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+« JUDGE SMITH: Good morning.

Are there any preliminary business?

MR. GALLO: From the Applicant.

MR. CASSEL: No, Judge.

MR. GALLO: Judge Smith, I've been informed
by Mr. Cassel that he inadvertantly forgot to ask a couple
of questions yesterday. He has one or two guestions with
respect to some notes that Mr. Hansel took, with respect
to during the course of his review of the reinsmection
program. When he interviewed people and looked at files
he wrote down and took notes of that process.

Mr. Cassel has one or two questions on those notes.

I also understand he has one auestion with
respect to a draft report that Mr. Hassel prepared on the
reinspection program, which he obtained in discovery.

And with that limited exception, I have no
objection to him askinc his questions at this time.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

MR. CASSEL: Judce, just for the record to be clear,
I probably have more than one or two questions on the notes.
I do only have one question on the draft report.

Whereupon,
JOHN L. HANSEL

resumed the stand and, having been previously dulv sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:
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CROSS EXAMINATION (Resumed)
.BY MR. CASSEL:

Q During the ccurse of your review of the
reinspection program, you took notes on your irterviews
and your document reviews and so forth, while you were at
the Byron site, in your Edison's office and Sargent & Lundy's
office. Is that correct?

A Yes.

9] And those notes were typed up and produced in
typed up form from Isham, Lincoln & Beale to the Intervenors
in this case?

A Yes. They were rather cryptic notes, just for
my own benefit, I'd like to have you recognize.

Q In those notes, you noted a number of points of
detail that w2re not included in the testimony which you
filed in this proceeding. 1Is this corrrct?

A I'd have to -- mayoe in summary =- I don't know.
I'd have to be specific. It may be in summary.

Q All right. Mr. Hansel, do you have a copy of
those typewritten notes there with you?

A I have some. I don't know if I have them all.

Q All right. Let me ask you to refer, if you can =--
do your pages have numbers at the bottom? Tyned numbers at
the bottom of your notes, Mr. Hansel?

A Some do, yes.

il
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Q If you would please turn to page -- the heading
on which is S & L. It's your notes to an interview
apparently to a Mr. Larry Jacques, J-A-C-Q-U-E-S, according
to your notes, of Sargent & Lundy. And the page number
at the bottom of the nace is page 4.

A I have that.

MR. GALLO: I don't have that.

MR. CASSEL: Would you like to look on with my
copy? Would that be helpful?

MR. GALLO: Yes, thank you.

I'll just look on with Mr. Hansel.

BY MR. CASSEL:

Q Now, is this rage entitled S&L with Mr. Larry
Jacques name at the top, Mr. Hansel? 1Is this page your
notes of an interview with Mr. Larry Jacques of Sargent
& Lundy?

A It was with Mr. Jacoues and also -- orimarily
Mr. Jacaues, yes.

Q All right, now referring down to the bottom he £
of the page, it's entitled Engineering Evaluation, Thres
Phases. And under that are three numbered points. Do you
see that part of the vage?

A Yes.

Q And is that part of the pace your notes on a

discussion with Mr. Jacques, or someone else? 1If you know.
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(Pause.)

A +I don't believe this was with Mr. Jacoues. This
may have been with other Sargent & Lundy personnel.

Q. I see. 211 rioht, now let's refer to paragraph
number 2, under the engineering evaluation, three phases. ,

MR, CASSEL: Let me just ingquire, would it be
helpful -- I'm reading from this and I hadn't intended
to introduce it as an exhibit. If it would be helpful
to the Board, I could just bring my copv up there for you
to look at. 1It's only a very brief portion we're talking
about, whichever you'd prefer.

JUDGE SMITH: If it's going to be brief, why
don't you just proceed.

MR. CASSEL: All right.

BY MR. CASSEL:

Q Under point number 2 it reads -- and I'll just
read it out loud -- "Decided to use a statistical sample to
select another group for weld mabs and evaluation. 14
additional PTL, 15 additional HECO, 22 for Peabody representing
100 percent."” And then comes the note which I want to
ask you about.

And it says "NOTE: there were other welds, but

contractors had gone ahead and repaired. Unable to evaluate."

Jo you recall receiving that information from a

Sargent & Ilundy person who you were interviewing, Mr. Hansel?
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A I think that was a note to myself that I was
unable to evaluate the material at that marticular time, |
not the engineering evaluation, ver se. But I wasn't able
to go back and reconsitruct enough of the information in the
time that I had to do that.

Q Because the contractors had cone ahead and
repaired the welds? That was why you couldn't do your
evaluation?

A That, plus the notations that had been made

on the paperwork over time. I was unable to put together
a scenario of what had happened and in what sequence to do
my evaluation, as best I can recall.

Q Well, when you did vour evaluation in the welds
where you did review the paverwork, it wasn't necessary,
was it, for you to oo back and look at the actual welds?

A Yo, I wasn't trvina to infer that.

Q And you didn't actually do that, in the papers

T

that you did look at, did vou? That is, you didn't actually -
A I did look at some welds, but for a different

purpose. It's bes£ to look at the paper as it is without

having gone through repairs and this type of thing and

other annotations. I really -- you know, it's been sometime

since I made that note. I think “hat particular note is

tnclear to me. I'm probably tr'.ng to telil myself that I

was unable to do a ¢ood complete evaluation, a piece of that,
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that day.
Q ‘I see. Is the preceeding page, in your notes

in the stack that you have, headed at the top of the page

George Margus, M-A-R-G-U~S, and noted at the bottom as
page 3?

A No.

Q On your typewritten notes, do you have a page

headed George Margus, with the number three typed at the
bottom? If you have some difficulty finding it, why don't
we just share this copy?

A A three at the bottom?

Q Typed number 3 at the bottom.

A I have that.

Q And is the name George M-A-R-G-U-S at the top of
thepace?
A That should be Marcus.

Q It should be C-U-S?
A Yes.
Q All right. 1Is this page your notes of your

interview with Mr., George Marcus of Commonwealth Edison

Company?
A It's from discussions with Mr. Marcus, yes.
Q Let me refer your attention to the first large

paragraphk in the middle of the page, which I will read for

the record. "Early in RIP --" and let me stop there. RIP
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‘ 1 was your abbreviation for reinspection program, correct?
2 A Yes.
3
3 Q As opposed to vour abbreviation for something

4 that none of us want to introduce in this proceeding.

5 (Laughter.)

6 "Early in reinsvection program -- contractors
7 in some cases repaired hardware but did not document. In
8 spite of this, SECO feels that to they have a aood and accuratg
v count on deficient inspections."

10 And there's more which doesn't seem to be

1 directly relevant, but if you want to explain any relevance
12 that you see, that's fine.

13 lly question is with respect to the two sentences
. '4 | that I just read. Do those reflect your discussions with

15 Mr. Marcus of Edison Company?

16 A Yes.

17 Q And did Mr. Marcus of Edison Company tell you,

18 in substance, what is reflected there in your notes in those
19 two sentences?

20 A I think -- let me try to help sort this out.

21 You're probably working on the point that was discussed

22 yesterday on this and Mr. Tuetken's testimony. Very, very

23 early -- and I mean very early, like in the first week or

24 sO0 as I can recall from Mr. Marcus's discussion ~-- there was

25 a very small number' of repairs or deficiencies documented on
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a Field Change Recquest. And they were repaired. It was
caught very gquickly by the Edison audit program and correctedL
And they went back and then created the documentation for
that. But it was purely a misunderstanding and it was caucht
very early and fixed.
To the best I can remember, that was what was
being talked about here, that there is documentation in
the records and anythina, if found, was included in the
reinspection program data base. The audit made sure of that.
Edison QA caught that and required it to be fixed.

Q So when your note here says repaired hardware
but did not document, you're now saying they, in fact, did
document?

A It was documented initially on an FCR, I believe,
and I think that's a Field Change FR~quest. But then they
backed up and put that in the proper paperwork for the
reinspection program and the data was included in the data
base for the program.

Q And do you know whether an engineering evaluation
was done to analyze the safety significance of that hardware
that was repaired?

A To the best of my knowledae it would have been,
because once it was into the reinspection program data base,

then engineering was aware of all that data. So yes, I

would say so.
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Q Now referring back to the Sargent & Lundy page,
where it said "NOTE: there were other welds but contractors
had gone ahead and repaired." Do you know whether you
intended, in your notes there, to be referrinc to the same
phenomenon that you just described?

A I believe so, but I'm not positive. 1It's been
sometime since I took these notes. I didn't determine
it to be a problem because apparently it had gotten fixed.
I don't recall.

Q Did you know what -- were you advised what

contractors this problem related to?

A No.

Q Did you ask?

A I think I did, but I don't recall richt now who
it was.
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Again, they had gotten it fixed, and I didn't

bother toscheck it any further.
Q Let me refer your attention to another pagye

of your typed up notes which has the number, 14, at the

bottom.

A For who?

Q It has at the tor of my copy "Audit Continued,
ICI-HVAC." If it would be helpful and save us some time,

maybe I might just go over the table with the witness,
and Mr. Gallo, the witnes~ and I can all look on, unless
he can find it.

MR. GALLO: He's got it.

THE WITNESS: I have it.

BY MR. CASSEL:

Q Down at the bott.m of the pace, the third item
up fromthe bottom says, quote, "PTL keeping tests in an
unlocked desk. Moved as a result of this audit,"” close
auote.

Do you know what audit that note refers to?

A There was an audit conducted by Mr. Shewski's
auditors, who found that condition and got it corrected
immediately.

0 Do you know how long that condition had
versisted at Byron before it was corrected?

A I do not believe --. that was just during an
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office rearrangement. I'm not certain. I did not probe
it. I did hear a discussion among the auditcrs and
Mr. Marcus, who was the lead auditor, ard I think it was
a shcrt-term condition, but I'm not positive.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is it clear what condition
you're talking about?

MR. CASSEL: The tests beinc kept in an
unlocked desk.

BY MR. CASSEL:

0 What were these tests, if you Xnow?

A They were inspector recertification test
examinations.

Q Thank you.

JUDGE SMITH: Was it the results or the draft
te: specimens?

THE WITNESS: Test speciments, not completed
tests. Those were kept in personnel folders.

BY MR. CASSEL:

Q Immediately above that are three lines close
together, the first of which reads, under the heading
of "Blount," "Still not finished."

The first note reads, "Difficult to trace
history from initial inspection to RIP."
What did you mean by that note?

A I'm trying to put myself in sequence of order
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here, of who they're talking about. I am not certain,
unless it +*follows directly the comment on Blount, but I'm
not certain that it would be with Blount.

Q This is a note of your discussion with the
Commonwealth Auditors, including Mr. Marcus?

A It was either that, or comments that I overheard
in discussions between the auditors, yes.

Q The next line after that reads, "Training and
gualification records prior to 6/82 -- not good."

Do you recall what that referred to?

A Again, I think we all knew that those records
probably were not as neat and orderly and well-organized
as they could have been prior to.that period. Not that
they didn't do the job and the construction assessment
team had pointed that out, the very same point.

Q Now immediately under that line, there's another
one that says, "Still not too good covering 6/82 to present."
Do you recall what you meant by that?

A No, I do not.

0 Can you refer now to a page numbered 8 at the
bottom and headed "Powers-ASCO-Pope-Hunter" at the top?

A I do not have those notes with me.

Q All richt. Let me bring that over to you at
the table, then.

MR. CASSEL: For the record, I am now showing
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the witness and his attorney, Mr. Gallo, the typed-up page
numbered #, headed "Powers-ASCO-Pope-Hunter" and the

typed notes of Mr. Hansel, produced by Commonwealth Edison's

lawyers.
(Document handed to witness.)
BY MR. CASSEL:
Q Referring to the note near the top of the page,

Mr. Hansel, where it says "PTL -- Marv Tallent -- prob on
rel of data."

Does that "prob on rel of data" mean problem
on reliability of data?

A No. In discussing this, this was in the
discussion with Mr. Tuetken when I got to the site. 1I]
wanted to know who some of the contacts were that I should
begin with for the various contractors to begin gathering
data, and he gave me the names of some people as you can
see here, and in that particular case, he indicated that
Mr. Tallent himself, as an individual, bad difficult with
some of the data, not that the data was inaccurate, but
he had difficulty -- he's not a well-orcanized type of an
individual. He was telling me, "You're goi.ug to have to
probe him deeper and really try to understand him," rot a
problem with data, just in his presentation.

Q Thank vou, Mr. Hansel.

You also orepared in the course of your review




a draft report dated May 9, 1984, did you not?
A ' Yes.

And on page 19 of that report --

Q
A I do not have a copy.
Q

Oh, I'm sorry.
(Document indicated to witness.)
On page 19 of that report, you stated, ocuote,
"In all of my reviews, I did not find any evidence of
a contractor attempting to alter the reinspmection program
in their favor," close quote.
Does that remain your testimony today?
A Yes. )
Q Were you present in the court during

Mr. Shewski's cross-examination two days aco, Mr. Hansel?

A I was here during part of Mr. Shewski's

testimony. I'm not sure I was here for all of it.

e Q Did you review Mr. Shewski's testimony prior
g to today at any time?

g A The prepared testimony?

" Q Yes.

= A Yes, but not in a lot of detail.

« Q Do you recall the attachment to Mr. Shewski's
3 testimony, indicating that PTL in at least one instance
2‘ had attempted to override the results of the third-party
25

review on visual weld inspections?
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A I do not recall that.
Q , Now yesterday -~

JUDGE SMITH: What was the note that you undertake
to contrast?

MR. CASSEL: I'm sorry, Judge?

JUDGE SMITH: You asked him a question about
a draft of his letter. Let's go over that paracraph of his
draft report as to which you are contrasting.

MR. CASSEL: VYou'd like the full paraagiraph from
the draft report?

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. I want to know how, if I
infer your purpose correctly, how the PTL attempt to
override the third-party inspector contrasts with the part
of his draft report, because that's what you are trying to
do, isn't it?

MR. CASSEL: Yes. Perhaps not very artfully,
but let me try to be somewhat clearer.

JUDGE SMITE: I would just like to hear the
language of the draft report again.

MR. CASSEL: All right. I don't think I should
read it without the witness being able to have it in
from of him as well.

The lancuage of the draft report re~ds, does

it not, Mr. Hansel, "In all of my reviews, I did not find

any evidence of a contractor attempting to alter the
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reinspection program in their favor."
* THE WITNESS: That's correct.
BY MR. CASSEL:

4] Now if you had found evidence cf a contractor
who had attempted to override the results of the third-
party review, would you have made that same statement?

A If T had found evidence, I would have certainly
investigated iL to determine if I felt that they were
trying to gain or alter the results, and I did not find
anything. I looked very hard for that. 1In fact, I
requested several extra pieces of data in my review just
to look for that. I did not find it.

Q No one provided you with a copy of the audit
report on PTL, which is attached to Mr. Shewski's
testimony?

A I read a lot of material at the site and in the
Conmonwealth QA office in Chicago. I did not recall that
specific instance. I read a number of audit reports and
surveillance reports. I do not recall that one.

Q Mr. Hansel, yesterday do you recall Mr. lLewis
asking you some gquestions about Table V-6 in his
cross-examination?

A Yes.

Q Do you have your copy of the reinspection

report there?
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MR. GALLO: I object. He's now exceeded the
bounds of the agreement. I did not have to allow this
witness to subject himself to additional questions. I
agreed to permit Mr. Cassel to ask cquestions on the notes
and the reinspection report draft. Now he's ccing beyond
that agreement. I object to any further recross at this
time.

MR. CASSEL: I only had one question there,
but 1'l1 withdraw it. I think Mr. Gallo is making a fair

point.

I will have an opportunity to recross Mr. Hansel

after his redirect anyway. I can do it then.
MR. GALLO: We will see if my redirect opens

that area up.

]
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION
* BY MR. GALLO: |
Q You were asked by Mr. Cassel yesterday with
respect to -- one or more questions concerning your experiencel
in the nuclear field. Do you recall those questions?
A I do.
Q In your judgment, is experience in the nuclear
power field needed in order to perform evaluaticns like the

one you performed of the Byron reinspection program?

A No.
Q Will you explain why not?
A To me you had a particular type of a situation here

that required a well-qualified quality engineer who is familia
with corrective action techniques, how to solve problems,
how to conduct an investigation.

And at least in my opinion, that is far more
important than having somebody who is more familiar with
nuclear power plants. Plus, familiarity with a nuclear power
plant might well lead you off in the wrong direction in my
type of an overview.

Q Why is that, Mr. Hansel?
A Well, you really need to concentrate more on

the methodology, on the approach, on the amount of data that

is gathered and how it is gathered, will it help you to

define the problem, will it help you to sharpen your focus
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on the problem if there, in fact, is a problem, will it
tell you what the root causes are? Notice I said causes,
there may he more than one. And it will also help you
identify any side issues that you might want to look at
in other detail.

So, I think that a quality engineer who is more
in line with corrective action,problem solving, problem
identification, can do a better type of a job here than
somebody who has worked in the nuclear power industry.

Certainly, a little exposure doesn't hurt, and

I have had that amount. I don't think it does me any harm.

Q Are you a quality engineer, Mr. Hansel?

A Yes.

Q How many years experience have you had?

A Directly in quality engineering I have wcrked as

a quality engineer since about 1961. Since 1961. I did
quality engineering work before that of a lesser degree.
I am a certified quality engineer with the

American Society for Quality Control and a registered
professional engineer in the State of California as a
quality engineer.

Q Have you performed quality engineering in the
NASA program?

A Yes. Extensively.

Q Can you give me one example of the application
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A As related to corrective action?
‘

Q Yes.
A Well there are several. I would say -- only just
to mention them -- if you want more detail ! can go into them.

After the Apollo fire I headed up a team of

expefts and people to investigate some of the causes of
that fire, and I also subsequent to that have headed up
a number of other teams. Some of the more significant are
investigations of failures on the tiles for the space shuttle
orbiter. And also a rather extensive program in researching
problems associated with what we cail “UCK -~ H=-U=C-K =--
HUCK fasteners for soft rivets on wing assemblies for the
space shuttle.

Q You mentioned the Apollo fire, that you headed up
an investigation team on that. 1Is that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q What do you mean by the Apollo fire?

A Well, when we had the Apollo fire on the launchpad
in Florida and the three astronauts were killed, subsequent
to that the NASA formed =-- I think there were 11 teams in
total. I headed up the team to look at guality control,
quality assurance and all of the aspects of quality engineering

quality system and inspection techniques.

| »

That activity took better than a year.
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Q What was the purpose of the effort, to
improve the system or look for problems?

Y To look for problems first, and then any
shortcomings or shortfall we might have had in our
procedures and instructions that were given at that time
is one of the qualifications of instructors.

Subseguent to that, then, we went about
developing improvements and developing a new set of
criteria for future spacecraft.

0 Mr. Hansel, do you recall ==~

JUDGE SMITH: Excuse me. Were you responsible
then for -- you identified an oxygen-rich environment
as to its basic problems -- were you responsible for
changing that?

THE WITNESS: I had an input to that. I was
not responsible for making that change. But I had an
input as to what the implications of any quality and/or
reliability studies might have for an oxygen-rich

environment.
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In that particular case it was an engineering
decision. , We had very little impact on that, except for ' w the
gases were protected on a cleanliness standpoint, or
pressurization involving materials and systems and so forth.

BY MR. GALLO:

Q In answer to one of Mr. Cassel's cqucstions, you
indicated during your review of the reinsvection program
that you didn't talk with any of the reinsvectors. Is
that correct?

A That's correct.

(s} Why was that?

A Well, my experience with inspectors in general
is I didn't see a need -- had I talked with them I think
they would have told me what I wanted to kaow. T don't feel
like I would have gotten a true story. 1It's ‘just by the
nature of inspectors when they talk to management or
engineering tyve folks. Unless they real'y know and it's
a one-on-one, they're not coing to -- they're going to play
back what you want to hear. I didn't see a need for it.

Q Don't you think if you had interviewed one or more
reinspectors you might have found out whether or not they
were reinspecting their own work or invoking the so-called
buddy system?

A They certainly wouldn't have told me that, either

of those items. I don't think that they would share that
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information with me, in any formn.
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2 Q ,On the other hand, you testified that you did |

3 talk to a Level III third varty inspector. Ts that correct?

4 A Yes.
5 Q Why did you talk to him? |
6 kX 1 needed to understand the role of the third paity

7 inspactor and how they were actually doing the third varty
8 inspection, the preparation of the weld maps, the records

9 that they were keepirg, the interface between them and the
0 contracters, both on receiving information, the disposition
" of that information bLack =¢ the contractors. I needed to

12 understand that flow.

13 So it was necessary to yet to a third party
. 14 insvector.
15 Q You were asked a number of guesti.ns by Mr. Cassel

16 about the use of statistics in establishing a sample plan
17 for selecting the inspectors tc be reinspectors. Do you

8 recall that?

19 A Yes, I do.

20 Q Was the sample plan used to select the inspectors

21 for reinspecting based on statistical techniques?

22 A NG, 1.t was based on engineerina evaluation.

23 Q Do you e2an engineering judgment?

24 A I'm sorry, engineering judgment. ?
25 Q S¢ 1t was based on engineerino judament, rather thaq
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statistical techniagues? 1Is that your testimony?

A . Yes,

Q Shouldn't statistical technicues have been used
in this case?

A I don't think so. You needed a biased sample.
You needed to identify =-- you were after the identification
of problems, if they did, in fact, exist and .n most cases
if you were going to have a problem of inspector
certification, it would have happened early on, very soon
after the individual was hired or certified.

And I think in this particular case that Edison
did the right thing by selecting that initial 20 day
period, because they concentrated on that. They also, I
think, in the develcoment of their sample, they orovided for
a good cross-section of contractors. They covered -- well,
they covered the entire period of construction from '76
to September of '§2.

In the selection of contractors who were to be
reinsvected, if I can recall the percentace richt, they hit
inspectors who -- contractors who were responsible for 92
or 93 percent of the total safety related work.

Another key point that struck me -- I've had little
exposure to nuclear plants, but I've had enough exposure to
know what some of the most troublesome areas have been. And

I think they hit the contractors who could have -- who were
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of the spectrum. I don't see the sharp contrast. Do not

statisticgl technigues sometimes use biased samples to arrive
at conservative results? ;

THE WITNLSS: Yes, you can bias samples.

JUDGE SMITH: If you have a result that you
wish to assure to be conservative, a statistician might
bias his techniques?

THE WITNESS: Yes, and that chances all of the
assumptions that you can make from that sample.

JUDGE SMITH: So the fact that the inspectors were
not selected entirely at random does not, in itself, take it
out of the statistical discipline?

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Would you repeat that?

JUDGE SMITH: Well, I'm wondering just “ow the
engineering judament differs from a statistical technique
in which the statistician wishes toarrive at a conservative
result?

THE WITNESS: Let me take another approach.

JUDGE SMITH: How about asking the question for me?

THE WITNESS: Okav. I think that Edison did
apply their knowledge of statistics, to some degree. Let
me talk about that.

Mr. Del George, at least from the brief

discussions I've had with him, has a fair understanding of

statistics. I think when he and others, within Edison,
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developed that program that he probably had some of that in |

the back of his mind, even though he did not go thrcugh the

methodology as a statistician would, to develop that plan.

I think the prudent thing that they did, when

they were finished, when the plan was deveioped -- and I thinﬁ
it's in the report that they did -- that they then went back |
and looked to see if the sampling technigue that they had
devised was basically in general acreement with that
Military Standard 105.

So I don't think statistics were totally out of
it. I think it guided Mr. Del George's thinking to some
degree, and I think he used it after the fact to say
well, our approach and the conservatism we built in is
on the conservative side. And he used Mil Standard 105
as further justification for that, to tell him as an engineer
he was right.

I don't know if I gave you the long way around
or not.

JUDGE COLE: Mr. Hansel, most engineers have
some training in statistics, auv you agree, sir?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

JUDGE COLE: In the employment of engineering

judgment, that doesn't necessarily that statistics is not

included in exercising their judgment?

THE WITNESS: That's right. That's what I was
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trying to say. I'm sure Mr. Del George used some of that
as he went through this engineering judgment.

JUDGE COLE: So the two approaches, the use of
a purely statistical approach, an approach that might be
used involving engineering judgment and whatever tools
an engineer has at his disposal, aren't necessarily much
different, are they?

THE WITNESS: That's riaht.

JUDGE CCLE: Thank you.

BY MR. GALLO:

Q Mr. Hansel, should Commonwealth Edison have
brought an outside contractor into the picture, to conduct
the reinspection of the contractors at the Byron site,
instead of using the contractors that were the subject of
reinspection?

A No. It's always a possibility, but in this
particular case again you had an area that you wanted tc
investigate which was the reinspection of inspector's
previous work. To bring in another contractor, to try
to familiarize him with the drawings and specifications of
the hardware or the plant layout, probably would have caused
more corfusion and most likely would not have given you
reliable results because of their unfamiliarity.

I don't think it was necessary.

Q ¥r. Hansel, in the course of your orofession,

e —————————
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in discharging your day to day duties, as you describe them
in your tgstimony, in working for the company -- I believe
it's ERC, yes, Evaluation Research Corporation -- do you
keep abreast of the studies, reports, and material appearing
in periodicals in the field of Quality Assurance?

A Yes, I do.

Q How do you do that?

A Well, in addition to my job with Evaluation
Research Corporatior, I'm also Fresident of the American
Society for Quality Control. I worked in the society in
the educational area since 1965. So I read extensively in
various journals, magazines. I read as many books as I can
get my hands on and have time to read, which is not a lot.

It's necessary because I also teach and lecture

for the Society and must keep current information.

Q Do you read these journals on a regular basis?
A I read certain ones on a regular basis.

Q Which cnes are those?

A I read Quality Progress, which is published

by ASQC. I read the Journal of Quality Technoloay, which

is published quarterly by ASQC. I also review al) the

material that is published by the Society's technical

committee on standards, both in the U.S. and International.
Q Now these journals that you refer to, do they

carry articles reporting on the studies of individuals, that

e
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Q So if some professional in the quality
assurance ‘area were to write a report based on the study
he performed, and it was published, might it appear in
one of these journals that you referred to?

A Yes. There's a good possibility. Anybody
can submit articles for publication in either the
Quality Progress Magazine or the Journal of Quality
Technology.

0 Are either of these magazines considered to
be peer magazines, like I believe the magazines of some
scientists?

A Yes, I think both of these two I have mentioned
are probably the standard-setters for the United States
in the quality profession.

Q If you wanted to get a study that you performed
published, would you seek one of these two magazines?

A Yes.

Q The type of study I was referring to, that I
failed to specify in my gquestion, was a quality assurance
study.

A Yes.

MR. GALLO: may I have a moment, Your Honor?
(Counsel for Applicant confer.)
MR. GALLO: Your Honor, Mr. Cassel this

morning asked one cuestion with respect to a situation

e ———————————i)
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in Mr. Shewski's testimony involvine PTL and an incident
concernind the override of a third-party inspector's
conclusion or judcment with respect to inspection.

Mr. Hansel was not provided -- he first
indicated that he was not aware of the incident. He was
not provided the documentation by Mr. Cassel, and was then
4sked a question with respect to it.

I would like to have the ooportunity to have
Mr. Hansel look at Mr. Shewski's testimony and the
attachment to it that deals with this subiject, then recall
Fim and ask him whether or not he believes that this is an
example of where a contractor is trying to influence and
override the systen. |

JUDGE SMITH: You mean recall =--

MR. GALLO: Mr. Hansel. Rather than take the
time to give him the documentation now, I would like to
excuse him after the recross and allow him to familiarize
himself with the documentation and then recall him for

that purpose.

JUDGE SMITH: Do you have any objection to that?

MR. CASSEL: No objecticen.

MR. GALLO: I have no further cuestions at
this time.

JUDGE SMITH: Any further questions for

Mr. Hassel?

———




MR. LEWIS: Staff has no further questions.

. MR. CASSEL: Judee, I'm not certain, but could
I just check my notes? I may have one or two.

JUJXGE SMITH: Yes, certainly.

In the meantime, will yocu be ready with your
Sargenty & Lundy panel?

MR. GALLO: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: I have discarded Mr. Leone's
testimony, plus your effort to adapt Branch to Leone and
substitute in its entirety Mr. Branch's testimony.

MR. GALLO: That's fine, Your Honor. That's
what I had intended.

RECROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. CASSEL:

Q Mr. Hansel, when you testified a few moments
ago about the use of statistical techniques after the fact
to show that the selection of the inspectors was adecquate,
were you referring to the sample of inspectors out of
the population of inspectors, as opposed to the sample
of inspections out of the population of inspections in
their various attributes?

A I think that they used a reference back to the

Military Standard to satisfy in their own minds that they

had a sufficient number of inspectors included in the

reinspection proaram.
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MR. CASSEL:

¢+ JUDGE SMITH:

MR. GALLO:
JUDGE SMITH:

MR. GALLO:

No further questions.

Thank you, Mr. Hansel.

(Witness temporarily excused.)

May I proceed?

Yes.

Judge Smith,

at this time,

I would

like to call the next panel of witnesses from Sargent &

Lundy.

I just had a request for five minutes.

we have a short break at this point?

JUDGE SMITH:
MR. GALLO:

(Recess.,)

Certainly.

Thank you.

Could
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JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Lewis has a preliminary matter. i

«MR. LEWIS: Mr. Chairman, two brief items. I |
supplied to the Board just now, and the other varties have
already received copies, but I did provide additional copies
to Ms. Judson, a copy of the July 10, 1984 letter from
Mr. Keppler to Mr. Reed of Commonwealth Edison Company,
enclosing the SALP report covering the period of January
1, 1983 through April 30th, 1984.

This is -~ this is a Board Notification item. But
I do not believe that the judges would yet bave received
their copies through their chain. I am providing it to you
because in an earlier session this week, Mr. Cassel had
indicated that he would be coming back to a motion, at some
time, to you regarding that document and I wanted you to have
it in front of you when you received that motion.

The second item is that on Tuesday, Chairman Smith
discussed on the record the fact that I had provided to the
Board and parties an affidavit of William L. Forney,
formerly Senior Resident Inspector at Byron. At that time,
Mr. Cassel had not yet seen the affidavit and said that he
reserved the right to comment on it after he reviewed it.

And the matter was left there.

I stated that we were providing it for the

purposes of putting the Board and parties on notice of

what might be perceived to be, by some person or nersons,
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a different professional opinion and that was being provided

TR

for that purpose.

It is my understanding that at the close of that
discussion it was up to Mr. Cassel and other pecnle to
identify to the Staff whether or not anything further needed
to be done with respect to this matter. And I would -- the
Staff really needs to be advised, in that regard, as soon !
as possible, since our case in chief will be going on early

next week,

JUDGE SMITH: Well, it was something more than

that, Mr. Lewis. You also were informed that the Board

doesn't really understand the difference between Mr. Forney's
view and Region III, the panel's view.

We had hoped that perhaps Pegion III couléd explain ‘
Mr. Forney's view, if they had discussed it with him.
Counsel for Commonwealth Edison has objected to that approach
and at that point, we urced the parties to figure out an
efficient and reliable means by which any sionificant
difference of views, held by Mr. Forney, could be brought to
the hearing. And aoparently, there has been no proaress
along that line.

MR. LEWIS: Fine, Your Honor. We have not undertaken
== perhaps I'm jumping the gqun a bit on this. I will

discuss it with Mr. Cassel at the break, and Mr. Miller,

whether or not there is some way we can agree to --




JUDGE SMITH: We don't want to pointlessly bring
Mr. Forney to the hearinag, nor anybody, particularly busy
nuclear inspectors who cannot be ingpecting while they are
in the hearing room.

MR. LEWIS: Thank you.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Gallo?

MR. GALLO: Thank you, Judge Smith.

Judge Smith, as a preliminary matter, I will
undertake to summarize the testimony of the four
witnesses on this panel for the benefit of the public and
those in attendance here today.

There has been repeated references, by the
witnesses who have testified already in this proceeding, to
discrepancies that were noted by the reinspectors which
were evaluated by Sargent & Lundy to determine their design
significance.

These witnesses are representative of Sargent
& Lundy and they are here to testify with respect to the
nature of these evaluations and to explain the bases for
their conclusions. And in particular, why none of the
discrepant conditions observed by these various rei-spectors
had design significance.

The first witness is Mr. Richard French and he

is seated behind this post. He has over 36 years of

experience in the electrical engineerine field and he is
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testifyino here today with respect to the discrevancies

evaluated 4n the electrical engineering area, the electrical
engineering construction area, for Hatfield. In other words,
he is addressing, in particular, those discrevancies found

in those attributes which have been labeled as objective
attributes for Hatfield

He explains, in his testimony, the various
evaluation technigues that were used in evaluating these
discrevancies, again, for Hatfield. And he concludes that
based on the evaluation performed by people, by Sargent &
Lundy, and I should noint out that what Mr. French has
done is reviewed the evaluation performed by electrical
engineers in his department and determined them to be
adequate and sufficient, based on his expertise as an
electrical engineer.

And he has concluded that none of the discrepancies
that he evaluated, involving the objective attributes for
Hatfield Electric Company, had design significance. And he
also concludes that the Hatfield work performed in the area
covered by the attributes, that he evaluated, is adeguate.

The second witness, who is seated at the other
end of the table with the blue shirt is Mr. Branch. Mr.
Branch has over 29 years of experience as a mechanical
engineer. Mr. Branch is a supervisor in the mechanical

engineering department of Sargent & Lundy and he is a member
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of the ASME code ¢ mittee, the provisions of which are
pertinent o his testimony because they were used w.th
respect to the evoluation of certain welds and certain
pive discrepancies.

His testimony deals with weld defects observed
by these reinspectors for the Hunter Corporation. That is,
these were welds that were produced by welders employed by
the Hunter Corporation. And these are the welds, in
particular, that are covered by the ASME code, as
distinguished from welds produced by Hunter welders under
the AWS code. He covers just the welds that were determined
to be discrepant in the ASME area.

Mr. Branch also addresses those attributes which
have been characterized as objective attributes for the
Hunter Corporation. And he testifies with respect to the
evaluations of those discrepant conditions observed by the
reinspectors for the Hunter Corporation attr butes, under
the category called objective.

Mr. Branch is in a unigue position because he
was drafted late as a witness, after the testimony had already
been prepared by Mr. Leone. Mr. Branch has reviewed Mr. Leone
testimony and he has adooted it as his own and he is
testifyina, with respect to this testimony, as his own
testimony today.

Mr. Branch also concludes, with respect to the

' s
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discrepancies evaluated by him that none have design

2 significamce and that, indeed, the Hunter work reoresented
3 by those evaluations is adequate.

4 The third member of this triloay is Mr. McLaughlin,
5 who is seated in the middle of the table. Mr. McLaughlin

6| has over 22 years as a structural engineer and is presently

in charge of the Sargent & Lundy structural engineering

8 department. Mr. McLaughlin has evaluated a sample of

9 Hatfield welds which were determined to be discrepant by

10 the reinspector. These welds deal with welds produced

H by Hatfield welders under the AWS code.

Mr. McLaughlin also addresses, in his testimony,

13 discrepant welds produced by Hatfield -- I'm sorry, produced
. 14 by Hunter, under the AWS code. So his testimony addresses

15 weld defects for both Hatfield and Hunter, which are

6 covered by the AWS code. That is shorthand for the American

17 Welding Society code.

18 Mr. McLaughlin concludes that, based on the
avaluations performed -- in the case of Hunter, 100 percent
20 evaluation, in the case of Hatfield, a sample of the
2 discrepant welds observed by the reinspectors, that none have
22 | design sionificance. He concludes that the reinspe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>