarters offices, into congressional offices, and to,_

(_
-

M individuals within the agency. There was an element.of '

_ ,- _ .. ..
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1 distrust. They wouldn't rut it in one office because people
, s,

'

,
2 thought they couldn't trust that office. So, they dumped it

3 into another office.

4 But one way or the other I think we had to build

5 a system where we would say the agency would take these things

6 seriously, would manage them, would get a feed-back mechanism

7 to those people who raise the allegations, and to try to get

8 some sort of a hold just in concept on it. I think the next

9 step is to put it into some sort of a computerized base.

10 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you working on that?

11 MR. DIRCKS: Yes, yes.

12 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay.

(") 13 Well, I am going to suggest that we take a recess
%: ;

14 for ten minutes. for the members of the public to leave , and

15 then we will reconvene in closed session.

16 (Whe reupon , at 3:15 p.m. a ten-minute recess

17 was taken, after which the Connission reconvened in closed

18 session.)

19

20
.

21

22

23

24-s.
%' es
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ALLEGATION STATUS AS REPORTED IN SSER 21
.

Total Number of Allegations:

105

| |-

No. Allegations Under Investigation No. Allegations Under Inspection / Review:
,

by 01:

9 96

I I I I
No. Resolved: No. Not Resolved No. Resolved No. Not Resolved'

| 4 5 57 39

! I

Resolution Resolution Resolution No. Status Resolution Resolution Resolution No.
Required Required Does not Impact Not Required Required Does Not Impact Status
Prior to Prior to Criticality or Determined: Prior to Prior to Criticality or Not
Criticality: 5% Power: or 5% Power: Criticality: 5% Power: 5% Power: Determined:
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PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF ALLEGATION STATUS AS OF 1/19/84,

Total Number of Allegations:

172

,

I I
No. Allegations Under Investigation No. Allegations Under Inspection / Review:
by 01:

E 160

I l
I I I'

No. Resolved: No. Not Resolved No. Resolved No. Not Resolved

4 8 74 86

i I I I | | 1 |
No. |Resolution Resolution Resolution No. Status Resolution Resolution Resolution

Required Required Does not Impact Not Required
'

Required Does Not Impact Status
Prior to Prior to Criticality or Determined: Prior to Prior to Criticality or Not

;

Criticality: 5% Power: or 5% Power: Criticality: 5% Power: 5% Power: Determined:
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