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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

--------------- . - ———

In the matter of: :

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY : Dockets Nos.: 50-329 OM
: 50-330 OM

(Midland Units 1 and 2) g 50-329 OL
: 50-330 OL

DEPOSITION OF FRANK RINALDI

Bethesda, Maryland
Tuesday, 6 January 1981
Depcsition of FRANK RINALDI, called for examination
by agreement of counsel, at Room 422, Phillips Building,
7920 Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland, at 9:00 a.m.,
before William R. Bloom, a notary public in and for the
District of Columbia, when were present on behalf of the
respective parties:
On behalf of the Applicant, Consumers Power Company:
MICHAEL I. MILLER, Esqg.,
Isham, Lincoln and Beale,
One First National Plaza,
Chicago, Illinois
JAMES E. BRENNER, Esq.,
Consumers Power Company,

212 W. Michigan Avenue,
Jackson, Michigan
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On

behalf of the Regulatory Staff:

BRADLEY W. JONES, Esaq.,
Office ¢i Executive Legal Director,
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D. C.
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Whereupon,

was called

was examined and testified as follows:

deposition

this time and place pursuant to notice and with the agreement

of Counsel.

please?

Nuclear Reactor Regulation, the Division of Engineering.

Q

A

FRANK RINALDI

as a witness and, having been first duly sworn,

MR. MILLER: Let the record show that this is a

of Mr. Frank Rinaldi, R-i-n-a-l-d-i, taken at

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. MILLER:

Mr, Rinaldi, will you state your rame for the recor&,

Frank Rinaldi.

By whom are you employed?

By the NRC, Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
And where are you assigned as a work station?

Structural Engineering Branch of the Office of

And your office is in Bethesda?

Yes, sir.

MR. MILLER: I would like the Reporter to mark as
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Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 1 a one-page document that is

Mr. Rinaldi's resume and professional background.
(Whereupon, the document
referred to was marked as
Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 1
for identification.)

BY MR, MILLER:
Q Mr. Rinaldi, I show you a document that has been
marked as Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 1 for identification and
ask you if you prepared that document.

(Handing document to the witness.)

A Yes.

Q Is it true and accurate to the best of your know-
ledge?

A Yes.

Q Are there any changes that you want to make, or
additions?

A No.

Q Among vour orofessional gqualifications is the

statement that you're a member of the Main Committee of the

ACI-ASME Committee on Concrete Pressure Components for

Nuclear Service.

Pee-T odorel Reaporiors, e
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When did you become a member of that Committee?

A Let's see. It's been-- I don't know exactly the
date but it's been at least two years on the Main Committee.

Q And prior to that time had you been a member of any
other Committee?

A I was a member of the same Committee but on a
Working Group on the design of containment, containment struc-
ture, the Working Group on containment structure.

Q Perhaps you could just explain for the record what
the difference is between the Working Groups and the Main
Committee.

A The !Main Committee controls an approximate three
Subgroups and each Subgroups may have two to three or four
Working Groups under it. The Working Groﬁp on concrete con-
tainment reported to the Subgroup on design, for example,
and the Subgroup on design reports to the Main Committee.

So the Main Committee oversees all the work by all
the Subgroups and all the Working Groups. 1It's aporoximately
24 people, members of industry and consultants and government,
and it's a national code used internationally.

All right.

Now the hierarchy is Working Group,=-=-
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1 A Subgroup.
- Q -- Subgroup, and then--
: A Main Committee.
+ Q -- Main Committee?
L] A Yes.
6 And the Main Committee-- You see, this is a joint
7| ACI-ASME, and then this part of ACI reports to the ASME com-
8 | bined....You see, the Main Committee is for combined ACI-
9| asrE.
10 Q Did you have any svecific task when you were on the
1 | Working Group on concrete containments?
12 A No. Our main task is to try to make sure that the
13| Committee members are aware of the NRC regulations and guides,
4 | Regulatory Guides, and that we keep informed of what the
5 | Working Group and the Code body itself proposes and passes as
6 | design guides to the industry.
w So it's a sort of mutual benefit for them to know
'8 | what our ideas are and for us to know what they are planaing
| to do in the design industry.
2 Q During the time you were on the Working Group did
' | it formulate any industry standards in which you took part?
22

A No. As a policy, we try not to initiate anything.

BeaT sdorol EReporiers, Eme.
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We're just sort of advisory and information -- information-
wise. We do not take any lead part in initiating anything for
them.

Any rules and regulations that we initiate are in
the form of Regulatory Guides, NRC Regulatory Guides or Staff
Positions.

Q Well, when you said "we" in your previous answer,
are you referring to NRC personnel?

A Yes,

Q Okay.

During the time that you served on the Working
Group, did the Working Groun itself formulate any standards
for concrete containments?

A Well, the standards was started in 1973, and then
was amended in '75, a major revisicn. But all along, each
meeting, you know, new changes are adopted and provosed by

the members of the oroun, and mostly from ASE and fabricators,

I guess.
Q As a member of the Working Committee do you vote?
A Yes.
Q Even though you are an employee of the NRC?
A Yes, I vote.

PeelT odoral ERaporiers, ne.
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Q All right. Let me just make sure I understand:

The Working Committee dealt only with concrete
containments. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And the Main Committee deals with not only concrete
containments but all concrete pressure components for nuclear
service. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And for how long had you been a member of the
Working Committee?

B Officially I believe since 1975.

Q And since 1974, have you been a Senior Structural
Engineer in the Structural Engineering Branch, Division of
Engineering, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Are you a member of any other professional socictie{
besides this ACI-ASME Committee?

A Yes. I'm a member of the American Society of
Civil Engineers. I was. I don't think I've kept up my dues.
As of this writing I don't know whether I am or not.

Q Have you published any papers, any professional

Ao sdoral Reporiers, Gne.
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papers?

A I don't think they were printed but they were
presented at meetings. I think there was one in Milwaukee
some time ago about the NRC endorsement of the Code,Division
2 of cthe ACI-ASME Code.

And we published a report on a Spanish nuclear
power plant, Lemoniz. I was a consultant to the International
Atomic Energy Commission and we published a report early in
1980.

These are recent reports I've been associated with,

Q All right.

When you said you presented a paper regarding the

NRC endorsement of the ACI-ASME Code, was that to an ASME

meeting?
A Yes, a convention.
Q And what year was that?
A I believe '79.
Q And would that paper be found in the proceedings

of that convention?
A No. There was an .greement that we didn't have
time to write it up so we just made an oral presentation on it,

and it was agreed like that. An exception was made in that
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case.

Q And what specific resvonsibility did you have for
the report on the Spanish nuclear power plant?

A I was the structural member of a five-man commis-
sion tc review the design and the problems with this plant.

Q And that report was published when?

A Early in 1980. I can't remember the date exactly.

It was nublished by the International Atomic Energy Agency.

Q Mr. Rinaldi, pricr to February of 1980 had you ever
been assigned to perform any function for the Nuclear Regula-

tory Commission with respect to the Midland Nuclear Power

Plant?

A No.

Q And when were you first assigned to the Midland
Project?

A It was early in 1980. I don't recall the exact

date. I have it in my notes, and I think your lawyer has
reviewed that. It's on one of the pages.

Q And since you were assigned to Midland, approxi-
mately how much of your time has been spent on the Midland

Project?

A Approximately 20 percent of the time, 20, 25 percent

Bee-Fedoral ERaporiers, Ene.
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Q I take it then you have other assignments with
respect to review of structural design of other nuclear power
plants?

A Yes.

Q Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Would you identify those for us on the record?

A The current ones that I have are' Waterford 3,
Comanche Peak, D. C. Cook. I have had other plants that I
have passed on to other people, but currently these are the
plants that I'm responsible for.

Q All right.

And who made the assignment of the Midland Project
to you?

A My branch chief.

Q Who is that?

A Dr. Franz P. Schauer.

Q And what's the name of the person who was your
predecessor as structural reviewer? ‘

A Romuald Lipinski.

Q Would you just describe for us briefly what your
duties as Senior Structural Engineer are with respect to the

b

BeaF edoral ERaporien, Sne.
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ebl0 1] Midland Project?
2 A Well, this transfer occurred subsequent to the TMI
3| and our staff was considerably reduced, so we also have some
4 | consultants which were hired because we didn't have suffi-
§ | cient personnel to help us in the review. And these people are
8| from Naval Surface Weapons Lab -- Center I think is the
7 | exact name of the place.
8 So I have monitored their review of the plant
9 | during this time.
10 Q Have you personally done any calculations or
11 | evaluation of the structural adequacy of the Midland Plant?
12 A I have reviewed a great deal of the information
13 | submitted but I have not reviewed a hundred percent of it.
14 | Since we have the consultants doing this review, I have re-
15 | viewed a large percentage of it but not a hundred percent.
18 Q Have you personally done any calculations to verify
17 | the structural adequacy of the plant?
8 A do, I have done no calculations, just reviewed the
9 | criteria. -
20 Q When you say you reviewed the criteria, what
21 | criteria are you referring to, sir?
22

B The criteria submitted by the applicant on the

PeeF edoral Raporiers, e
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safety of the Category I structuresSto see if they meet the
safety requirements adopted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion.

Q Now since you've beer assigned to the Midland
Project, have you been cor cerned solely with the structural
analysis arising out of the soils investigation?

A No.

Q Then is it correct to say that you have been in-
volved in a review of all aspvects of the structural engineer-
ing of the Midland Project?

A Yes.

Q About how much of the effort has been devoted to
the soils-related issues with respect tc structural engineer-
ing and how much has been related to the Salance of the
structural e“fort?

A Well, we haven't separated it percentage-wise.
During this 1980 we have reviewed the entire FSAR to identify
and reevaluate =-- identify new items of concern or assess
whether the previous open items have been resolved or, in our
opinicn, are still pending.

At the same time we have factored in our review

the problem with the soil at the Midland site. We have

iZ%—éZQLnléxhhdbwtfla
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undertaken this review in a combined fashion so as to carry on
the review at the FSAR stage and at the same time evaluate
the problems with the soil settlement at the site.

Q Now when you were assigned to the Midland Pro&ect,
what, if anything, did you do to familiarize yourself with
the status of the project at that time?

A I had some short meetings with the previous re-
viewer and in February I believe there was a meeting at the
Midland site which discussed the problems with the soil at the
site, and the structures.

And there were presentations made by Consumers and
Bechtel and the consultant to Bechtel and Consurers.

Q At the time that you were assigned to the Midland
Project, had the Naval Surface Weapons Center already been
engaged as a ccnsultant of tre NRC?

A It was in the process of being engaged at that time,

Q Did you play any part in the selection of the Naval
Surface Weapons Center as their consultant?

A Tne part that I played is the processing of the

sco S .
papers for “he NRC and writing the work —eede thut they were

going to perform.

Q Did you make some sort of determination or did you
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participate in making a determination as to the professional
competence of the personnel from the Naval Surface Weapons
Center?

A Yes. I was requested to contact them and see if
they had the ability and as to their gqualifications. And the
major reason they were selected was their availability to
support the staff, and the closeness, being in the local area.

Q wWhat sort of evaluation, if any, did you make of
their competence?

A I looked over their ~rofessional qualifications.
There was the possibility of three people working on this,
and one has been a Ph, D. of many years, already the.aenior
person there. Another person has a Master's degree in
structural engineering. And the most junior one I believe has
got a Bachelor of Science.

But this was left all to the discretion later on
of the lead person, Dr. Huang, to select his team. But I did
the review of at least two peovle in detail, Matra and
Dr. Huang.

Q And to whom did you make a recommendation with
respect to the hiring?

A To my branch chiaf,

PBee-Fsddural Raporiers, e,
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And that's Mr. Schauer?
Dr. Gchauer.
Right.

And in fact the Naval Surface Weapons Center was

retained not just for Midland but for Comanche Peak and

Waterford as well. Is that right?

A

A

Q

Yes.

Now do you know a man named Joseph Kane?
Yes.

When did you first meet Mr. Kane?

Maybe two years, approximately.

And when did you first become aware of the fact

that Mr. Kane was assigned to the Midland Project?

A

I gquess at the same time as I was assigned to the

Project, or shortly thereafter at the meeting at -- that we

had at the plant site.

Q

to Mr.,
A

Q

Kane?

All right.

What responsibility, if any, do you have to report
I don't report to Mr. Kane.

All right.

Do you have any obligation to consult with him,

12;n<gaJhcléZL’-du$¢£Zn
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or to keep him informed of what the Structural Branch is

doing with respect to the Midland Project?

A Well, as Mr. Kane deems necessary, or myself, to

have interaction, we do so, you know, on a verbal basis. I

don't believe we have ever had any formal transmittal of any

information between the two of us except on a verbal form.

Q All right.

Let me see if I understand the reporting require-

ment or the renorting chain.

There's the Naval Surface Weapons Center.

Dr., Huang. Correct?

That's

A Yes.

Q They report to you?

A Yes.

Q And then you report to Dr. Schauer?

A Correct.

Q And then to Mr. Jim Knight. 1Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And has there been-- On how many cccasions have

you discussed this, the Midland Project, with Mr. Kane?

A I can't recall exactly. I could just make a guess.

I don't know, maybe a dozen times, maybe ten.

BecaF doral ERaporters, Ene.
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eblé 1 Q And have you had occasion to discuss the Midland
2| project with Mr. Gallagher?
: Do you know Mr. Gallagher?
4 A I met Mr. Gallagher at the site visit, and I
8| haven't met him since, or seen him since.
- Q All right.
? Have you had any occasion to discuss the Midland
8 | Project with any representative of the Inspection and Enforce-
9 | ment Branch?
0 A Inspection and Enforcement Branch? Could you
| clarify that?
12 Q Well, let me be more specific with respect to some

13 | names.

4 With Mr, Fiorelli, Gaston Fiorelli?

18

A No.
8 Q With Mr. Keppler?
” A I don't recall that name.
. Q With Mr. Gilray?
» A That name sounds familiar but I don't think we had
2 any formal discussions.
= Q With Mr, Shewmaker?
A I know Mr. Shewmaker but I don't believe -- I don't

Pea-T edaval Reportors, G
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remember discussing these problems with the plant with him,

Q In the conversations that you had with Mr. Kane,
were these just casual meetings or were they meetings called
specifically to discuss the Midland Project?

A Some were, and some were just professional get-
together or visitation among the staff,.

Q All right.

And have you had any meetings with the Corps of
Engineers assigned to the Midland Project?

I I met some of the revresentatives of the Corps of
Engineers at the site visit in early 1980, and I have had no
other meetings with them.

e Now these conversations with Mr. Kane, has he ever
expressed his opinion to you regarding the structﬁral ade~-
quacy of the facilities at the Midland Power Plant?

A No.

Q Has he ever asked you for your opinion with respect
to the structural adequacy of the Midland Plant?

& He has asked me whether the soil problems would
affect the structures. And we have discussed whether we had
enough information to evaluate this concern of his.

Q All rignt.
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And you had this conversation about whether you
had enough information on more than one occasion?

A Yes. We had some formal meeting I believe. We
have discussed this at a time when even the Project Manaée:
was present, and we also have discussed it informally, yes.

Q And when was the most recent occasion on which you
had a discussion with Mr. Kane?

A We had a meeting, a visit from the applicant, and
we had a recess period where the staff discussed the situation

of the latest development with the review of the Midland

Project.

Q Do you have an approximate date?

A I believe that it was in December, early December,
1980.

Q And at that point in time what was your position

as to whether there was sufficient information from the
applicant so that you could evaluate the structural adequacy

of the Midland Project?

A We have asked questions to the applicart and we

don't have all the information back which would make us

which are ghructuraliy
evaluate any problems with—the—struTtUrat related to the soil

settlement problem.

PealF edaval Reaporiers, Gne
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In addition we have had previous open items which
the applicant has not fully responded or responded in a way
acceptable tc the staff,

Q And did you communicate that to Mr. Kane at this
meeting, this recess?

A Well, it was communicated in general. I don't know
whether he was listening or not.

Q At this meeting what, if anything, did Mr. Kane
say about his investigation of the soils problem?

A Mainly that the Corps of Engineers were still in
the process of finalizing their review of what the applicant
had provided them, and he did not have any final conclusion.

Q Did he also say that he needed additional informa-
tion from the applicant?

A I believe so.

MR. MILLER: I would like the Reporter to mark
Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 2, which is a handwritten document,
undated. At the top it says "Kane - Extension 492-8162."

(Whereupon, the document
referred to was marked
as Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit

2 for identification.)

ABee-F edoval Reaporiers, ne.
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Q
Deposition
if that is

A
Q
A
Q
A
Q

A

Q

yesterday.

A

2

BY MR, MILLER:

Mr. Rinaldi, I hand you a document marked Rinaldi
Exhibit 2 for identification and I ask you first
in your handwriting.

(Handing document to the witness.)

No.

Do you recognize the handwriting?

Yes,

Whose do you think it is?

John Matra.

And Mr. Matra is an employee of the Naval Surface

Weapons Center?

Correct.

All right.

I represent to you that that document comes to you

from the files in your office that were made available to us

Did Mr, Matra give you a copy of those notes?
Mr, Matra gave me this xeroxed copy and it was a
subject he discussed with Mr. Kane.

Do you recall the dates on which he discussed those
subjects with Mr. Kane?

FhoolT wdoral ERaporiers, S




eb2l

10

n

12

4

17

8

"

. "‘ﬂ'.- - B T Ly L ‘\" o 0 S ..""'--: ,‘ - 1 »“-jh‘o" ;~

24

e o T
’ -

A It was in the fall of 1980, I don't recall the
exact date.

Q Were you present in this discussion?

X No. It was a phone conversation where Mr., Kane
had a need to talk to the reviewer and they talked to each
other., I don't know the details of that conversation except
the subject matter that was given to me for my record, that
this conversation occurred.

Q You don't know whether Mr. Matra called Mr. Kane

or vice versa?

- I don't know, It could have been eitl.er way.

MR. MILLER: I would like to have the Reporter mark

as Pinaldi Deposition Exhibit 3 for identification a xeroxed
copy of a handwritten sheet entitled "Midland NPP, Midland,
Michigan." In the upper left-hand corner it has the words
"Darl 1llood," and in the upper right-hand corner the words
"Consumers Power."
(Whereupon, the document
referred to was marked as
Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit

for identification.)
BY MR, MILLER:

3

ProsilT sdduval EReporiors, Ema



o TR Nl ywiwrager
CAF Y e ‘

g g B ' . Framne
e SO Tk TR e PO, § o
- -
eb22 ! Q Mr. Rinaldi, I show you a document that has been
2 | marked Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 3 for identification and
3| ask you if that's in your handwriting.
4 (Handing document to the witness.)
L] A Yes.
8 Q All right, sir.
7 Will you describe for us what that document is,
8| please?
) A When I was assigned the review of the Midland
10 | Project I made some summary notes on the situation with the
11 | reviewer of the plant, and these are just a very brief
12 | summary indicating the date when the transfer occurred, which
13 | shows February 11, 1980,--
14 Q That was the date on which you were formally
16 | assigned to the Midland Project?
16 A Yes.
7 (Continuing) =-- and that Mr. Huang and Jchn Matra
18 | were going to be involved in this review since we didn't have
9 | the staff to review all plants. At that time I had many more
2 | plants than the ones I stated before, so I was just going to
21 | supervise the review of these plants with the Naval Weapons
’ 22 | surface Center.

e . o
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I also identified to myself what kind of review was
done before, and the people that were involved.
Q That's Mr. Lipinski was involved in the prior re-
view?
A The last one, the last person that transferred me
4o the plant.
Q And what other staff, if any, were assigned to the

Midland Project prior to the time you took over?

A Well, I believe they are shown on this page.
Hafiz,--

Q Will you spell that for the Reporter?

-} Hea=f-i-2,

i

And I believe in the CP review ke may have been.
Ken Kapur, K-a-p=-u-r,
Q All right.

Now this appears to be a log of your activities
during a period of time in February of 1980. 1Is that correct?
A In the initial transfer, this was just a log of

the activities, yes, before I fully was involved in the re-
view. This was sort of a, you know, a break-in period between

the 1llth and the 27th of February, 1980,

Q Did you maintain that sort of a log after February




T -

e i ey Bl 25

eb24 | 27th, 19802
. A No. After that time we were just mainly involved
3| in the review of the FSAR and all the other submittals made
4| by the applicant. '
s Q All right.
6 Now when you took over the review of the Midland
7| Project it's a fuct, is it not, that there was a substantial
8 | quantity of information that had been presented by the appli-
9| cant to the NRC staff regarding the structural adequacy of :
0| the project following the soils problem? 1Is that right?
" A At that time there was I believe a few -- some
12 preliminary reply to the soil problem and the prouposed fix.
3| And I think there has been some after that. So whatever was
4| submitted before that, to some extent the preliminary part,
8| they were reviewed by Mr. Lipinski.
16 Q How do you know that Mr. Lipinski reviewed it?
71 pid he tell vou that he had doue so?
1 A Yes, he did, and we discussed his review of the
¥ soil problem, aﬁd he had some summary notes.
" Q Well, let's see if we can get those out.
" MR. MILLER: I would like the Reporter to mark
a as Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 4 for identification five pages

£2L*é7LLnJ:£24-ubq<£L‘
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eb25 1| of handwritten notes, the first sheet of which bears the

2| date February 26, 1980, and the title, "Midland NPP."

3 (Whereupon, the document

4 referred to was marked as
8 Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit
6 4 for identification.)

7 BY MR. MILLER:

8 Q Mr. Rinaldi, I show you a document that has been

® | marked Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 4 for identification.

10 (Handing document to the witness.)

n I ask you if the first sheet of that exhibit is in

2 | your handwriting.
13 A Yes.
14 Q There are then a number of sheets that follow

'8 | which I bear-- I think the first one bears the date 9/78.

18 Do vou know in whose handwriting those sheets
7 | occur?

8 A My handwriting.

" Q Can you tell us, were all these sheets prepared
2| on February 26th, 19807

o A I'm not sure. I believe so.

" Q All right.
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Going back to Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 3, it
indicates that on February 26th, 1980, you discussed the soils
settlement problem with Mr. Lipinski.

Are these notes that you prepared during your
conversation with Mr. Lipinski?

A Either during or afterward, to sort of annotate
major problems or major items that I was aware of with the
plant as of that date.

Q Okay.

About halfway down the first sheet there are the
words "Re: Evaluate for seismic," and then it says "Stress
dve to settlement to be used as loads. Check with Code 349
plus SRP plus RG 1.142."

Now was that Mr. Lipinski's recommendation to you,
or was that your own analysis of what was required after your
conversation with him?

A It was first identified by Mr. Lipinski from his
earlier review of the problem.

Q All right.

There is the reference to the Code 349. 1Is that
the ACI Code 3492

A ACI.
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Q And what was the first date on which that Code was
published, do you recall?

A I don't recall the exict date. I believe it was
79,

Q Long after the Midland Plant had been designed and
at least partially constructed; correct?

A Yes.

Q All right.

There's a reference to the SRP. 1Is that the

Standard Review Plan?

A Yes.

Q - Does that also specify certain load combinations
for use in analyzing the structural adequacy of a building?

A Yes.

Q And what are those criteria? Are they the same as
ACI Code 3492

Py Not exactly the same.

Q Are they more or less stringent in their require-
ments?

A Well, I'm sure there would be some areas where

they're more stringent and some areas where they are less

stringent.
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All right.

And there is a reference to RG 1.142., That's Reg.

Guide 1.142?

4 A Regulatory Guide 1.142.
5 Q All right.
8 And what's the subject matter of that Regulatory

7 | Guide, do you know?
8 A The Regulatory Guide discusses the criteria in the
9| ACI 349 Code and identifies additional criteria which the

10| staff requires for safety of the structures, structures which

1| are not the containment, other Category I structures.

12 Q All right.

13 And do you know when the Standard Review Plan

4| criteria and Reg. Guide 1.142 were published approximately?

18 A I believe it waslxggg. The Standard Review Plan
6| was '74. I don't recall exactly. I guess you take it for
. L granted. And Regulatory Guide 1.142 was subsequent at least -+
» probably a year or eight months after the publica+tion of ACI
91 349,
- Q Okay.
" Down in the lower left~hand corner of the first
22

page of Exhibit 4 there is what appears to be a fraction,

5@-<95L~Jdﬂhhd-»dzu
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1.9 E over 1.4 E, the sign for "less than" and then the
figure 1.1 E. To what does that refer, sir?

A I believe it's a ratio of load factors applied to
an earthquake load, and it was some sort of note that I was
writing that the ratio was less than the other one.

I don't know at this time exactly.

Q All right.

Now on the second page of Exhibit 4 there are--
The first half c.f this is a series of gquestions. Were these
questions that Mr. Lipinski suggested that you should ask,
or were these questions that you had following your conversa-
tion with Mr, Lipinski?

A I believe these are notes and questions that I
made during the meeting at the site. I believe that this was
on February 27th, and only the first page was a summary of
the notes I had of Mr. Lipinski.

Q All right.

MR. MILLER: I don't want to mislead you,
Mr. Rinaldi. Let me mark as Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit 5
two pages of handwritten notes titled "Midland NPP Trip

Report for Orientation Meeting 2/27 - 28."

Pee-Fedoral Raporiers, e,
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eb30 ! (Whereupon, the document
2 referred to was marked as
3 Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit
¢ 5 for identification.)
B2 s BY MR. MILLER:
s Q Now, Mr. Rinaldi, I show you a document that has
7 | been marked Rinaldi Depesition Exhibit 5 for identification
8| and I ask you if that document is in your handwriting.
’ (Handing document to the witness.)
0 A Yes.
" Q And are those the notes that you took during the
2| site visit to the Midland Plant on February 27th and 28th,
31 19802
* B These are additional notes, ves.
b Q  All right.
16 But it is still your recollection that everything
g after the first page of Exhibit 4 are alsc notes that you
- took during the site visit? 1Is that correct?
» A My recollection is that these pages were made
- either at--
" Q You're referring to Exhibit 4 now?
= A For the following pages on Exhibit 4,

Poa-iT edoral Raporiers, Ene.
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(Continuing) =-- were made as notes either after
my meeting with Lipinski or during the site visit.

And then Exhibit 5 is some ad4itional notes that I
made either during or following the site visit at the Midland
site.

Q It's a fact, is it not, that everything after the
first page of Exhibit 4 refers to such matters as piping
and the actual physical settlement that was occurring at
Midland?

A I don't know., I have not reviewed these notes
prior to this meeting, and I would have to re-read them again
to refresh myself. |

I would imagine they would be because at the site

vigsit the only thing discussed was soil settlement and ptoblomj

as a result of that. But I'm not sure.
Q All right.

In fact at the site visit there were some discus-
sions of the structural adequacy of the various facilities,
was there not?

A Yes.
Q All right,

S0 it was in addition to-- There were discussions

DBoa-Fedoral ERapoviers, e,
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that specifically involved your area of responsibility at the
site visit? Is that ccrrect?
B Yes. There were proposed fixes that were proposed.
Q And in fact you and the individuals from the ﬁaval
Surface Weapons Center had a separate meeting at the site
visit, did you not, with individuals who were involved with

the structural adequacy of the facilities from Bechtel and

Consumers?
A No, that's not right.
Q Was there any portion of the meeting that was

devoted to structural adequacy of the facilities at the site
visit on February 27th and 28th?

A There were presentations made by Bechtel and
Consumers and the consultant on the proposed fixes, and there
was a tour of the facility, structures selected by Bechtel
I believe and Consumers, and we were shown the diesel gcncratoq
building and other structures to impress on us the fact that
in their opinion there were no significant cracks and they
were not detrimental to the structure.

Q Now I'm a lawyer. You've got to tell me what is
the significance of a crack in a concrete structure? What

does that indicate with respect to the structural adequacy of

Pea-iT sderal EReporiers, Elme
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the facility?

A Well, you have to investigate what kind of crack
it is. If it's just a surface crack that's one thing., If
it's a through crack that's something else. It is more of a
concern to the structural adequacy of the structure.

Q Sc that not every crack is a matter of concern,
if I understand your previous answer.

A Correct.

Q And how do you determine whether a crack is a
surface crack or not a surface crack? By visual inspection?

A Well, visual inspection or they could conduct some
local sampling of the worst cracks determined from visual
inspection.

Q I think you said@ you could sample. All right.

How would you take a sample of a crack?

A Well, first you can measure it and second, you
could remove a local portion of the structure and see whether
there was a through crack or not. If a crack occurred on the
other side of the wall, for example, where the crack was
observed, first of all it's a good indication that it might

be a through crack.

Q Does a through crack indicate that the structure

Pea-T edeval Reaporiors, Ene.
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eb34 ' | may be overstressed?

B A Yes.
3 Q All right.
4 A surface crack on the other hand would indic;co
8§ | what? -- that there was =--
6 A Just local shrinkage.
7 Q Shrinkage. Okay.

2.100 8 Now do you recall the individuals from Bechtel and
9 | Consumers Power Company who conducted you on the site tour
0| and pointed out the cracks to you?

" A One of the fellows was Julius Rotz. I think the
12| gpelling is R-o=t-z.
13 Q Okay.
" A And the other fellow was-- I don't recall his name.
s Q Carl Wontzig?
. A I believe that's the name.
n Q Jim Wotzig?
18 A Is this the senior person there thate-=
- Q Carl Wiedner? W-i-e-d-n-e-r?
. » .Y I believe it was Carl,
" Q And what else were you shown during the course of
22

this tour beside the cracks in the various structures?

Dol ederel ERaporiers, Ene
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eb35 1 A Besides the cracks, like I said before, we had a
2| presentation by members of the Bechtel and the consultant
3| and staff from the applicant's side.
4 Q All right.
5 Do you recall commenting to Mr. Wiedner on this
8| visit that the cracks were much smaller than you had expected
7| to see?
o A That's possible. But on the other hand, they

9| might have been a local=- I don't know the reference, what

10| crack we're talking about when I made the reference. 1It's
| possible but I don't know the reference at the time it was
12 | made.
w Q Was this the only occasion on which you visited the
| site?
s A The Midland site?
. Q Yes.
" A Yes.
. Q Okay.
» Now returning to Exhibit 5, during your tour of
2| the site did you see any through cracks?

A From my observation-- I requested that I walk on
2

the other side of the wall where they were trying to show me

PeaiF sdoral Raporiers, Eme.
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eb36 1| the cracks that were monitored aud revicwed by Julius Rots.
2| I did not make any measurement but from visual inspection I
3| had the impression that cracks were on the opposite side

4 | coinciding with the one from the face of the wall that tﬁcy

6§ | were showing me.

8 Q Do you remember in which structure those cracks

7 | appeared?

8 A The one where we spent most of the time was the

9| diesel generator build‘ 7., That's the one I guess they spent

0 | most of the time working on, so that's the one they were

1| interested in showing.

12 Q Do you recall the location of the wall or the

13 | identification of the wall in which this apparent through

4 | crack existed?

18 - No, I don't believe I made any notes. It was the

16 | wall they were taking us to observe in one of the bays. It

'7 | might have been the fourth bay.

8 Q In any event, subsequent to that there were crack

% | mapping programs undertaken at the site?

0 A I believe they were done before that.
A Q And they have been followed up since then; is that
2 | right?
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A I don't believe much more than what was done before
that has been done in mapping because the applicant has dis-
missed the crack as being significant based on the evaluation.
Maybe they have been documented different. Maybe what we had
at that time was some preliminary draft of the work done by
Julius Rotz, and he was at the site to discuss his work, this
information.

Q Now are you generally familiar with the 10 CFR
50.54(f) responses that the company has been submitting to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in connection with the soils
problems at the Midland site?

A Yes.

Q All right, sir.

I'm going to show you Questions 28 and 29 and the
applicant's response to those questions which are part of the
50.54(f) response. They are marked Revision S, 2/80, and I
represent to you that they were prepared in February of 1980.

(Handing document to the witness,)

I ask you whether you have seen those responses

prior to today.

A Yes. I have been asked gquestion son this, based

on the review of the Navy.

Pea-F edaral Reporiors, e
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Like I said before, some of this information con-

tained in here was provided early by some preliminary or
informal submittals on the crack mapping that was given to
Mr. Lipinski. .

From my recollection, I don't think any more work
was done after that. Maybe it was documented officially after
that.

Q Well, let me add another one to the stack in front
of you, and that is Question 14, and the answer.

(HEanding document to the witness.)

That in fact was the first response by the appli-

cant to the guestion by the NRC with respect to crack mapping.

Is that correct?
A Yes.

The way this scenarioc works is that the staff from
the Structural Engineering Branch prepares certain gquestions
and then these gquestions are transmitted to the Project
Manager and the Project Manager issues these gquestions., 5o
these questions were prepared previous to my taking cver and
they just were answered following in the official form al-

though informal discussion had taken place between Mr. Lipinski

and Julius Rotz,

AeaT sdaral Reporters, Ene.
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And at the site visit verbal discussions during
the walk-through were undertaken by Julius Rotz and myself
where he elaborated on what was going to be submitted.

Q Now following your review of these answers to
Questions 14, 28 and 29, did you, in your professional judg-
ment, have any further uncertainties about the cracks that
had been described in response to those guestions?

A Well, like I said before, the Navy is doing the
actual review and I am just monitoring them and discussing any
areas where they have problems.

There is the feeling from the Navy, from my dis-
cussions, that some of the cracks may be through cracks and
that they believe that a re-analysis of the structures which
are cracked would be .ecessary.And factored into this analysis
should be the effect of the cracks as a load to the structure.

And I believe that the applicant has stated this
as early as the review that Mr. Lipinski had done, and there
was a discrepancy on what load factor would be applied in
the evaluation, the factor, the effects of the cracks on the

structures,

Q Well, have there been any-- When did the Navy

reach this position?
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eb40 1 A There were questions we prepared after the review

or the information submitted, at least as far as the middle
of 1980 or shortly thereafter. 2And based on this they issued
ocutstanding questions related to this settlement problom'and
the cracks, and these concerns were transmitted to the appli-
cant in the forms of interrogatories.

And we await a reply to we can conduct an evalua-
tion of this information.

Q I call your attention to a document which I am not
going ﬁo mark as-- Well, let's mark it. It has some hand-
written notes on it.

MR, MILLER: Let's mark this as Rinaldi Deposition
Exhibit 6 for identification. 1It's a document entitled
"Staff Interrogatories to Consumers Power Company." It's not
dated. It has some handwritten notes on the top sheet,
(Whereupon, the document
referred to was marked as
Rinaldi Deposition Exhibit
6 for identification.)
BY MR, MILLER:
Q Have you seen that document before?

(Handing document to the witness.)
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-
A Yes.
Q And you are the "Frank" who is addressed in the
handwritten note at the top of the page?
A Yes.
Q Would you turn to page 6 of those interrogatories,
please?

Are those the additional-- Are those the only
additional studies which the Navy requires with respect to
the analysis of the cracks, the ones that are identified in
Interrogatory Number 5 on page 6?

A I don't see Interrogatory S.

Q I'm sorry, maybe I've got a different version here.

A This is a draft.

Q I ber your pardon. It's on page 5 of your copy,
Interrogatory 5.

A This Interrogatory 5 addresses the concerns on
the cracks. However, :.n the other interrogatory questions
the crack problem or the crack =-- the results of the crack
evaluation will always be factored into the analysis.

Q Well, is that every other interrogatory?

A I will have to re-read each one of them. I believe
so, because the other interrogatory addressed the diesel
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