"~ r
G\JDFREY & .A\n\{ES CTLVPT QC?( jp TN
e, L - LAY

TIFIED S -
ED SHORTHAND REPOR

8507150360 820703
PDR  ADOCHK Of)(‘»Ogg

A

Arl
R



LI N N B N B N I B N DR JEE IR JEE DNE DN DNE U DR TR N DR EE TN R TR T ]

NRC/TUGCO MEETING

LR I I N I N DR N I N B N R R R R R IEE IR DN TR D N R T R T T

APPEARANCES:

NRC:

Vince Noonan
Larry Chandler
Robert BSosnak
Larry Shao

Jose Calve
Angelos Marinos
Jim Milhoan
Charlie Trammell
Howard Hunter

TENERA CORPORATION:
John Guilbert
Howard Levin

STONE AND WEBSTER:
Jonn Hansel

Ed Siskin

Cris Mortgat
Martin Jones

TUGCO:

William Counsil
Jonn W. Beck
Jonn Marshal
Fred Madagen

CASE:

Jerry Lee Ellis
Dr. David H., Boltz
Fred W. Beck

TELADYNE:
Jim Mollonson
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MEETING HELD before Jayne Ames, a CSR, and MNotary Publie, in

Forrlnt County for the State of Texas, on the 14th day of June,

1985, beginning at 8:00 a.m,, at the Snheraton Hotel, 1500 3Stadium

Drive East, Arlington, Texas.
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SECOND DAY

June 14, 1935

PROCEEDINGS

MR. NOONAN: We would like to go anead ana start

tnis meeting tnis morning. Tnis 1is tne secona day of
the utilities presentation to the NRC on tne prozraa.
And I don't have any comments, other tnan people piLease
speak up when they identify tnemselves, sc tne recorder
can write down their names and so forta. With tnat,
i'll turn it over to you, Jonn.

MR. BECK: Thank you, Vince. If I could nave tne
first slide, give you an outline of wnat we're going to
be covering today in the presentation on tue desizn
adequacy program, We will have an intro that wil. give
@ 300d solid background and outliline the progran
structure and the organization.

We're going to spend a considerable amount of time
On Metnodology sSo tnat it's c.ear the approacn tnat's
deing taken in all tne areas. | zZuarantee tnat we wiil
get to the pottom line of understanding and gea.in: witn
root cause and generic implications, wnetner tney mnay
lie or whether tney may lLead us.

And we're 30ing Lo spenc procaocly na.t tne

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPURTLING
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presentation in that neignbornood talking aooul tne
specific discipline reviews that will give a
demonstration clearly of now the methodologies appiy.

Howard Levin is going to be the cnief spokesman.

He will be assisted by othners who will be introducec
later. Howard, as you recall from our discussions
yesterday, has been a review team leader tUo date on tne
issues, specific TRT questions, several structural and
mechanical.

When in February we adopted the policy of covering
all outstanding issues under the CPRT umbrella for tne
Comanche Peak project, the SRT, at Mr. Spence's
direction, with regard to undertaking tnose Tas«<s, SNOWS
Howard Levin the nead of the design adequacy effort,.
That effort nas been under development and evoliving
since tnat time.

For those who aren't familiar with fiowar:
background, Howard has an MS in structural engineering
and a BS in civil from Massachusetts Institite of
Technoiogy. He's got over 13 years oI total enzineerin:
experience, 11 of whicn are in nuclear power. Arcnitect

engineer with the NRC staff, and 4 years in tne

“
O
ot
>
O
3

c¢onsulting business, focusing primarily on constru

and design verification.
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flowara's a vice presicdent witn tne [en
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of Tenera Corpor
further ado, How
to be a nice lon
MR. SHAO:
MR. BE&K:
going to be one
MR. SHAO:
involved, you na

BNC , piping and

ation Nuclear Suosidiary. Ang
ard, the mike is ycurs, and 1it'
g day, I'm sure.

I have one question nere.

I'm glad to near, Larry, tnere'
today. But now is a good time
Yean. On the discipline tnat's

ve mechanical assistant, electr

supports, ¢ivil, structural,

5

wltnout

S Z0ing

S only

to stare.

icas,

sut 1

don't see any of the mechanical components like pumps

and valves, Is
MR, BECK:

And Howard will

there are going
MR. SHAO:
MR. BECK:
MR. LEVIN:
4R, SHAO:
MR. LEVIN:
MR. SHAQ:

MR. LEVIN:

that an oversight nere or --
It's not an oversight. It's in
get to it later this afternoon.
to oe lcts of pumps and valves
But 1t's included?
Yes, sir.

It's in the =-

Including systems and component
That's correct.
Okay.

Okay. As Jonn has indicated,

ciluded.

And

ilnvolved.

87

sur

presentation today is segmented to tnree secticns. ine

first peing intr

tnat.

in this por

oduction, and wiil oe running

tion of the presentation, f['a 1li
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Frésent some background on the evolution of events tnat
brought us here and has led Lo the creation of tne
design adequacy program,

The charge that John referred to by Texas Utilities
Management in terms of our'goals and objectives, and
given these responsibilities, how we are prepared to
éxecute. In the process I plan to briefly identify tne
issues and their Sources, the functional elements of cur
program thnat will direct -- that will be responsive to
these issues, our organization personnel and thne roles
of our people and the project.

Okay, As many of you are aware, 1ssues nave peen
raised by various external Sources tnat are design
related. Tne source of these issues include the
independent assessment program; the NRC ASOB licensing
proceedings; the NRC's staff's licensing review 1tself,
including the TRT work; SIT; and SSER 's, as well as tne
NRC inspection program, wnicn includes Region 4
activities and CAT.

As mentioned, in view of these outstancing issues,
TUGCO nas charged tne CPRT wWltn responsibility for
gevelcpment and implementation of a2 progran tnat wili

address and resolve all identified issues.

W
L

However, for ennanced confidence, TUGCO

eéxpanded that charge to inciude responsibiiity for
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insuring tnat there are no undetected safety 1ssues.

MR. CHANDLER: Howard, let me may at tnis point ask
you. Thnis is Larry Chandler. You used the wocrgd
"resolved”, while ago, identified issues. Could you
define how you're using the term "resclive"?

MR. LEVIN: By resolved =-- I really have to address
that in two segments. We nave responsibility for
capturing the issues, reviewing them, assessing tne:ir
significance. And where issues are identified, tnat in
particular, that may nave safety significance, or wnere
there may be deviations from commitments. e have a
responsibility to bring those to tne attention of TUGCO.

And oftentimes, particularly if there are
deficiencies, some corrective action may be required.

So the resolution, is a processing that oftentimes
includes our identification of an issue and gefiniticn
of an issue. But when it comes to corrective action,
the total course of resoluticn will undoubted.y, tnrougn
effort on the part of TUGCO, and in many cases, as you
will be evident through our presentation, you wWill see
how we will be involved in the verification of tnat
resolution wnere they have responsibilities.

MR. CHANDLER: If a corrective action i1s taken on
the basis of one of your recommendations, do ycu taen

follow=-up on the same issue, Or 1s tnat stiil left with

GODFReY & AMES COURT &
Metro 469-0100, (2817)
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the project?

MR. BECK: Larry, if I can say my piece on that
issue. It's a responsibility of CPRT, as Howard said,
to identify, and in cases of wnhere necessary, reccnurnend
resolution of an issue.

The responsibility for execution of thne
resolution, 1f ycu will, is clearly that of the owner,
TUGCO. It's the further responsibility of CPRT to
agree that that resolution will in fact resolve tne
question. So it's a matter of identification, passage
of that recommendation through the SRT and TUGCO
management, to see that it nappens.

MR. CHANDLER: Does the CPRT though, tnen go back,
after corrective aation has been taken, to, in a sense,
verify that that action recommended nas been properly
implemented?

MR. BECK: Tne program, as it's set up rignt now,
does not include a =- an audit of implementation oy
CPRT per se, but it will be very clear wnat tneir
resolution path is. 1t will also be very clesr taat
TUGCO has tnat responsibility. It's a process tuat
takes place exactliy as I have described it.

Obviously, CPRT is not in tne implementation of tae
corrective direction.,

HR. CaAHDLER: That helps.

GODFREY & AMES COURT HEZPORTILG
Metro 409-0100, (817) 460=-20405
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MR. LEVIN: The goal of the design adequacy proiranm
is to provide reasonable assurance that safety
significant design deficiencies have been detected ana
resolved.

And with this goal, I think we all may asx the
question, you know, just what about the unknown? I
personally consider this to be tne mcst important
challenge before us in terms of meeting that goal.

And we have developed, and you will nave some
understanding of our program that will in fact address,
not only those issues tnat are on the table, put tnose
issues that we may not know about today.

I guess it's conceptually easier to deal witn
issues on the table. I think in ail cases, that I'm
aware of, engineering solutions are available.

MR. BOSNAX: Howard. This is Boo Bosnak, NRC.
Yesteraay we spent, I don't know if you heard, we spent
quite a bit of time discussing licensing commitments and
their rcle, visavis safety significance. And I wou.ic

nhocpe that this would include tne licensing commitment

(e
-

If they to nave to be revised, tnat wouida be part
of their goal, to include tnose and seek resolution wito

the staff.,

ifRe LEVING

-

'll be getting 1nto tnat 1n a nonenc.

de nave some objectives tnat mizht serve 3upport == tnat

GODFREY & AME
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support this goal, and we'll De getting directly into
that., I agrea, Bob. Your point is well taken.

MR. éHANDLER: Howard, I'm sorry. Before you move
on, I asked both John Beck and Jonn Hansen, yesterday,
for tneir defini;ion of tne term safety significance.
Could you tell me how you nave defined tne term for your
purposes?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I'll give you =-- yean, an
engineer's definition of that. And fundamenta..y wnat
we're talking about is the ability of a system or
component or structure to meet its intendec safety
function.

MR, CHANDLER: All right.

HR.‘LEVIN: Just for Bob's question, I acdresS
1ssues that are on tne table, and in fact tnat, there 1is
a road map for addressing those. And enzineering
solutions are available, and you will hear some of tne
initiatives that are associated with tnat.

But getting back to the question of unknown tfor

m

moment, the initiatives that are requireag to addrecss
that question, require a comcination of botn
explioratory, and sometimes investigative type of wWork.

And as part of tnis presentation, you will de nearing

about a particular functional element of our prozram

that will nelp address tnat gquesticn.

REPORTLIG

T
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MR. CALVO: Excuse me. I thought yesterday was our
perception that the goal for the construction adequacy
review and th; S8nate adequacy review was, when you
finished with i1t, you had reasonable assurance taat you
nad quality 1in tbe design and quality in the
construction. ‘

And you may be trying to say tnat in here, but it
doesn't quite come thnrougn with your goal. You could
nave found safety significance deficiencies. But
suppose you had not found anything, and everytning is
all right, you still have got to reacn that conclusion,
that you nave the same quality in Comanche Peak as in
the electrical station; is that correct? Is this waat
you have in mind? . ‘

MR. LEVIN: Absolutely.

MR. CALVO: It doesn't come througn, then, in tnat,

MR. MILHOAN: Jim Milnoan. Your definition of
safety signifi-ance apout 2 system beinz unable to
perform its safet; function is a ratner high tnresnold.
Are you considering failure of components to perform
tneir safety function?

MR. LEVIN: Absoluteiy, Jim. If it didn't cone
across, 1 really prefer to the abiliity of systemns,
components, or structures. So it's not sucn a oroau

definition.

i

GoD
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For example, it's not one that includes
consideration of -« for example, let's say there is a
deficiency in one train tnat ﬁay make that train
unavailable. We're not going to rely on the otner train
or a3 diverse system, okay, as part of that definition.
Okay. So it gets down to a much more local level, to
the component level, in some cases, wnere tnat's
important.

MR. MILHOAN: WYhile you're concentrating on
hardware, and I agree with your statements tnere,
there's also programmatic deficiencies, sucn as failure
tc implement FSAR commitments, or figure to update ==
maintain and update an FSAR. Will tnat be included in
the safety significant category, or ho; are you
resolving the programmatic issues as related to safeuy
significance?

MR. LEVIN: Basically, we'll be getting into this
in a moment, but there are tnree segments to our
program. One of which is our programmatic and generic
implications evaluaticn. And it's a one of taree
principa. elements in the program, and I wili ce
addressing tnat in some detail. Okay.

Qur goal nas led to tne develcpment of & 1ist of
objectives., As I alluded to earlier, wnen wWe were .o

the development phase of our progran, tiere were g.2ar.ly

GODFREY & AHES COURT RE
letro 4690100, (&17) 4
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two aspects that we had to address. One, our program
had to address all external source identified issues.
And, two, it had to be develcped in sucn a w;y tnat we
nad reasonable assurance of cetecting significant issues
tnat are presently unidentified.

Importantly, our prcgram required the investigation
of root cause of safety significant deficiencies, as
well as generic implications that Jim Milhoan just
alluded to.

Bob, the point you brought up, the program also
includes an assessment, tne compliance to licensing
commitments.,

Getting oack to safety significance again, we
indicate here, we will assess it, That is, its == tne‘
ability of cystems, components, and structures to neet
their performance requirements.

And we will pe lcoking from the standpoint of
deviation from commitments and deviations tnat may bpe

identified with respect to existing issues, And others

tnat may be identified during tne course of tne rrosram,

L

It goes without saying that any signi
deficiencies will be corrected. That's an ocbjective,
dowever, we will also trena deviations from
licensings commitments., And we wilil ce gescrioing how

we're joing to do tnat. A deviation means sonetnLn

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
letro 4093-6100, (217) 450Q0.2044
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less significant than a deficiency.

And tnis really gets back to how we plan to do our
business. But it will be evident that we plan to
address many of these issues in an integrated manner and
try to understand the meaning of the issues as a wnocle.

I mentioned that there are three functional
elements to the program. Tne first ceing the externa.
source issues, evaluation and resolution. Those are tne
issues that are derived from the sources tnat I
mentioned earlier.

Secondly, self-initiated evaluation, wnican 1s very
analgous to John Hansel's discussion in tne construction
program, wnere the emphasis of that program is
addressing some of these potentially unknown issues, as
well as providing additional confidence.

And lastly, the root cause and generic implications
programs. Now we have structured our progzran alcng
discipline lines, because we're going to be drawirg
conclusicns on tnat pasis. And with any of tnese
disciplines, there are tnese three functicnal e.ements,

MR. HCONAill: Howard, I nave 30t to as<x you a
question first. One tning, we were ta.l<inz about :ne
external sources, and I aidn't near a wWorc saig asout
the CYGHIA language, what all CYGUA nas done.

CuT

ulle LEVING I referred to tnhe indepencent

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPOR
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assessment program. Yean. But it certainly includes
that work.

MR. NOONAN: I guess my question is, this CYGHA nas
done four pnases, what's known as the four pnases. When
do you expect to receive the fourth phase ana put tnis
in the program?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I will nave to defer tne timing
aspect of your question to John. But I will ccate
categorically that a significant amount of infermation
nas been folded into this program, okay, .n the way of
generic issues that they have identified, and tnrougn
letters, as well as their open issues lists.

And also information that's been communicated to
us. For example, our meeting in.San Francisco scmetime
back. So that information nas been captured and nas leg
to the development of certain tecannical aspects of tne
program.

AR. NOOKAN: Before you answer, let me address my
questicn again. CYGNA has, I said befcre, done pnases.
Wnen you're done with all tnat, is CYGIA going o oe
afforded tne c¢pportunity to see wnether or not pgarts
that tney nave identified and implemented, w.lli tasy e
involved in tnat process?

-

CK: Tne answer is yes., As I indicated

MR. 3

4]

yesterday, any issue CYGHA as raised tnat i1s unreso.ved

- -~

"™ ot nY

.  §- S albvy
-

'
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in their mind will be resolved by tne CPRT effort. e
are going to provide CYGIA <« tney have -- et me pack
up a little bit.

We asked tnem a couple of months ago to please
provide us, in lieu of the fourth phase final report,
which they're not prepared produce at that time, a
listing of all concerns that thney have identifiec
throughout all phases of their effort, whicn tney did.

That list of concerns and identified findings nas
been gone over with a fine tootned comd by the design
adequacy following under CPRT, and factored into tne
program plan,

We're going to provide shortly, after publication
and dis;ribution of the program plan, a road map Snou1n5
where eacn CYGCNA identified issue i3 treated witnin tne
program plan and the specific action plans.

And we nave asked CYGNA to iterate witn tae CPal ¢n
the identified resolution path, and to satisfy
themselves tnat the resolution we have identifiead wii.
resolve any of tne issues they put on the tabdle. 350 in
that context, we will nave treated everytning tnat's
come from tnat program,.

MR, NOONAMN: Has CYGNA given you a date wnen they
wiil present tnis?

T

Ake 8ECK: ¢ publiish their fcurth puanase reporc?

CODFREY & AUES COURT REPOR
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think it will be only appropriate that they ho.c off

publication until they have looked at our program plan,
and we have }one through this reiteration. So it wiil
stand as a complete document.

MR. SHAO: Will CYGNA give you the root causes of
the problems tney =-=-

MR, BECK: CYGHA will have made sorne cocmments azout
root cause of the problem. But we in CPRT are not
relying on CYGiA's effort in that respect.

We're going to do cur cown root cause and generic
implications evaluation, and treat every one of tne
CYGHA issues witnin tnat overall context. It would be
premature for us to rely on root cause identification oy
CYGNA, simply because ;f the scope of tne effort tnat
they did. I certainly won't ignore anytning that tney
might ==

MR. NOONAN: Not necessarily my point. But it
would probably be nelpful if they nad indicaticn of root
cause, if they could identify them.

MR. BECK: Sure.

MR, MOLLONSON: My name is Jim Molilensen. I'm wita
Teladyne., DBack to your cbjective. i don't find any
records to what tne quality assurance aspect, eitner tne
identification of the quaiity assurance criteria, ov

compliance witn QA requ.rements.

GODFREY & A!NES COURT REPORTING
lletro 4690100, (S17) H430-20u4¢
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I realize that can be picked up in tne root cause
of the defect, but I would suggest that the guality
assurance aspects of your r;view would be addes to tane
objectives.

Now, 1f you address this somewnere else in tne
program, i1t may be more appropriate someplace el.se in
the program, but tanat certainly is one oojectives we
view.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. You are correct in identifying
that it's through the root cause and zeneric
implications aspect of our program that, if tnere are
programs, whether they be quality programs or whatever,
that recommencations from approval of those prograns
would involve that activity. .

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, I was assuming waen you were
talking aoout licensing commitments, you were not on.iy
talking about on your previous slide about trending
deviations from licensing commnitments, not on.y are
nardware commitments, but the commitments of tne Qquality
assurance program to implementation of the ANSL 45.2,11
standard of QA requirements for design.

In other words, the trendinz, for exanple, of
documentation of engineering judgment or the lacik of
documentation of engineering judgments, tnat type cof

commituents would de trendeq aiLso.

.o
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MR. LEVIN: That's correct. Okay. If we can ;et
back to these elements from our progran, now will de
configured from an organization point of vi;w to
execute., This is a slide of ocur organizaticnal chart,
and I'd like to identify the key components and
individuals that are assisting me.

The first is Frank Dougherty, who is serving in tne
capacity as design adequacy manager. And Fran< nas a M3
in nuclear engineering and 16 years of nuclear power
industry experience. Twenty years with an AE and desizn
consultant experience. He's a past member of AS 50
Gyphene. Currently a menber .of AlS 3 on reactor
operations.

Frank was involved managing in the design aspect;
of the review in the Midland independent desizn and
construction verification program. And ne brings Wwitn
nim a significant amount of experience in desizn, as
well as design control.

Serving in the pcsition of construction gquality
interface manager is Dr. Jonn Honecamp. Jonn's
responsibilities include interfacing witn tne
construction aspects of the CPRT program. Tnat
interface being wWwitn the work tnat Joan Hanse. 1is
doing. t's an on site interface.

Principal responsibilities include interfacin, w.sSi

GODFREY & AVES COURT RePORTILG
Metre 469-0100, (517) 480204
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the site safety evaluation group; werk where tnat zroup
1s working under Jonn Hansel in evaluating construction
deficiencies tnat he may uncover.

And in view of the fact that tnose deficiencies
need to be evaluated from tne standpoint of desizn
implications, a very strong interface is required. Aand
Jonn Honecamp is responsible for insuring that tnat
information gets back to the design adequacy team such
that tne collective significance of tnat can oe incluged
in an i1ntegrated sense with everythinig else that evo.ves
from the program.

John has a PhD. in chemical engineering, and over
25 years of engineering experience. He nas 9 years of
experience in fuel and design startup operations, 11 in
nuclear reactor research and development, 5 years witn
the utility. And in tnat capacity was deeply involved
in the design and constructicon verification of tne
recent -~ recently licensed facility.

And in tne past two years, has been in the
consuliting world, participating in management and
tecnnical assessmentments tnat are mucn like tne one we
nave nere,

AR, BOSHAX: Howard, wili ne nave any ro.e in root
cause, or will tnat pe in one of tae oLner blocrs?

MR, LEVIY: Glkay. e == [ Was about resdy ¢ zeé:

wODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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to the individual tnat has tnat responsibility. As far
as root cause, Bob, that's =« everyone has tnat
responsibility. I want to say that that is =« tpat
extends throughout the program,

However, okay, there is a focus in dealing witn
that. And that comes in our programmatic engineering
implications program. We have a manager for tnat
program., So it's really -~ that focus occurs in that
box. And that box is led by Ed Blackwoed, whom ['m
about to introduce.

MR. BOSNAK: I wondered whetner or not tnat d.d
include root cause. That's wny I put a question mark by
that box. But yesterday when we talked witn Jonn
Hansel, there was tne interface witn QA and design, and
somenow or otner I nope we're going to cover tnat
interface, where we can determine how root cause is
going to be here.

MR. LEVIN: Root cause is sometning tnhat oy
necessity -- see, the generic implications progranm was
¢created to provide an umbrelia, okay. And oftentimes
the root cause nas a very important input 1nto 3ssessin:
the generic implications of a problienm. But rogt cause
oftentimes gets down to a very, very technical leve.,
O<ay. And it's pcest dealt witn, okay, oy tne people

that are doing those evaluations, oci:ay.

GODFRZY & AMES COURT REPORT.LGC
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The focus for insuring that tnose ruot causes don't
have generic implications and going througn tnat is a
Systematic way, okay, 1s provided in this one element on
the program,

MR. BOSNAK: But root cause may also be very
generic and very sweeping across the whole --

MR. LEVIN: And that's wany there's a focus for
bringing all these various locals 1nto one place.

MR, SHAO: Howard. Yesterday, wnen John Hanzen
made a presentation, I didn't see in a lot of soe-calied
concrete QA/QC problems., They are identified in our
SSER, and Jonn Hansen said it will be nandled oy Howard
Levin on the so-called structure QA/QC. But I aon': see
any organization here to handle tnis compound.

MR. LEVIN: Ckay. That actually == Larry =« toe ==
as I indicated, one interface in my descripticn of tue
role tnat John Honecamp had with tne construction
quality interface. That's one interface witn Joan

Hansel., I described that role.

T
@

Another very important interface is one. Ana
second principal interface with nim is tnrough tne
programmatic and generic implications. and tnat
coordinator, Ed Blackwood, has responsidility for
cutting across our -~ the responsibilities of review

team leaders, okay. And most importantly into Jonn,

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORT.IG
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And particularly where there are QA or QC implications
of what we found. So it oceurs in two locations.

MR. SHAO: But who would do tne structure QA/QC,
you or Jonn?

MR. LEVIN: It -- both. We have structural
reviewers that are involved dealing with issues in sone
cases, and in other cases doing tne selte-initiateaq
reviews, okay, which are more. We'll get to that in a
moment.

But there are more design verifications oriented in
an additional sense with going forward and reviewing
selected areas.

And if thnrough their activities, okay, there are
root causes identified or not idertified, but susgected,
and there 1s a need for fyrthner evaluation in vae
program or process, that gets communicated to Jonn. And
John has a responsioility for evaluation of tnose

problens.

MR. SHAO: But right after John's view, doesn's

have any structure QA/QC.

MR, HAHNSEL: Do you want me to aidress tnat? Jonn
Hansel, CPRT, We will investizate al. GA/QC izsues
regarcless of where they're at, Larry., Several

structural, mechanical, electrica., [iC. e nave

broken them down, specifically, by

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
detro 409«6100, (017) 450«2043




24

Anytning that we have that indicates a concern or
an issue of QA/QC regardless of wnere it comes fron,
whicnh discipline, we will investigate. low we may find
Some issues in our reviews.

Howard's people and his teams may well also
identify concerns and 1ssues that looks like it's a
process problem, a procedure prob.em, a craft problen,
inspector problem, and they will send those to me and I
will look at it from a QA/QC standpoint. However, mage
certain that the design process is proper.

MR, LEVIN: And the principal flow point, Joann, to

you, 1s through this generic implications box. And £d

Blackwood has that responsibility for - it's assuring

that that's a very stong ==

MR. NOONAN: Let me pick up on this. We will nave
a lot of questions about QA and on who is doing wnat.
There's tnree areas that we need to make sure we fuily
understand.

Tne interface with John Hansel. Tne Stone ana
vepbster, now tnat interface because =« QoLn my
viewpolints, opoth the Hanse. work and tne 3tone
Webster work, their starting points nave tc be
It seems to me you're tne one tuat's goini to getermine
that; 1is that correct? Is the design == 22

drawing wnatever the program 1287
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S0 those starting points nave to pe corrected.
Seems to me you have to be out in front. Is that tne
way it's going? I'm just .pasing questions.

But yesterday there was a lot of questions ¢n tne
QA, wno is looking at QA, and I think they're stil.
doing it today.

“R. LEVIN: Clearly, Vince, you're correct in
observing that what -- where Jonn starts and where [
end, S0 to speak, they have to be reconciled. I don't
think that's a necessary impediment to initiate the
program and find reasons.

Fundamentally, what I'm trying to do i3 verify tue
adequacy of the design outputs. And those outputs are,
typically, in the form of drawings and specificaticens.

On the other hand, Jonn takes those drawings and
specifications and is attempting to determine wnetner
Or not the piant was constructed in accordance witn
those.

S0 we can start our evaluation, low il someta.ng
cnanges in the design, 1t goes without saying, tanas
where - anc that's useful in assessing, You Know, Ao
well tne project did in, let's say, constructing to
these drawings, or how well tney did in arriving a:
tnose drawings. |

However, in te~ms of tinal desizn adequacy, i
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something changes, a drawing, sometning part of tne
evaluation is modified to a drawing change, or
specification change occurs, obviously, and often times
that occurs, or may be some modifications associated
with that to bring the constructed facility 1in
conformance, then John is going to have to verify tnat,
in fact, tnose are congruent. But I don't thnink it's &
necessary impediment, lcgistically, in starting toe
program.

MR. CHANDLER: So if I understand tne interface
here, if you're tracking a design problem wnicn nas
construction implications, tnat moves over to Joan.

Likewise, if Jonn is doing somethirg waien
identifies a construction problem, it's moved over to
70U, to the design side, s0 that the process soesn't et
lest., You would also pick up on tne design potential
question, anyway, to assure that, or to determine
wnetner, tnere was a design associaced problew tnat Led
Lo the construction problenm tnat he's identifieg.

MR. LEVIN: That's absolutely correct, Larry. aAna
I will be showing you some of tne lLozic for tuat,

MR. MARINOS: Howard, am I understanding tnat your
individual reviewers will have dual responsidi.ities?
hamely, they will ascertain tne guality of tne desi:n.

And at tne same time, Keeping track of tne gud.ity

GODFREY & AHES COURT REZPOATL.C
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assurance Oor the design process that is used .r order to

decide wnetner the process is correct?

It is one thing to determine that tne final proguct.

is correct. And another one to decide whetner tne
process used was the appropriate process. So now are
you going to d;tcrmlno two of == both of those elements
in the «- 1n your detailed review?

MR, LEVIN: Okay. The most important prob.em i3
verifying the quality of the end products of that
process. But it's also important tnat if those
processes or programs nad witnesses, that they be
corrected, witn regard to ongoing processes, oxkay. Anc
it's == the way we will determine that is tarouygn the
generic implications evaluation process that I wil. oe
describing. So if we could get back to that.

MR. MARINOS: What my question 18, is this
individual, will be in charge with the responsidiiity to
flag that there is a design process problem in gpite of
the fact tnat the product is correct?

MR, LEVIK: Absolutely.

MR. MARINOS: So tnis man tnat ycu have assiinesd .n
a4 particular area, he will be qualified to do botu? An
engineer doeés not necessarily nave both capaoiliities, ar
i3 mindfuli of, or assess the same siisnificance to

quality.

GODFRZY & AMES COURT REP
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MR. LEVIN: The way .- occurs, that engineers
witnin their discipline, okay, will be identifyingz tnose
potential witnesses. But -- and wnere tnere seens to bHe
somethning, you know, a systematic problem, possioly,
Okay, that will be getting evaluated, you know, in tae
generic implications thing.

But wnere there 1s a need to review a spec.fic
program from the standpoint of looking at it on paper
and selecting implementation, okay, that is the
responsibility of John Hansen. When tnose needs are
identified, thneir request is sent for nim to get
involved.

MR. MARINOS: Well, the individual reviewer w.l. bDe
totally fcufliar with the N-45 211 process.

MR. LEVIN: Absolutely. And I wil. be descrioing
our metnodology which parallels that process 100
percent,

MR. MARINOS: Parallels it througn another process?

MR, LEVIN: Througn tne 211 process.

MR. MARIKOS: Otner individuals wilil follow tnat
process, yoh say?

MR. LEVIN: Thnat's in the program, If [ could set
pack ==

dR. CALVO: My turn., Tre foundation of tna

construction adequacy review, tne wno.e Lnin

ot
{ (}]
L
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depends on this population == By the == to population
areas. And then we're going to select some sanple
populaticns, and we're going to apply to eacn populaticn
different attributes.

You haven't quite yet got to the foundation of your
program. But I'm looking at the interface from your
program with that foundation. Ycu're going to se
designed review and you also have some walkdowns.

How you decided adequacy review? How your
walkdowns, when you get into the construction? Somehow
i1s 1t going to interface with the concept of popusation
areas on tne plant., Are you =- going to be a

coincidence tnat the same walxkdowns you had, it may

affect certain areas, certain systems, that you

selected? Or will the systems that slow out the
shutdown systems? How are you going to interface witn
tne, say, construction adequacy review? Will You review
the interfaces?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. 1In several cases we snticipate
tnat tnose walkdowns may be done with teams tnat inc.ude
ootn quality peop.e as well as engineering. L taind
it's important to differentiate the fact that John i3
looking for sometning a littie Dit different taan snac
we're looking for.

MR. CALVO: Are you 30inz to tace credit tar

GODFRZY & AMES COURT REPOATIUNG
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sometning Jonhm has done, or are you going to go
independent with what Jonn nhas done? Suppose Jonn
selected a population on a certain system? You can
oonroi. if you want to.

MR, LEVIN: I'm sorry?

MR. CALVO: Suppose you go == whatever system you
select, whatever task you selected, and you come bdacy %0
the construction to the walkdown, and you found out thas
Jonn Hansel already covered that area, are you going %o
cover it too, Or are you going to pick up a differenc
area?

If you don't know the answer, you can think asout
it., But it «= I think it's an important interface.
There snould be some way to address it.

MR. LEVIN: Jose, the answer varies from time %o
time., It largely -- tney're independent, and it zets
Pack to the fact that I am trying to confirm, oxkay, tae
adequacy of the design as reflected on drawings and
specs. Okay. Tnat's my goal.

And Jonn 18 starting fron tnere. Oftentimes winen
it 1s done togetner, it's because of efficiency in
execution., And tnere -« that may be a princ.gal reassn
from Lime tOo time,

MRs CALVO: Yean., But it can nave advintaiges ans

disadvanctages. Iff Jorn Hansen does sonetaing anu finus

~ s .
Wwils S v
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everytning okay, and you go back and do something e.se,
and still find something wrong, you Aava 4ot to
reconcile the difference, or you say, "I aon't nave to
do this in tne walkdown, because Jonn Hansen nas done
it. Thnerefore ne did the same thiig I was going to o
anyway," and take credit.

Or you say, "Il don't care wnat Jonn Hansen rnas
done. I'm going to do anytning else irregar<i.ess of
what po's done."

MR. LEVIN: John =« we're doing d:{rereat tnings,
okay. I differentiate between a QC or QC imsgvection,
okay, in an engineerin, walkdown.

A QC inspection, okay, goes out with tne precgefinea
set of attributes that =-- and criteria for an
inspection,

Oftentimes, 1t's a black/white kind of process,
okay., It is either in conformance or it is not, ang
that's indicated irn tnat inspection procecss.

On the otner nand, wnen we d¢ en ineering
walkdowns, we're lcocoking for sometining a little 5.t
different, okay. Principal differences, tne en .nss2: 3
are going out to typically to understand, for exanp.e,
pnysical ovenavior of a system, YyOu XNowW, L0004 at now
At'S constructed, now vyu +O0uld expect it Lo Denave,

sucn tnat thast 18 input into a desin evaludsisn

VODFREY & ANMES COURT HEPORATILVG
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process.

Judgments are being made, engineering judzments in
that process, tnat are not typically made in a
construction quality inspection.

MR. MARINOS: Such as what? Would you zive us an
example of what you mean by that?

MR, LEVIN: Okay. For example, one of tne issues
Lnat nas been -~ one of tne needs that nas deen
identified, nas bDeen to reconcile the odenavior of pipe
supports in tne plant, ;hat which nas peen assumed in
the piping analysis.

A part of tnat activity, okay, includes goinz cut
in the field and understanding, getting better paysica.
understanding, of now we expect those to respond. Tunat
is an engineering type of an activity, as opposed t2
Jonn Hansen, where ne says, "I have 0t to 3Z0 Qut there
and look at welds and size of the wela, maybe an
important attrioute."

de's simply going to gauge it and record wnat Lie
found, okay.

Trhere's not the same type of judinient in tnas

process. it's a different process.

MR, CALVC: I don't uncerstand., L& tnat a.i tne
Judgments tnat you do?7 The desi:n Lo ve gonvertec Lnuwd
Qravwin éy Ind Lnose drawings are used to geser..ng oot

GODFREY <« AllE
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the desizn has been -~ adequate? I gon't see wnat

>
w

the difference -- what you do in a walkdown, and [ aon't:

4

see tne difference what John Hansen nas done. Ana I
don't see wnat John Hansen lacks in tnis and cannot do
wnat you do. If ne lacks the expertise, I don't see wany
he's going to tell you tne design deficiency that ne's
found out, to send back to you to be takinz care of it.
Is there somenow you cannot answer the gquestion?

MR. MARINOS: I can see an example of walkcown
confirmation, a two over one seismic Kind of == tTnat
might be something that you would look at. But
supports, I don't know. And I'm not a supports expert,
but I don't know how to assess =- well, I was noping
that you would give me something ==

MR. LEVIN: A walkdown falls into tnat same
category, and may have even been a better examp.le.

MR, MARINCS: OCr nign enerzgy .ine interference,.

MR. LEVIN: I tanink maybe another way to loos at it
is the engineering walkdown is attempting to cenfirm tne
adequacy of cesign. JWhereas tne construction inspectian
it LY try to determine the quality of essentiaily the
craft's work. And those are two separate tuinis.

MR. CALVO: Wnen you're taliking about tae aceguacy
of design, now wihere 1s desizn reflected into tne

grawing in tne document? I1t¥3 not those drawinss

'f x AMES COURT REPORTLING
4030100, (217) 420=-2040

- 5
a® O
n o
"
JJ




10
1
12
13
14

15

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

34
documents, also availabdble to John ransen. If rne's not
using the same document you're using, out lookinz at it
from a different place, tnat's the prodolem tnat [ am
seeing.

MR. LEVIN: Jose, we may see tne design retflectec on
@ drawing, and we may g0 out in the field and see tne
same thing.

But, for example, that Anzelos gave seismic twu
over one, that's -- that type of evaluation is not
something that you can easily reflect in drawings. You
cannot do that evaluation on drawings. You nave to zI¢
out, because of things like field run pieces of conauit,
all kinds of things =~

MR, MARINOS: You willi confirm tne same nane p.ate
information and pumps, motors, valves, and rctation type
information?

MR. LEVIN: That's correct.

MR. MARINOS: This is your waikdown? Yocu wi:l Zive
us a detailed listing of how -- what tne walkaoown Ls
going to assess tnen, at one time or ancther?

MR, LEVIN: Yes. Absolutely. And wallkdown WW.ii Je
controlled by a procedure.

MR, CALVC: You also sayinz tnat wnat Jonn tansen

nas done will oe incompiete, sonetning 1s missin; anud

w
C

that part that is missing, you're soing to taske ¢
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MR. LEVIN: Together. Thney go tocgether and creace

a whole package.

MR. CALVO: This program so comprenensive, you'
ce as equally comprenensive to compensate for tnat
part. That's what you're saying?

MR, LEVIN: Yes.

MR. CALVO: And you're going to commit to dac tn

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR, CALVO: Okay. Thanks.

35

-

m
ct

MR. NOOWNAN: Maybe a couple of thinzs before you

get to start the part up here called QA/QC review.

would like a better definition of tnat.

I

MR. LEVIN: That is the QA/QC review team lLeacer,

that is John Hansel.

MR. NOONAN: That's Jonn Hansel?

MR, LEVIN: Yes. And it's shown him, of course,

reporting to tne same senior review team, as I co.
tne dashed line indicates ocur interface.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. I see wnat you're sayin:.
interpreted that somewnat cifferently. Tne price wo

be == s0ole duties. He's tne interface bDetween you a

Hansel, rignt, wnen Hanse. is doinz nis inspecticn.,

J41ll both of you be involved in tnose to some ce;ree’

MR. LEVIN: He will be knowiedzeadle, as 3 airnimur

[P

inow.edjeable of those outputs. And provisions nave

N
and

T -4
- o

nag
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been made tnat tnat information will flow over n.s desx
entirely. And it's up to Jonn Honecamp to getermine,
basically -- sort througn that, evaluate anc determine
what needs to nappen, if anytning, if it nas, feor
example, design related concern, sucn as tnat, and he
will make sure it gets to the appropriate place in tue
crganization.

MR. NOONAN: I guess wnhat I was talking to, any
future meeting with John, ne will be fully know.edgeatie
of Jonn Hansen. He will be aware of wnat Hansen 1s
doing?

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR, CALVO: I have a suggestion. 'I tnink yestercay
and today, we keep going back to tnis interface in
construction and design. In some kind of way, waen vou
present, it appears that you have some of tne answers.
But it also reflects maybe you had not considered as
fully as you should nave considered.

I think you, maybe your action plan, wunen you
submict it to us, I will appreciate it if you c¢can c.iear.ly
define those things, SO we Know ncw you're join; to Ta.us
to each otner.,

HR. LEVIN: You're undoubtediy aware of tue formac

-
|
-

for tnose, tne past TRT action plans in, I pelieve,

Section L3, addresses tne reponsidility of intertace:,

-‘,
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and we'll nake sure :tnat that's absolutely correct,

MR. GUILBERT: John Guilbert, SIT. Thnis is kind of
revisiting the comments I made yesterday, out I tning
there may still bDe some misunderstanding of now tnese
two programs interrelate. You have got to remember tnat
each of these programs nave certain elements.

But let's just deal with what I'll cail tae
category 2 activity, by John Hansel. It 1s
self-initiated across tne board constructiun program 2as
it relates, for example, to Howard's, across the boarc,
as it were, look at design work activities. Just a3
minute.

They both -- Jonn Hansel starts, okay, witn tne
design drawings, design specifica:;ons, including wnere
the change tapers assoclated witn that. re gces out and
does his inspection to that. Howard starts with tne
design criteria and et cetera. And ultimate.y zoes
througn implementing documents, 3s yocu wWill near

shortliy, and compares that to determine wnether i

ot
-
f
«

adequately reflected in those design documents anu
desizgn drawings and adesign specifications.

John Hansel, as you heard, is doins tnis on 3
populaticon basis to a random sanpiing on a statistica..y
sounda oasis. doward is doing it to make sure tast ne

nas a representative nunper of taings tnat ne's loo.aias
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a4t across all the design work activities.

But I cthink the point you're missing, pernaps, is
that they aren't necessarily going to be lcoking at tne
correlation between tne hardware that ne lcoxks at, ana
the specific components of design that Howard looks at.
There is not going to b2 a one to one correlation
between the tnings they're locoking at. Tnere may be
some cases where tney have to lcok at the same thing,
and this is just part of those two,

MR. CALVO: John, I had not missed any point. ALl
I hear yesterday that Howard Levin was volunteering for
a lot of stuff that Jonn Hansel is supposed do. And
want to be sure Howard Levin understood wnat ne
volunteered for. I understand what you say. I ua&z to
oe sure tnat -- Howard was not nere yesterday, you
Know, Every time Jonn Hansen has a probiem, Howard
Levin will be taking care of it.

And I'm glad tnat you don't say otners nave a
problem tnat somebody e.se is going to take care of 1t,
but somebody else. I will understand tne difference.
8ut again the record shcws that Howard Levin was join:
to do wnatever Jonn Hansen couldn't do, yesteraay. Anud

I want to be sure tnat Hdowara Levin understands tuat.

(
0
¢

MR, GUILBERT: Just to reca.l wanere taat esanaced

from yesterday, is Larry referred to sconie Appendix ?
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items, whicn were going cack, basically, wnat ['l.
called the compendium ;f the TRT issues.

And referring back to, you nave zone tarougn 2
Appendix P of SSER 11, and callied out wnat you zuys
believe to be the QA/QC implications of the TAT i1tems in
eivil, structural, mecnanical, miscellaneous, ;nd
electrical,

Now since Howard is also review team leader for
those disciplines as they relate to TRT 1i1ssues, ne wears
two hats, recognize the -- excuse me. For tnose
activities as well as review team leader for cesizn
accuracy.

His cnarge has been to z0 out and resclve tncse
issues, and in the resolution of tnose issues to do
basically the same thing you do. It comes across
implications in those that relate to constructicn Wi ¢r
QC. He's been charged with identifying tnose from tne
point of view of how tney may have zeneric implications,
and passing tnose on to Mr. Hansen. And that nas peen
done through that activity.

Wnat he's alluding to is, tarougnh nis review of
these otner aspects, if he nappens to find any ctaer
similar implications that may fall back to construcsion
or QA/WC, he will also pass those on to !ir. Hansen.

MR, CALVO: All I'm saying, when ycu consider your

GODFREY & AMES COURT REZPORTLING
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final plan, will you please, some kind of way, clearly
indicate this interface. Thanks.

MR. LEVIN: Yes. Okay. Getting on to tne
organization, I'll run through the principal people
that are coordinating the activities in various
discipline. Martin Jones was also review team lLeader 1in
tne TRT, through tne electrical area, is leading tnis
effort, and I4&C effort as well. Martin has over 27
years of engineering experience, 20 years of whicn were
in the nuclear utility involved in design construction,
construction management, quality control.

Martin was a manager of Qquality control for nucl.ear
unit, as well as manager of construction. Martin nas
also participated in construction and desizn
verification activities, and served in tne capacity cof
construction verification manager in tne Midland Reviau.

Tim Snyder is leading ==

MR. MILHOAN: Excuse me, Howard. Jim Milhcan. How

w
o

many years of direct design experience nas Mr., Jones n
at -=- ¢cn being a desizner nimself?
I assume tne program plan - your prograa p.an will

assess or give us an idea of identifying separate.y tune

direct cesign experience of your individual reviewers

MR LEVIK: Yes, in fact, Jim, we will pe providin;:
you witnh resuies of all tne people that w.LlL ve invo.ved

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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in «= I will be discussing nere.

MR. MILHOAN: Will those resumes pDe of sucn a
nature that we can determine the years of cdirect
commercial design experience.

MR. LEVIN: Yes. Tim Snyder is coordinating tae
piping and supports discipline. Tim orings witn him 14
years of experience in nuclear power plant design and
operations. Six of wnhich in == gcirectly in tne piping
analysis and support area.

MR, SHAO: Howard, let me ask some question ¢cn tn.s
diagram. Yesterday you say the cavcle trays support is
going to be done by Abasco. I don't see it on tne 3zrapa
here which -- where will tnat fall on.

MR. LEVIN: That interface will be descrived in
detail later. And it is directly witnin tne civil
structural coordinator's responsipility.

MR. SHAO: So Abasco cable tray would fall witain
tne civil structure nere?

MR. LEVIN: There's an interface tnere that w

w

be descridbing, yes.

MR. SHAO: Also, I have a general question aere,
If I look at pipe supports and piping, is anotner :ligde
out nere of a tnird party com.ng, Stone anu ilepster,
they nave a lot of norsepower == and third party == znu

all tne o2tners is don
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Does that mean that tne TUGCO people 1s goinz to do
their own analysis?

MR. GUILBERT: In the case of piping and pipe
supports, Larry, just referring to that. As you
recognize that was pasically a separate discipline area
in the way the Comanche Peak Project was establisned, so
showing Stone and VWebster there encompasses a.l items 1in
that particular discipline problem, Let me continue.

In the area <¢f == in the other areas, in tae civil
structural area, there are a number of action plans tnat
you're going to hear about today, one of wanich zces to
cable trays. The notion incldding the TUGCO support
coordinator is indicated -- who 13 the interface fcr
information and data to assist tnese team leaders in
obtaining information,

In some cases -- basically, in some cases, there
may be some work being done by the prouject that is
requiring a third party overview. Tne Abasco effor:
wnicn 1s being done for tne project in the cacle trav

area falls under tnat category.

o
el
’
O
=
r

In other cases, essentially, ali ¢f tne 2
plans in a given discipline area are ceins inpiementcecd
directly oy tne tnird party. i think Tnat ==

AR LEVIN: Larry, mayoe it would 2e Dest == unat <

was tryinz to 40 nere was jive Yyou the overuasil
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framework, and as we get into the discipline
descriptions, okay. In fact, tnat's tne tnird porcvion
of cur presentation today.

The first item we'll address in each of those
discussions will be the organization and how it wili o@
configured and the interfaces in those activities. So
if we can get kind of =- develop tne overall framewor«,
and then fill in the middle =- in the rest of our
presentation -=-

MR. SHAO: I have two general comments. [ taing ==
I nave no problem with the middle column, because tney
have a lct of horsepower as an independent assessment.
On the other column =-- let me finish my comment. QJn toe
other column, first, I'm afraid of not enouzn
norsepower. And the second comment is, will the reviewu
be independent?

MR, BECK: Let me ask you to be a little patient,
And we're going to spend half a day talking about
precisely how those boxes are gcing to be coveres,

This is an organization cnart. 3ut I want to -¢

pack for just for a moment, to oOne 3f tne suidin

i

principais in tne whole CPRT efforts.

Analyses, calculations, wi.l eitaner oe dcne uy &
thirc party, or overviewed oy a tnircé party, in ta2 cz2se
where 3 TUGCO project is doing analyses, taeir ovaerviau,

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPIRTING
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period.

There 1s no instance wnere that's not tne case. So
it's either done by third party or overviewed 35y taird
Party to the satisfaction of the third party.

MR. NOONAN: I guess I'd like to go and get cff tne
organization chart. John, I want to make sure, one
point tne staff is concerned about tne crganizaticn, wao
is doing the work. They want to fully understana wnc i3
actually doing it, in all cases, the number of people
involved. And also how that all gets put back into tnat
organization. I think that tnese concerns deing voiced
now, maybe later in the day, you will get to those.

They want an answer.

/IR« CALVO: I nad one more zeneral comment., Trat
again, 1n view of this extensive effort tnat you're
going to embark on, doing == I think it woula pe
appropriate to consider the make-up of tnis senior
review team, and maybe move tnere witn some peopie wnc
nas experiénce in construction, engineering, electric,
instrumentation.

I think, my opinion, I think you're lackin: soue oi
that. I know before you indicated tanat ycu're soinjg to
use consu.tants. But it was somedody e.se wne nings tae
Ehop on a routine opasis., I taink it woulia de sometaia,

for you to osVE VEry 3erious cons.deraticd.
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MR. LEVIN: Ve ==
MR. BECK: The point is made and well takan indeeaq,
Jose. Thank you.

MR. LEVIN: Jose, since you dbrought that up, it may
ma<e sense to address that issue. And as you nave
indicated, we have retained quite a few recoznizen
individuals in the field, in the piping area, supporting
us.

We nave Everett Rodenball, who I'm sure many of
the staff know, wno has a significant expertise in tne
area of ASME components.

Jerry Slagas, who heads the ASMZI ccde analysis
piping work team. Mce Carnon, who is the committee on
the NI support committee. These individuals are
assisting us in the piping area.

In the civil structural area, we're veing assisted
by Bill Hall and Bill Munci from tne University of
Illinois. Cris Holly and John Biggz from Hansen. Ho.ly
and Bigg and MIT. Ed Cosel and Daniel Luciano fro:
MIT.

And Paul Gunnes from Abasco, and ne's assistin
in tne, specifically, in the testing area. Ang as w@Wwe 50
tarough our presentation, we mignt get inte taat 1n soite
nore detail

nese individuals participate at ai. ievels,

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPOR
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inciuding review and evaluation on-tne front end of tne
action plan participation in the execution of tnose
action plans and evaluation of results.

MR. CALVO: You took care c¢f cur zZroup, but ycu
left me out.

MR. BECK: Jose, we're not going to leave you ou%.

MR. LEVIN: In that regarcd, I specificaily menticned
-= Daniel you're being too nice.

I specifically mentioned two disciplines tnat are
under Larry's responsibility. However, I wanted to
point out that the the electrical I&«C area nhas just pdeen
initiated. It is self-initiated, and it's clear to ue
that the need may arise in the future., We will
supplement our staff as required.

MR, CALVO: Don't make me work too nard.

MR. MARINOS: So you want to talk to us ahout tne
mechanical systems a little bit, too? Howard, wno are
the people that will man these, not tne components
necessarily, the nydraulic?

HdR, LEVIH: Just point out the mecnan.ca. meetin:
systems and -- it is Fred Scnaffer, oitay. Frec nas an
MS in nuclear engineering. He nas eizat years of
arcnitect engineering experience in desizn and
construction, nuclear p.ants.

Trhe experience 1s -« it's focused in partisu.ar on
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AFW systems design, ana additionally tne types of
evaluaticons that are inveolved in scme of the
multi-aiscipline area tasks that I tanink you brougnt up
befcore.

MR. MARINOS: The hydraulics aspects of tne desizn
he has experience 1n oOr others ==

MR. LEVIN: That's correct. At the particular ==
that he was previously asscciated with -- Fred was tne
lead in tne AFW systems agesigns, was his focus. 30 ne's
particularly well suited for this effort, in view cf tne
fact, as you will be hearing, the AFW system is one taat
we have selected as a further test of tne desizn
adequacy as planned.

MR, CALVO: Wno wilil take care of the testing
aspects? Jonn Hansel?

MR. LEVIN: No, the testing nere is a little 21t
different tnan the testing tnat Jonn is invoivecd witn.,
The testing that Jonhn is involved with is in some cases
non-instructive examination. In our case, we're talxing
about structural testing and thnat's =« tne
responsibiility for that is witn ANCO enzineers.

Leading the civil structural effort is Dr. Cris

Marguet from Stanford. e nas nine years of nuc.iear
experience with a specialty in seismic nazarcs analysis,
structurai desizn in civil enzineering. He's a memoer

GODFREY & AileS COURT REP
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of the ASC committee on cable tray design.

Cris also participated in the design verification
efforts, where nhe had a similar responsibiiity.

MR. MILLS: Excuse me, Howard. Does he nave any
direct commercial AE design experience?

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR. MILHOAN: How many years?

MR. LEVIN: Several. I don't have tne exact
number.

MR. CALVO: Can your program plan -- wnen you
submit it to us, you're going to empnasize ==

MR. LEVIN: It will be on the resumes. Vnat I'a
like to do here is clarify the roles of two principal
entities that are contributing to tne CPRT efforts. And
those entities being tne third party efforts as welii as
the project. And both are contributing to meeting tne
goals of the CPRT program.

On part of the tnird party, tnese individua.s nave
responsibilicty for defining tne overall program plilan,
a.so providinsg an end process overview anc zuiagance o
the project during any activities that tney may nave
that are associated with the progranm.

Concurrence with project gquality prozran desizin
procedures and specs zovernins the current CPiT work.

Selected verification of project implementation of toayir

GODFREY & AMES COURT REI
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design opasic activities, where tnese may be required
including verification of design criteria, analyses,
the outputs of that process, tne drawings, and sgecs

And most importantly, the third party 1is
responsible for tne evaluation of root cause zeneric
implications and safety significance.

MR, BOSNAX: Howard, wnat is tne role witn tne
tnird party, with groups like Stone and ''eoster, and
Abasco?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I will be getting into that
more detail. But in a nutsnell, Bob, we willi De
verifying their work.

MR. BOSNAK: All of their work.

49

andg

MR. LEVIN: Design verification overview. It's an

overview of their -- tne project, as Jonn pointed cut

earlier, is responsible for tne execution of desizn

basis analysis. It's their responsipoility. And tnird

party will not be involved in that, altnouzgh we wW_.l.
overseeing.

The project also gets inveclived in the ¢ollectic
information tnat tae third party may need tO0 conducs
evaluation, And also goes witnout saying, tne proje
is responsibie for implementing any corrective 2¢tTi?

that's identified as part of tne prozrai.

-

We come to tne seccnd sezment of my presencavics

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTLaG
detro 4096100, (317) 400-2043
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In this segment, I plan to 3¢ thnrougn the metnodo.osy
for the design adequacy progranm.

First, I will provide a general overview of tnat,
and then get into the specific functional parts of tae
program. That is, the external sources evaluation,
self-initiated evaluations, root cause and zeneric
implications evaluation, and now we will c¢lose tne
progranm.

As many of you arc aware, we nave to have a
mecnanism for controlling our activities. There neegs
to be traceability of cur process, our results. And in
an effort}to -=- We have defined an issue classificaticn
system that will nelp us manage that. And specifica..y,
identify tnree categories of issues.

The first being that of a discrepancy. A
discrepancy, a situation, where we're neeting
inconsistency in criteria or documentation. And
typically that will be something tnat is trivia and a
insignificant typo, or matn error.

I think it's important to note tinat tucse tnin:s
Wwil, be detected Dy tnhe system, and tnat judgsent wi.l
be made, in fact, to tnis insigznificant or tne
a.ternative,

MR, "MARINOS: Do ycu intend tc retain recora: for

viewin3 of al.l these errors taat you have gasses

~ - - PR EAE < -~ - - e
GODFREY « AHMES COURT &’
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Judgment as insignificant? Of course tne significant

ones we nave no probdblem. 3But identify -

MR. LEVIN: These will be obtained in audible form.

MR. MARINOS: Okay.
MR. LEVIN: The second category is that cf a
deviation, which is simply a failure toc meet tne

criteria. An example might be an FSAR commitment tnat

is not met.

MR, BOSHWAK: But if that commitment were a failure
to meet a genéral design criteria, I hope it would not
be a deviation. It would be done in an efficiency

column.

Do you have a set of attributes tnat you pass ou:

to the pecple doing this,

SO0 they can determine waat 13

a discrepancy,

wnat is a deviation, and what i1s a

deficiency?

Ir other words,

now will taney know wnetner

to put something like a zeneral desizn criteria tailiure

in ¢ne column or anotner column? 1l hope it would be

fairly clear.

iR LEVIN: Well, yean. I guess mvy

300, is everytaning will get reviewea. It

aocumented. Tne classification will be apparen:. Al

the judzments that are made in that regarc

well, you know, it will be tracescie and

[

reviewed. i really pelieve tnat tne geriniticns aere

GODFRZY & Al
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are fairly straightforwarc.

The principal -- if it's really almost a oinder
scneme, the discrepancy's tnere, primarily because we
need to manage the program. But the key tanings are
deviations and deficiencies. And tne deviation is a
commitment made, may not nave peen met. That's pretty
straightforward. A deficiency is sometainzg taat nas
safety significance.

MR. BOSNAK: Well, we're getting back tc the saue

L]

question again, as to wnhat safety significance. GZut
think ==

MR. SHAO: Wnat do you include rignt now?

MR. BOSNAK: We need a set of attributes that you
will be using to come to scme degree of judgment on
this.

MR. LEVIN: Boo, where you will nave an opportunity
to see tnhat is in your check list, and I wilil be zett.ing
to tnat in a moment.

d4R. CALVO: It's too late. Again, you wiil be

O

asking us to review a program plan and apporove it. 3

o
P

we nave got to nave tnat front =- only if you supiiit
check list at tne same time «-

R LEVIU: I will be agescribinzg our aporoaeh and

our timetaole for submitting taat, Jose., 3Butbt I assure
you tnat tals 1is sometning taat is happenin: on Lue
GODFREY & AMES COURT REPIRTILIG
fetro 409-0100, (S17) 40Q0-204¢
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front, and it's not a situation waere it's oeiny made ugp
as it goes along.

MR. CALVO: So you're going do make a commitment to
provide information to what Bob is asking?

MR. LEVIN: We will be making that commitment, and
it will be a fine point in time where you will nave an
opportunity to icok at.

MR. TRAMMELL:

Howard, what bothers me in lcoxing

at this list is it sort of implies, but it doesn't savy,
that discrepancies are okay. Deviacions is a mayoe, 1L
think. And tne deficiency probably will be correctea.
But I think that's causing a lot of trouble nere.

MR. BECK: No, Charlie. Let me go back to what we

said yesterday to make it very clear, tnat anytning
CPRT discovers zoes to the project. Deviations tnat
they are discrepancies, if they need to be corrected,
will be., Deviations, certainly, will eitaer be
corrected and/or tne commitment tnat 1s not beinz et
will be pointed out as an exception requested.

low until we get do specific issues, I can'c szy
wnich way 1t will be resolved. 3But it will eitaer one

resclved either by correcting 1it, or by seeking ana
cotaining NRC's staff's approvali == let me {finisn.
That's not CPRT 's

-
Jo0 to Ce inat

L0 make sure tnat 1t nappens.

v
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So it's not going to drop througn tine cracik. sBut
it's also very important to recognize that CPRT i3
looking at safety significance of all these issues, and
they're going to characterize them in that regard.

That doesn't mean we're not going to address it if
it doesn't nave safety significance. But it's very
important of, in the standpoint of making tnis botton
line resolution, that we have reasonable assurance tnat
there aren't any safety significance discrepancies 1in
that plan before we're ready to stand up and sc swear,

So that's why this gradation is being made in tais
part of the program. But we in no way are iznoring
deviations on the project site., 3ut we acn't want
CPRT effort to get lost in that process, whicn is the
project's responsibility.

MR. LEVIN: But, John, tnere's things tnat =- I'a
sorry. That I consider my responsibility. Anda maybe an
example, I believe tnere's circumstances, Cnharl.e, wnere
a typo could be a deficiency. Okay. A typo cou.d oe 2
safety significant item, tnat's possiole, It's zar:t of
the process to determine wnether or not tnat, in fzczo,
is the case.

And so this was an exanple. it Would == I prefzces
my statenient on tne tLypo, tnat it was insignitficant.

But tnat is not out ¢f the lcjic train.

~Aa
<V
et

A
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MR. CHANDLER: So how your check list will provide
Us the road map necessary for the reviewer then to loo«
at a typo or a math error, for example, to determine
whetner it fits simply .. a discrepancy, or perhaps taat
math error indeed could be a deviation, or pernaps even
a deficiency.
MR. LEVIN: Absolutely.
MR. CHANDLER:

These are not exclusive categcries

as they're listed here?

MR. GUILBERT:

They're tne end,

process nas been done,

everything 1is

one of tnese tnree oins.

Everything

after ali tnat
going to fit into

starts at

discrepancy level.

MR. CHANDLER: Just so that tne matn errcor coesn':
remain forever. Only a discrepancy?
MR. NOONAN: One thing, the way you said it, Jonn,
you said if FSAR commitment - if you can't neet tne
FSAR, you will ask for an exception.

MR. BECK: PNo, I didn't. I said we will resolve it
one of two ways. We will meet tne commitment, or 1t
appears tnat we canrnot or aon't want to, we'.l tTell. 7yCu
apbout 1it.

But I can't prediect. I say tne very u.zn

percentage of the time we're soins to ¢nanje wWihatever it

i3 that doesn't meet the FSAR commitment. Very uizn
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8ut I'm not going to make that nundred percent guarancee
tnat will be the case.

MR, NOONAN: The point I'm going to make, is tne
staff is going to look at the FSAR.

MR. BECK: Yes, sir. That's the driving force on
the -« our side of the fence. I'm just not going to say
one hundred percent right now. NOot knowing wnat may ose
on the table tnat we won't =-- that we won't make 2
change in a comuitment that's been made in tane pastc.

And it will be wide open for everybody to look at znd
approve, if that's tne case.

MR. TRAMMELL: Thank you for the response. Taat's
the reason I asked the question. And I certainly agre=
Wwith grading tne seriousness of the things tnat you
find.

MR. BECK: We nave to.

MR. TRAMMELL: And I mentioned that yesteraay. Ana
I gather from your response that any cr all of tnese
could lead to corrected action and all to be evaluateg?

MR. BECK: VYes, sir.

MR. CALVO: ll I want to say, that if you want to,
we like to know the criteria tney are coverinz, 3I0in; to
cover your decisions, wnat you're doing nere, your swn
cholice, you want to wa.t to the end, you want $¢ puL as

the bezinning. We will lcok at 1t at tnat tinme, L.a%

GODFREY & AHMES COURT R
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is your cnoice.

MR. BECK: I appreciate that, Jose. And I think
something that I want to get in the record, is that
we're not asking, on the basis of ocur presentation
today, for staff to approve or disapprove anything.

This is intended as an overview to get =-- give you a
good feel for what's going to be coming down, and zive
us the opportunity for your feedoack. And tnat's very
important that we get that. And that's tne purpose.

But in this overview context, many of the comments
that have been made certainly have dDeen nelpful to me in
making sure that our focus in that written documentaticn
is appropriate to the concerns the staff is pressinz.

And in every instance, it may not be rignt now, ou:
week and a nhalf from now, it will be.

But I don't either want to leave tne impression
that we're asking, the day after tne written
documentation 1s on tne taole, tnat NRC staff zive 3
judgment, yea, nay, it's on the mark or not.

I suspect there will be furtner modificaticns after

o

that poinrt. And wnen we get to tne intense exanin

ct
’
Q

¢f the implementing procedures and the documentatic

b |
w
3

tne check lists, I dare say tuere may pbe furtnsr

questicn and further cnange at that point.

3ut we're not professing to bde one nungéred nercanc
GODFREY & AHMES COURT 32=ZPORTIuC
retro 469-5100, (017) d4oU=204c¢
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pressient of what staff may or may not find acceptabdle.

I think we're going to have a very nign success

rate in understanding it as a result cf meetings sucn as

we're naving today and ones we have had Jefcre, and ones

that will continue. -

MR. CALVO: I just want to say, also, witnin tne
same subject, that what we're trying to do is bring
these things to you for consideration. We are not
trying to dictate you in any way, you want to do it.

But tell you those are the tnings == Kkinds of

things we don't get a warm feeling in your program.

hope you take it in that kind of 2 context.

I

MR. BECK: Absolutely. We do. We're structuring

tne program, Ve tnink will be sufficient to satisfy
ourselves., It's obviously a program tnat's zoing to
require, and as our system does require, rigorous
regulatory review. And this is part of 1t, and we
welcome ==

MR. SHAO: As Vince said, unless you nave very
strong Jjustification, the staff 13 looking for
FSAR conmmitment.

dR. BECK: Tes, Sir.

HdR. NOOHNAM: Yes. As I said, we will not oe z.ving

you an approval or disapproval by jyour program te

(%]

w
et

.

Wwe will Ziving ourselves to Dasicailiy provide tnat KLir
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of response within 30 days after we receive tne
completed plan. And vwe'll do it thnat way.
The staff feedback here today is basically to give

you a feel of areas you need to concentrate, in

particular by design effort. We're looking at that very

hard. I don't think == I think I want toc get on. I
think the reporter needs a obreax.
(Wnereupcn there was a recess.)

MR. LEVIN: The next element of the presentation,
I'd like to describe our process for documentation of
the review in terms of the process and our conelusions.
And there are various mechanisms ‘"nat we have
establisned for that.

I might add, for example, Jim Milnoan, that it's
very similar to tnings you have seen pefcre, oltay, 1in
terms of, you know, now we're zoing to document, you
Know, tne evolution, ocoth nuw we approacn the process,

now we =« whnere we document a conclusicn.

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, I thinkx you ouznt to put that

in context of wnat I nave seen pefore from tne
standpcint tnat I'm from INE. Ye're responsibie for ta
integrated desizgn and construction prozgram ana the
independent desizn verification program, i nsve not

seen anytning, previously in Comancne Peal: in %iis area

~

AR, LEVIN: Comancne Peax, yes. What 'L was
GODFREY X ANES COURT HREPORT LG
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referring to is programs we nave been responsitility for
managing tnat that INZ has been reponsib.lity for
reviewing before.

MR. CHANDLER: Howard, on the issue of
documentation, I'm sure that the message tnat was pascsed
on a number of times to Jonn Beck about frequency of
reporting. And things like that will alsoc be applicacle
Lo your activity aere.

MR. BECK: Yes.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. Fundamentally, going througn tne
mechanisms. The first being check lists. And tae
purpose of check lists are to assure tne completeness of
due process and the traceapility of items reviewea.

dore specifiéally, these caneck lists corre.ate tne
systems design criteria to system design documents.
They're used during the system document review to verify

commitments are incorporated into tne system desizn.

Tne check lists also documents tne metnog of
verification used by the reviewer, and sunrarizes tne
adequacy of tne design criteria and implementacion.

Chnecxk lists aiso provides a cross reference to

calculations anag evaluations performed by tne tairg

party. And the cneck 118t also ¢ercss retferences to any

of tne reports that are generated to the c.assifization
system tnat I described ear.ier.

GODFREY i A/ES COURT REPORTI!G

detro 409-0100, (917) U460=2045




10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
13
19
20

21

We plan to have the full set of cneck L1Sts
available in the August time frame, such that tney would
be available to look at botn tne breadth and tne degtn
of tne investization in the specific design areas. Anag
we'll get back to that in a moment. 3ut if we could
leave that for a moment.

Tnere's anotner category. The results of tane dcres
which document the results of specific action plans.

low there are segments tnat may ode documented in
enjineering evaluations, okay. For exampie, if 2
particular action plan is more comprehensive than
others, it may require some subordinate documentation
tnat would tnen get wrapped up, finally, in tne resu.:s
report.

But fundamentally, we're committing to provide &
results report on eacn and every action plan. And mest
importantliy, we intend to wrap tne results of tncse
individual reports into an overall design adeguacy
reoport, winicn will document tne overall conclusions of
desizn adequacy of Comancne Pealk.

At this point I need tc note ir tne nandout, tners
are several pages tnat nave peen folded ever. 2 Wiidi Qe
getiing to those in a few mouents, Taey sadould oe

inserted at tne iocatiocn of tne papercllip 1n tue

= s SER AR B R A
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So if we 30 to the slide directly after the fo.ded
corner, I will proceed witn tne presentaticn. Frank,
couid you put up tne agenda, so I can show people wunere
Wwe are in the program?

I have just completed tAe overview of various
aspects of the program tnhat are relevant to managing of
our process. And wanat I'm going to get into next zre
the three functional elements of the progran.

Starting first with tne methodology for evaluaticn
of external source issues. I doc not plan to go tnrousn
this busy diagram in cetail. It's a logic diagran tnat
govgrns the_process for evaluating external source
issues.

We discussed it in a fair amount of getail in tne
past in another public meeting. But what I nave dcne i3
broken it down into its six major components. And we
will go through them in summary fasnicn, starting w.tn
the first, wnich is the 1identification of issues.

And our objective ir thnis panase of tue pro
essentially to capture all potential issues fro:
important sources. We have some examnzgles aere, 3nc we
discussed them at the beginning of tne presentation,

Tris process will include a review of

gocumentaticn, an attempt to Quaiify taese potent.ia.

13sues, and igentify issues tnat regquire furtner reviasy,
GODFREY %X AWES COURT REPORTILUG
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MR. CHANDLER: Howard, very guickly, for those of
us who didn't have tne benefit of any earlier meetin; on
this, tne initials in the boxes, CD and £, refer o
what?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. They just refer to continuaticn,
mateh points, or continuation down into another location
in the logic.

MR. CHANDLER: Okay.

MR. MARINOS: Wnere is CD, E? Unere are you?

MR. CALVO: You discussed before? This is tae
first time I «« I'm sorry. You say tnat I mentioned
this to you. You had discu;sed this previously with tne
NRC. That's what you're saying?

QR. LEVIN: Yes, this was at a meeting on tae
s5ite ==

MR. NOONAN: Yeah. There was the meeting we nad in
February, March time frame. I can't remember exact.iy
what week time it was, but tne staff refers to tnese a3
the Howard charts.

MR. CALVO: The what?

M, LEVIN: The Howard charts. Baseg upcn tuatc
eariler reaction, we are dissectinj tnis t.ccs oy
block. And we'll 20 on to the nexrt bloci.

MRs CALVO: fou wili telil us aodout 1T?

ey

MR. TRAMIELL: I'11 telil you about it.

GODFREY &« AMES COURT RePORTI.G
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MR. LEVIN: I think the diagram indicates the rigor
of the processes required and the complexity. Tne next
stage, naving identified issues, having captured tuen
from all sources, we're -- next step is define taern.
And what we're trying to do is identify tne potential.ly
affected scope and nardware and group issues. And tnis
is being done sucn that it will lead into the
development of action plans and to determine just now to
structure the response of it.

MR. MARINOS: Howard, you have a special group of
people that will be doing all these tnings? How are
you == tne organiz#tion that you i;encifieq earlier will
be tne ones that sit aown and identify the issues and
define them, or you héve a8 special group tnat wili dJdo
that?

MR. LEVIHi: That is correct.

MR. MARINOS: What?

MR. LEVIN: 4Ynicnh? The responsibility fcr
coordinating that effort is witn Ec Blackwoed and tie

generic implications. And, if you will, he is our 13

G
w
.

manager. it's his responsibility to capture taem,

[ )
(W
«

them., I Zuess you might say ne is the Zuy witrn tne
responsioility for making sure every issue 13 in a
ncpper, and that there are no loose ends, and soT2taing

doesn't fall througn tne ¢raciks.




-

15
16

17

23

o
&

no
Ji

85

HR. MARINOS: By definition, you will define tne
issues also?

MR. LEVIN: No, tne technical issues will gefine
the issues. It has responsibility. We need to have
some central point cof coordination. For example, going
through all the source documents, as tnere will bde
spreadings and outputs and doing tnat in a systematic
way. It just nappens that's where it resides in the
program.

MR. MARINOS: Okay. And the definition will oe
done by experts?

MR. LEVIN: Tecnnical, in their specific
disciplines, that's correct.

MR. MARINOS: The people that ydu nave 1in tab.ie,
that you snow us pefore?

MR. LEVIN: Thrat's correct, yes. Okay.

Now I guess at tne process of identification, it
may include, to try to get these things into taese

various groups, a degree of evaluation, possioly

nt waere ri-nt ~
- AL S . ¥ &yl -

walkdowns, it -- there may come 3 20

P

that stage, it's judgea tnat scme dire
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The next step is very straightferward naving the
issues grouped. You need to define initiatives. Trere
is a typo tnere. The logic for implementing tne plan
and also tne responsibility.

At this staze, even at this early stage, potentia.
root =- having gone through the issues, defined tnem,

potential root causes are apotnesized, if you will. A

b |

it's the activities tnat are sucn of tne implementation
of the action plan that these hypotheses are qualified,
either rejected, or there may be furtner exploration.
But thnat really drives the nature of tnhe initiatives.
Okay. Some idea as to what the problem may be.
MR. CALVO: 1Is the construction adequacy glan a.s0
nas someth;ng similar to this? Was tnat tuing == cf

this is something -- mayoe John Seck.

MR. HANSEL: Jonn Hansel, CPRT. e basicaily

L
o

througn tne same type of logic flow, same tnouznt

process.

L]

MR. LEVIN: I might add, Jose, tnat tuis proces

applies to external source issues. And in taat re;

J
3

we applied virtually tne sanie process as ocur gdevelcpuent

action plans in the TRT. Essentialiy identica..

(5]

MR, MARINOS: So you will deveiop your ac%tisdn 2.

after you, as you say, you maike somne assessment nsu, oo

L

-~ :§ o3 v - - e - 5 e -~ 5 e . S - - -~ . - 5
signiiicance nypotneses of what is siznifizant, or To 22
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carried out or left out?

MR. LEVIN: This really isn't an assessment of
significance as iuch as an identification of issues that
have potential significance, issues that require further
investigation. That's what occurs at that stage.

MR. MARINOS: And when you make that decision then,
you will develop the action plan to address the ones
that you have put in one category --

MR. LEVIN: And that's the reasonably low
threshold. It gets in that box fairly easily.

MR. MARINOS: And at this stage we will have an
opportunity to comment and look at your decisions
before you develop the action plan, or what is your plan
in that regard? ‘

MR. LEVIN: I guess, you know, there is an
opportunity to see it before. But it's my understanding
that you will see it at the action plan stage. And the
action plan will address the issues and the process that
led to develop identification of those initiatives. So
you would be able to see that in the action plan.

MR. CALVO: Review the mechanism to do this?

MR, LEVIN: Yes.

MR. MARINOS: So assuming this agrees with your
categorization, is your action plan will be

comprehensive and broad enocugh to include other things

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-20u48
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that we may convince you you should have been included,

or would require restructuring your action plan to meet

this need?

MR. LEVIN: It could be either., But I -~

MR. MARINOS: I'm trying to save you time.

MR. LEVIN: The process is flexible enough that it
can accommcdate that. They're not cast in concrete,
And these action plans aren't. Notwithstanding your
involvement in the -- in overview, you know, reviewing
our process. The nature of the program itself is that
way. It's a series of decisions that are made that lead
to restructuring in the plant continuously. It's a
dynamic process. As you learn something, go off in a
different direction. .

The implementation is straightforward.
Fundamentally, what we're after there is determined in
the E-4 corrective action. Essentially in that phase,
we will execute our action plan tasks. At the same time
determine the root cause and generic implications.

And the corrective action phase will determine
specific corrective actions that may be required. In
terms of the process for deviations, for example, with
safety significance, the deviation would be corrected,
either most typically with a hardware modification.

However, for deviations without safety

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 860-2048
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significance, the resolution of that could involve
either hardware modifications or changes in
documentation. Or both.

As I have mentioned earlier, the last -- we plan
to document the results of our process and our
conclusions. And I described the forms of that
documentation that will take place.

MR, MOLLONSON: Excuse me, Howard. I'm Jim
Mollonson. May we go back to corrective action for a

minute? Within the design process you say corrective

action., Corrective action method and design crosses are

by, for example, modification -- design deviation

reports, design change authorizations in some other form

of documentation.

Is it proposed that the corrective action will b
kept within the constraints of the engineering
department, or is the corrective action proposed to b
accomplished under the site QA system?

MR. LEVIN: Site QA.

MR. MOLLONSCN: Under site QA7

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR. MOLLONSON: Thank you.

MR. NOONAN: I'm not sure I understand that,

Howard. Would you please explain that a little bit?

Elaborate a little bit more?

69
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MR, LEVIN: Well, essentially the project has
responsibility for implementing corrective action. And
site quality people ultimately have the responsibility
for insuring that it's carried out.

MR. CALVO: The same thing we discussed yesterday.

MR. NOONAN: That's why I'm asking.

MR. CALVO: They find something wrong with the
construction adequacy review, the same quality review,
they give it to the project. The project will use their
own QA/QC, assisting QA/QC. And we brought the

question, will you please consider the fact that it has

" ¢challenged tc your program?

And you say, you are going to look at it. And then
determine whether you're willing to proceed at your own
risk or whether you're going to correct it.

MR. NOONAN: I guess my question is a little bit
different than it was yesterday. And what I'm looking
at more is your interface with site QA in these
corrective action processes, the interface between your
group., You just give it to them and they go back and
correct it?

MR. LEVIN: Yeah. Basically my interface, the most
direct interface, is through John deck. And he serves
83 @ -- I will raise the issue up to the SRT, who is

overseeing review team leaders' activities.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2048
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And John has met both in the capacity as a member
of CPRT and involved in the TUGCO management chain and
will forward it, incorporate it into the TUGCO
organization.

MR, BECK: This will be a dccumented transfer of
problem. Recommendation for resoclution, or what will be
adequate to resolve it in the eyes of third party. And
it's up to the TUGCO project to implement that
correction, whatever it may be, whether it's a change in
design, modification of hardware, whatever the
correction process is. And it falls under our
QA/QC program by regulation.

MR. NOONAN: Okay.

MR. MOLLONSON: Can we have a very simple
explanation of that, modification to support, the two
people that determined it necessary from a design
standpoint? There will be a deficiency report,
nonconformance report, evolved from your review, or your
results of your review, and QA would then implement the
corrective action?

MR. BECK: QA doesn't implement corrective action.
Within our program -- and you are proper and correct in

saying that NCR 's will be generated for cdefici ncies

that come out of this program or any other source.

MR. LEVIN: The project will have -« will be

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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delivered, our report, like, for example, a deficiency
report that is generated within the design adequacy
program.

MR. MOLLONSON: Even in the design adequacy program
a result in QA forcing the issue for corrective action.

MR. LEVIN: That's correct.

MR. MOLLONSON: Okay. Thank you. That's site QA7

MR. BECK: Yes, sir.

MR, CALVO: Can we some way correlate the way the
Quality «~ I mean the construction adequacy review is
going to do -~ let's look at the TRT team action plans.
What {s the role of the QA/QC? Let's say in the
electrical specific issue action plan? The QA/QC third
party is what you use to implement the plan.

What kind of support it provide to the TRT
electrical group, the QA/QC group to do, actually, is
verify that it has been done correctly? Can you ==

MR. LEVIN: The answer is yes. But John Hansel can
answer it much better than I.

MR. HANSEL: Martin Jones was the issue coordinator
for the electrical issues. And Martin Jones defined
what he wanted to be done in terms of investigation or
inspections.

When it got down to the inspection, he came to see

us., We worked with him to develop the inspecticn check

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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list that would satisfy his requirements., We trained

the inspectors. Ve went and conducted the inspections,

. and then provided him with a report on those

inspections. And then from that data plus the other
data he has derived, he's drawing conclusions.

MR. CALVO: And the QA/QC or that particular
inspection was governed by your own QA/QC? Developed by
you?

MR. HANSEL: Exactly.

MR, CALVO: How do you do that? When you go to the
walkdowns adequacy review, hcw do you accomplish? Are
you going to call upon somebody like John Hansel to help
you with the assessing of these as built configurations?

MR. LEVIN: If there is a need fore--

MR, CALVO: How do you do 1it?

Ml. LEVIN: Okay.

MR, CALVO: You develop a plan for the walkdown ==

MR. LEVIN: That's right.

MR. CALVO: <~ and then you know what to do now.
Somebody have inspect it now? Who is going to do that?

MR. LEVIN: If there is a requirement for a
QC inspection, I ask John to do it.

MR. CALVO: If it's a requirement to verify the
design, this is the next step, you're going to go

walkdown, you selected a system -~

CODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 4696100, (817) 460-2048
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MR, LEVIN: It depends on the nature, Jose, I
think we kind of got to this a little bit earlier. If
you're trying to qualify an aspect of design that's
related to construction Qqualities. I used the example
of well sites. I will ask John to do those
inspections. Okay.

If it's to make judgments as to something like
seismic two over one, okay, I will have design engineers
walking down the plant to procedures, doing that
activity. And they're -«

MR. CALVO: So'you're going to come up with your
own QA/QC program procedures to reflect that kind of the
Judgment you expect from the engineers?

MR, LEVIN: Yes, there will be procedures.
Definitely.

MR. CALVO: So you cam go == you have got two
forks. One going to him worrying about QA/QC aspect.
And then you have got our own program doing that.

MR. LEVIN: For design, that's correct.

MR. CALVO: And the results of those inspections,
in both cases, you have got corrective actions. You go
back to the CPRT, and you go back and you forward this
to the project.

MR. BECK: Go through the established procedures,

NCR's be generated, and it will go into the corrective

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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mode.,

MR. CALVO: Okay. So if I can understand when John
-= when the inspection, John does, and goes to you and
forvard it to the project. You use the project QA/QC,

But what kind of QA/QC do you use when Howard Levin
sends you something that it was predicated on that
Judgment, that he's looking into the design? How are
you going to implement that one? That was a judgment.
How -« what kind of QA/QC do you use that one?

MR. BECK: That would be executed within the TUGCO
QA/QC program, appropriately dealt with.

MR. CALVO: So that type of program deals with the
program.
| MR. BECK: Yes, sir. Wherever the source may be;
whatever the source may be.

MR. CHANDLER: John, the point of corrective action
for a moment., Something gets funneled back to the
project with a recommendation for corrective action. Is
there any discretion left with the project to decide
whether corrective action will in fact be taken? You
mentioned it -- does everything then go into an NCR that
must be resolved?

MR. BECK: Yes.

MR. CHANDLER: So no identified need for correction

action will go == will subsequently be determined to be

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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as is.

BECK: That's a possibility.

If that's the case, that will have to be

76

It could be used

documented and justified to the satisfaction of the

system,

CHANDLER: The judgment on use as is, is whose

Judgment now?

MR.

BECK: Project's. He will have to be satisfied

that that resolves the issue.

CHANDLER: All right.

BECK: If he's not,

outstanding.

help me with this one.

has reviewed it, was construction QA/QC.

this,

there's an {issue still

CALVO: I don't know too much about QA/QC, so

The problem that we had,

the NRC

Now all of

it's another program that is designed QA/QC. We

can never review that program. Well, we can never

address that particular program QA/QC for the design;

right?

FSAR.

MR.

TRAMMELL: Yes, it was reviewed in the

CALVO: All right.

LEVIN: I think that ==

FSAR,

CALVO: He tells me it had been reviewed in the

That's all right.

LEVIN: We can forget -« all right.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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MR. MARINOS: Howard, I think your explanation to
my Qquestion, and I'm going to restate it, you know, my
uaderstanding, when I asked about design process, I got
the message that N-45-211 will be your guideline to
establish the design process as correct, as you, at the
same time, reaffirming the design of the quality of the
design; is that correct?

MR, LEVIN: Yes.

MR. MARINOS: And that will be your tool of QA, so
to speak?

MR. LEVIN: Right. About to get into that
discussion. Good timing.

But before I get into that, I wanted to identify
several of the external issues that will be discussed
in the third segment of our program. And that goes
along discipline lines.

But as many of you are aware, for example, in the
eivil structural area, this has been identified in the
cable tray conduits supports area. That's an external
issue that falls under that coordinator's
responsibility.

There were several issues that were raised by the
independent assessment program in the mechanical
systems, electrical systems area. Those issues are also

being addressed.

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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In the piping and supports area, the issues
identify there. But in the ASLB, as well as the
assessment program, all fall into this general category.

MR. SHAQ: About valves. Are you going to talk
about valves?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. 1In another broad category within
the external issues, however, are TRT design related
issues. These are issues that evolved out of the TRT
investigation that had some design relevance. And for
purposes of creating an umbrella over all issues that
have design implications, they are programmatically
being considered herein, so that we can form an
integrated assessment of significance of all issues.

Examples, we include, for example, Larry in the
piping area, item 5C, You know, the pipe between
buildings and the piping isolation type issues?

We can move on, We can get into -- yeah, we're now
back to the folded pages. We get into the second
functional element of the program. That is the
self-initiated evaluation.

The purpose of self-initiated evaluation is to
verify that design related issues identified by the
various external sources do not exist in the same or
similar form elsewhere.

It's intended that this evaluation would compliment

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 4€0-2048
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the scope of activities that I just completed a
description, in that together, the external issues
evaluation with the self-initjiated evaluation, will
basically give us complete coverage of all the design
disciplines, areas, design activities, and processes.

Okay. And I will be getting -~ the next part of my
presentation will specifically address how we're going
to accomplish that.

We have in our determination, as scope for the
self-initiated effort, divided into this four distinct
phases., First two phases are associated with our
initial determination and scope, which will be described
today. And there are two additional phases that are
associated with our final determination.

Phase one «-

MR. MILHOAN: Excuse me, Howard. On the previous
slide -« Jim Milhoan. The previous slide, correct me if
I am wrong, issues do not have to be necessarily limited
to those identified by the external sources, your first
bullet, to be included in the self-initiated program?

MR. LEVIN: In fact, those issues are not in the
program, Jim, in the self-initiated program.
Specifically the self-initiated program starts without
any prior knowledge of any issue., Okay.

If you will, it's a test of another area where,
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typically, where issues are currently unidentified.

MR. MILHOAN: That was my impression. But reading
th: slide alone does not give me that assurance.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I was attempting to do that in
the second slide, but I hope my comments clarify that.

In phase one, we have taken a step back and
evaluated industry and NEC design verification type
programs, such as IDVP's and IDI's. And we have taken a
look at the areas these programs have addressed and
basically -

MR. MARINOS: You will identify which ones ycu are
assessing or using ==

MR. LEVIN: Well, basically what we have done,
Angelos, is from the union of everything that IDVP's
have looked and IDI have looked at, we developed the
list of areas that have been addressed.

And then what we did is, ve develop a profile of
our initial scope in the design adequacy program against
that list, Okay. It's to determine, just in a general
sense, okay, did we have the breadth and depth of those
types of evaluations., What we also took a look at was
the findings that came out that,

Now we not only compared our initial scope, but we
also compared the scope of previous evaluations on the

Comanche Peak Project. So what we took a look at was
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the CYGNA Independent SESNA Program, NRC activities, and
all those activities that generally fall into the design
verification type box, and looked at what they covered.

And basically what we confirmed is, is that,
through the combination of those efforts and this
effort, that the initial scope of the self-initiated
review, that in fact, we had pretty good coverage of all
those design areas. It turns out that the coverage in
that evaluation =-- we determined that the coverage even
went beyond that.

MR. SHAO: I have one question, I don't know
whether it's called external source or self-initiated
action, Let me give an example, Suppose I don't see s
deficiency. Well, that deficiency was created by
certain design relation, certain group, certain company.

And the same group of pecople now working on this
particular area, you found deficiency, but they made the
== also they're in charge of other conformance or
structures, how they handle this situation?

MR, LEVIN: Okay. By the end of -~ I'm going to
get to that., By the end of phase three of this scope
determination, you will be able to ask me the question,
Okay.

You may eaddress, "What have you found in the

particular des.gn area?"
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And I will be able to tell you either that we have
directly evaluated that area, or that it has been
enveloped by some other evaluation, i.e., we have tested
that area by some other means, such that we have
complete coverage of specific design areas and
activities,

MR. SHAO: Are not design area and design
organizations?

MR. LEVIN: Yes, that's true., I will be getting to
that in a moment, And I hope you will get a better idea
of what that is.

MR, CHANDLER: Howard, you were asked a minute ago
whether you would be identifying those presumably
external IDVP type of activities that you looked at in
assuring the adequacy of your scope.

MR. LEVIN: That's the initial scope.

MR, CHANDLER: Right, And you answered by
referring to basically NRC internal activities and
Comanche Peak related activities, Did you look at other
IDVP's performed in the industry, which is what I think
you're saying here?

MR. LEVIN: Yes., We have lcoked at both together,

MR, CHANDLER: And will you be identifying those
that you looked at?

MR, LEVIN: Yes. I can tell you that, in terms of
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IDI's, we reviewed the Callaway, the Seabrgok, the

Byron and Harris IDI's, okay.

And in terms of IDVP's, we took a look principally
at Midland and Diadblo, because those were the most
robust programs in the industry. And it was through
looking at the activities in Lhose six individual plant
investigations that we developed a -~ an iptegrated set
of what is the yardstick, so to speak, the biggest
yardstick that has been applied.

And it was to that that we compared the past
activities, as well as our initial scope. And the
reason is simply to see, do we have a reasonable point
of departure for getting started. And I will describe
next how we're going to confirm that our final point is
correct, okay?

MR. CHANDLER: Okay.

MR. LEVIN: And next we «- phase two. We have
selected two systems that concentrate our activities.
Actually it's -« some may interpret it to be broader
than two systems, but essentially it was the «- we're
going to take a cut through the AFW system, mechanical
system, as well as the total scope of CiLass 1E, on site

electrical system, okay.

And that's, as you are all aware, includes gquite a

few systema, But essentially we're covering the full
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scope of electrical power on the site, as well as the
I&C consideration is back into the AFW system.

MR, MARINOS: This phase two doesn't reflect --
this is more general. You just adding --

MR. LEVIN: No, what I have done, Angelos, is to
try to develop a profile of those systems versus other
safety related systems in the site, so that we can
insure that, in fact, they are fairly good tests of the
safety related design effort of the site «- on the
project, as compared to other systems.

MR. SHAO: VWell, when you say, “"systems", are they
including any buildings?

MR. LEVIN: This effort is related to systems.
We'll get to how we treat buildings later. This was,
you know, it turns out that buildings are somewhat
unique, and most of them are safety related, with the
exception of one,

MR. SHAO: When you cut to the system, does that
include all the organizations that can be involved in
the plant?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. And basically what we did, we
developed categories of attributes in the comparison of
these systems, We took a look at the applicable general
design criteria, the design organizations, the design

disciplines, the design .nterfaces, system functions,
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applicable operating modes, type of hardware involved,
type of calculations performed, and the applicable
design procedures.

Now at this stage, the comparison is being done at
the area, design area level. In a moment, I'm going to
describe an even more intense activity that occurs at
the activity level or process level, an area being,
let's say, area concrete design.

Okay. Phase 3. We even cut it even finer., But
we're looking at a subset of Lhat. To be sure that you
can create a thread and answer the question you just
asked, to get down to smaller homogenous units like, not
people, but organizations or groups, what percentage
were they found?

MR. SHAO: Concrete may be found designed by many
organizations.

MR. LEVIN: That's correct.

MR. SHAO: Maybe one organization and otrer
organization «-

MR. LEVIN: What we're seeking in phase 3 is to get
the lowest common denominator, the smallest homogenous
block, and say that we have tested that in some way,

either directly, or have enveloped it to some other

path.

-

MR. MARINOS: Howard, have you covered, or should I
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wait, to discuss the basis of your selection? Or is it
= I don't want to steal your show ==

MR. LEVIN: We will be getting to that. And if you
have any questions, I will be glad to answer them.

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, similar question., Once you
have selected these systems, named the systems, maybe
you will address it later on, is how will you maintain
the confidence that these systems that you selected are
still representative of the design process?

In other words, that calculations have not gone in,
or special reviews have not gone in to look at these
systems that you selected.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I think there maybe two aspects
to your question., Number one, we already are aware, as
you can well imagine, it's very, very difficult to
select a system that can cover every aspect of the
design.

And we're trying to do that. And there will be
selected areas that fall out of this evaluation process,
that may not fall within the boundaries of these
systems, that will be added to the scope., And that will
occur principally in phase 3, which I'll get to in a
moment, Does that -«

MR, MILHOAN: That does not answer the question,

MR, LEVIN: I'm sorry. Oh, the -~ ckay.
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We have established a cutoff in time that we're
essentially -~ we have frozen what we're going to look
at. And essentially, that's the point in time that we
in the CPRT recummended to the review team, my team,
made a recommendaticn to the SRT that we felt these were
pretty good systems to consider. And that's
approximately the April Y3t time frame.

So therefore, we will not be taking a look at
design effort, you know, for calculation was done after
that point in time. We will not be looking at that, We
want to look at before the point it was frozen.

MR. MILHOAN: Okay. Thank you.

MR. TRAMMELL: Howard, just a question on testing.
I know this isn't exactly un:t'you'ro talking about
here, but this plant is largely constructed, if not
totally constructed. And it's been tested to quite an
extent,

And I wonder if you ecould address now or later to
what extent the testing that has gone on, would help you
cut across some of these design boundaries?

For example, component cooling is a nightmare of
pipes that go to maybe 80 differert heat exchangers.

And I would hate to see you spend vour time verifying,
say, the flowing of each one of these legs with design

calculation, when, for example, the startup test on that

S
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1 system might have been totally successful, that would be

ke 2 a waste of your time.
3 At the same time, I would hate to see you go
L) through and do a design verification on a system, and

5 declare it totally healthy, when the test results were

6 unfavorable., I mean you have got to consider that.

7 It's like Stone and Webster is doing some reanalysis of

8 piping. I hate to see them reanalyze the piping, only
9 to find out in the field the as built are not what the
10 design called for to begin with,

" ' So we would address at some point to what extent

12 the testing program going on can help you with this

13 design process, and at the same time provide a benchmark

14 for your conclusion. Maybe not rnow. Maybe laﬁcr. But

15 at some point, I think {t can help you, and might add

16 some credibility to your results.
17 MR, LEVIN: Okay. I think there are several good
18 examples of that., And possibly in our discussion, the
19 electrical area would be a good one, Charlie. I
20 certainly agree with your -« what you're suggesting.
21 And at this point, I might suffice to say that that
22 information, that testing information that's available, |
23 certainly would be used to reconcile things.

— 24 And, you know, we're using any plece of information

25 we can get to direct this effort, We want to get the
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biggest benefit for our activity.

And to the extent that that can assist, i(t's
certainly going to be considered,

MR. NOONAN: Just mive a note of it now and
consider it, because that's sowmething I think would be
valuable to you in terms of cutting across some of these
design lines, and at the same time helping us in seeing
@ brief assessment of how the tests went, and to what
extent it confirmed your conclusions. It would help us.

MR. CALVO: I think it would be helpful to add what
is a8 «~ what «- all Charlie is saying here, will be just
another element that is going to help at the end to
prove the reasonable assurance.

And what he's saying, don't discard, because it can
be very important, especially in those areas that you
indicated yesterday.

Your sampling program, you have no access to it.
You're going to select another one. It could be those
you can rationalize. We had some precperational testing
we can do. We got normal operation.

Others, we have got some tech specs that govern
that equipment. SO0 you can use that as an element, will

govern in overall reasonable assurance,.

MR. MARINOS: OCne more question., You have decide

-
-

on the cutoff date already for that system. Can you
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tell me that date? Is it before or after the PRA was
submitted and evaluated by the staff on the agile

field water system.

MR. BECK: I'm sorry. What PRA are you referring

MR. MARINOS: You have submitted a PRA on the
aglle field water system on 1980 <« I'm not certain of
the date that «- and that PRA may have resulted in some
redesign. I am not certain about the real

facts, And I was asking with regard to the cutoff
date in evaluating the design, whether that would
include or exclude that PRA result,

MR, BECK: The cutoff date Howard referred to is
April 1, 1985, and that -~

MR. MADDEN: That reliability analysis was done
several years ago.

MR, BECK: That's Fred Madden, TUGCO.

MR, CALVO: I guess the question we have, when you
did that reliability analysis for the feed water system,
you can come out with some kind of implications that may
reflect it back on how the design was being done,

And those implications, the design was corrected.
The reason behind it that was done, you had selected a
System pretty much going to look all right because of

the PRA indicated.
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S0 you want to know whether you found out about the
PRA, that thing reflected back into the design. And you
made those corrections, or didn't do nothing to the
design? That's what I want to do.

MR. MADDEN: Fred Madden, TUGCO project. The
reliability analysis is a simplified reliability
analysis which was done in accordance with the
guidelines. And the FSAR did not result in any system
guidelines., It was used as a yardstick to compare the
reliability of the Comanche Peak feed water system
against other systems.

MR. CALVO: Was that because of the TMA? Does the
sample -~ reliability to demonstrate the --

MR. MADDEN: Yes.

MR. CALVO: You mean check the result of what he
found out, and the impact and how the design, or -- for
maybe that was not -~ maybe somebody did something to
it.

MR. LEVIN: You want to be sure you're testing.

MR. CALVO: Nice and clean. And all the
information that you hope to obtain is right on that
system,

MR. LEVIN: I understand your objective.

Could we move on to phase 3 in the phase 3

evaluation? We will assure that the scope of the
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self-initiated view is adequate and broad there, as I
mentioned earlier, is a more detailed evaluation than
conducted in phase 2 to assure that all the activities
will be directly sampled, or that the activity is
sufficiently similar to that already sampled, and is
reprasentative, This effectively assures that all
homogenous design activities are covered to assure
complete coverage of design activities.

These will be correlated with safety related
structures systems and components at Comanche Peak. 3So
at the conclusion of phase 3, we will have confirmed or
enlarged, which is -« there are some areas that we
believe -~ for example, the main steam iscolation valve,
for example, is a critical valve. But is not within the
boundaries of this system, that we are considering
adding to scope for that reason, that you just didn't
get coverage.

And in similar situations, like that would come out
of this activity, and would possibly be to
supplementation of the scope. But we will have
determined the coverage. But at the same time, we will
also have to find the minimum depth, and that warrants,
of our program, and that warrants some explanation.

We intend at the conclusion of phase 3, which is

targeted approximately the August time frame, that in
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addition to having this evaluation, you know, down to
the activity level complete, we would also have
available our check list, which would really define, in
many respects, define the depth of the investigation
available. So that, at that time, notwithstanding,
findings that may evolve later, I, you know, you
essentially defined the minimum scope. That scope may
increase even further, because of where findings have
led you. And that's how we get to phase 4,

Phase & is really the final scope determination.

MR. BOSNAK: Howard, before you go on. How would
you ==~ are you going to cover, how you would extrapolate
to other systems? Is this in your minimum guidelines
that you would have had? Is that what you mean my
extrapolation?

MR, LEVIN: Yes.

MR. BOSNAK: You will have a set of guidelines,
then, that --

MR. LEVIN: This will justify it, It gets back to
the question that imposed to Larry, that he could ask me
a question, and I would be, you know, "Did you cover
this,"™ or, "How did you evaluate that?"

And I would be able to say, I did directly, or I

could show him the rocad map to why I could extrapolate

to that.
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MR. BOSNAK: The same design organization, for
instarce, in other things that would make it similar.

MR. LEVIN: Controlled by the same process, the
same organization did it, the same -- yeah.

MR. CHANDLER: How would you pick up the interface
issue in this one?

MR. LEVIN: Similar interfaces would be another
attribute that would be considered. For example --

MR. CHANDLER: But when you «- you're not
necessarily -- when you say AE design scope, that would
pick up all associated interfaces, I presume?

Excuse me. It wasn't a response to your answer,

MR. CALVO: Repeat your question, Larry.

MR. LEVIN: The answer is yes.

MR. CHANDLER: Okay. See, that one passed,

MR. LEVIN: The final determination is as
important, I guess, is a derivative where all design
verification processes should lead you. And in effect
what occurs there is that we take a step back, we look
at the specific root causes that have been identified,
the generic implications, the deficiencies that have
been identified, and then taking one step back, locoked
at that collectively, and made a judgment as to, you
know, do we need to expand the scope further on the

basis of what we found.
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And so that at the completion of phase 4, you will
have already confirmed the coverage and breadth. We
will have confirmed the final scope. Effectively, phase
4 occurs at completion of the program.

In other words, the scope determination never
really ends until it's over.

MR. CALVO: I guess you get to the foundation of
your program. This is the most important part of the
program, Tae determination of that scope so you, at the
end, come out with reasonable assurance, even though you
don't find anything wrong with it. Enough correlation,
therefore, with the depth and the breadth, equivalent to
John Hansen talking about the formulation, all those
populations there. That's also equivalent to what he's
doing. That's the two key elements.

And all I'm saying, when you submit the program
plan to us be sure that you have anchored those things
up with good -- with a good basis, good rationales.
Because if you failed your test, your program will
collapse. That goes the same for the construction
effort. So do the best you can on that one, because
that will be the point of departure for everybody.

S0 you have been giving us some good works in
here, But still you have got those anchor bolts in

there to hold it down, because that -- everything is

OEUN———
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depending on those two.

And be sure that they are level, so you can
interface from one to the other. And I think you're
missing some of that in detail. Okay.

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, with respect to your comment
about pha#c 3. You gave us an August date. Would vou

explain that August date again?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. That's the time frame that we're

targeting completion of this process of correlation down

to the activity level, where we will have made a
determination of, you know, areas that we may -~ scope
that may need to be added, okay, to insure that we have
the coverage of those activities.

So in addition to the scope that you will hear

about today, you may hear items like main steam

isolation valves, electrical penetrations, fault current

type consideraticns, that we may have added, because we
didn't really feel we had an adequate test in that
design activity.

MR. MILHOAN: Does the August time frame now on
this determination of scope, does that include the
completion of your independent reviews?

MR. LEVIN: No, not at all. That is a stage where
we have the --

MR. CALVO: The anchor, the foundation,

mrpe——m—
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MR. LEVIN: 1It's Jose's anchor. And also, at that
peint in time, Jim -~ the check list would, the full szet
would be available such that you could get some insight
inte the depth of the review as wvell.

MR. MILHOAN: 1T know John went through an overall
schedule later in the day. Do you plan going through an
overall schedule on your program at the end of this?

MR. LEVIN: Yes,

MR. MILHOAN: Okay. Thank you.

MR, LEVIN: Okay. Now we need to go back to the
paperclip.

MR. NOONAN: Before you go on., The -« you say
you're going to ta'k about the scheduling aspects later
on?

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR. NOONAN: I'®m looking for a place where we
interface between these -- into this whole thing here.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I believe that, for example, the
August time frame is one example where we clearly were
going to interface. There may be others, But that
seems like a critical junction.

MR. NOONAN: I guess in that respect, John, I will
be talking to you about the overall program plan and --

MR. BECK: Yes. I think it's clear that that's a

required interface. Between now and then we may well
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want to or you may well want to examine. And I would
encourage that,

MR. NOONAN: Okay. All right.

MR. BECK: That's clearly one.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. Now after having described, you
know, how we're going to address our scope, I would like
to address our general approach to self-initiated
review. And as I indicated earlier, the approach
parallels that of the ANSI N-45-211 process.

And I guess what I would like to do is characterize
this review 2 little bit differently than the external
issues review, to the extent that, what we're doing here
is we're starting from the foundation, if you will, in
terms of the criteria. How those criteria were
implemented and through that implementation, where they
appropriately portrayed on design output, design
outputs, such as drawings and specifications.

That's a process that I characterize as kind of a
broad band filter that marches systematically through
the areas that we're looking at, as compared to, in some
other cases, some other external sources evaluation,
where it's a much more directed type of an

investigation, where the problems identified, and you're
trying to sort out the boundaries.

What we're trying to do here is take an entirely
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new untouched area and march to it in a systematic way,
and catch a couple of things. And when you do catch it,
we get into that investigation type of phase. This
process will do that.

We start off by capturing the design inputs, using
N=-45-211 terminology in the form of esoteric commitments
codes standards. Anything that govern the design.

Then given that, okay, how were these things
implemented and utilized, and calculations or
engineering evaluations by the project. And,
ultimately, given those implementing documents, where
they probably reflected on drawings and specs such that
we have an assurance that in fact the design criteria
were implemented.

MR. MILHOAN: Excuse me, Howard. On that design
analysis portion of your slide, a lot of computer codes
are used in design. What are your plans with respect to
the review of computer codes?

MR, LEVIN: We plan to verify in fact, that the
codes were -- that there was a -~ in fact, the codes
were verified, and take a look at the actions that the
project took to verify the use of codes. But we didn't
anticipate completing that verification ourselves.
Criteria identification and review.

MR. MARINOS: Howard, can I go back to that design
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input area? This leg of review is actually the
paperwork, and you will be checking it against the
N-45-211 criteria to establish that design process was,
you know, was carried out, basically, along the lines of
that?

At the same time, my unde-~standing is, your actual
reviewers, your reviewers will do independent
calculations in some areas or all areas, to confirm that
the design inputs that have resulted from the process
are the right ones that the guys used to arrive at the
correct calculations. Are we doing that?

MR. LEVIN: That's exactly correct. And the
methods will be somewhat multi-faceted in some cases.

It may be just a review of a calculation. It may be an
alternate calculation, may be completed. Essentially,
those verification techniques that are described in
N-85-211 are within the tools that we will apply in the
verification process.

MR. MARINOS: The point being that the design
process may be very good. The inputs are brought down
correctly, but the wrong ones, and vice versa, the other
guy 1is doing the calculation wrong so ==

MR. LEVIN: Exactly, yes,

MR. MARINOS: We're going to confirm those too.

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, let me follow up with a
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comment on that, or question on that one. With respect
of «- to your performance of independent calculations,
the purpose of those, I would assume, would not be to
Justify the design itself, but to review the design, the
Justification. If you find something wrong, we'd go
back to projects for their input.

MR. LEVIN: That's correct. And those calculations
would not be design basis calculations.

MR. MILHCAN: Thank you.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. The objectives of the initial
phase criteria identification and review would be to
determine the criteria that the design was intended to
meet, okay, and then factor that into our subsequent
reviews,

Now this doesn't mean to say that we are accepting
that carte blanche., We're going to take a look at that
with a critical eye to assess it., It's complete and
also consistent. The process will be to simply identify
these design inputs from a variety of sources such as
the FSAR codes and standards, interface criteria that
may have been promulgated by Westinghouse, and then note
these. In fact, many of these things will be noted on

our check list.
MR. SHAO: What do you mean by Westinghouse

interface criteria?
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MR, LEVIN: Okay. Westinghouse may have a

requirement for balance of -~ for example, in the

AFW system, may have flows or heat removal requirements,

that Gibbs & Hill, for example, was required to meet,

' And what we will do is, given that requirement,
that interface with the jpterbgoles, determine whether
or not that was a method.

MR. MARINOS: You then, independently will try to
sort of develop a design -- a design description
document to evaluate the design. Or you will use what
Gibbs & Hill may have used to confirm that design?

MR. LEVIN: 1It's really a performance. We will
have effectively have created that kind of a document.
And that document will effectively be the check list,
The check list will have that kind of information
there. So if you looked at everything on there, you
might say that was the criteria speec, so to speak, for
the system.

MR. MARINOS: You will not develop a design
description document then?

MR. LEVIN: 1It's not our intent to do that,
specifically. There's certainly analogies to what will
be created, and what a document like that typically is.

MR. BOSNAK: Howard, are you going to look for, I

might call it, design improvements? In other words,
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things that the original designer did that may have not
been optimal? Could have been done differently? Not
that they didn't meet the criteria, but they could have
been improved?

For 1nstance..a snubber that was not needed.

That's going to be included in your process?

MR, LEVIN: We =« I guess -- the way I generally
characterize that, Bob, is that -« I think that into a
category of practice as opposed -~ for example, there
could be a snubber that's not needed. And with or
without the snubber, you know, the commitments codes and
(equirenents could be met, but it's not a good practice
to have that in there,

MR. BOSNAK: That's what I'm talking about, good
practice,

MR. LEVIN: We will identify good as well as bad
practices in the process, because our interest is not
only in verifying the quality of the design, but
insuring that there are improvements to make «-

MR. BOSNAK: The reliability of the design. That's
what I would be looking toward.

MR. LEVIN: Yeah. And even carrying that further,

if we can make recommendations that will help TUGCO

improve their programs for future work, then we want to

make sure that that information gets communicated.
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MR. BOSNAK: In other words, you won't crossover
something that is -- maybe, met all of the standards,
but in fact is, perhaps, poor engineering practice. You
would make that recommendation and change.

MR, LEVIN: Yes, |

MR. MARINOS: Howard, I want to continue a little
more on that design description. Your check list is not
going to be an adequate document, at least for our
purposes, to determine whether the design is correct --
the requirements from the various needs of the various
systems that it serves,

S0 a dcsign_description document serves that
purpose, to put together all the requirements that had
to be met. Now unless you make a judgment about the
design description that has already -- it's in place
through Gibbs & Hill, I would not be able to tell
whether your check list reflects the correct one or
anything else.

MR. LEVIN: That judgment will be documented and ==
for an evaluation the check list., We're doing that to
catch everything and to insure that that we're complete
as we march through our evaluation of various criteria.

MR. MARINOS: If you make judgments about the
design description as it exists today, and you find some

flaws «=- problems, deficiencies, unless you define what
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should be the correct one so that we can decide on that
basis, we will not be able to get that from your check
list,

MR. LEVIN: Not through the check list. But the
combination of the check list and our engineering'
evaluations and other category documentation I
described, you will be able to get that. Checking the
evaluation isn't done on the check list. Our evaluation
of the adequacy occurs elsewhere. Occurs in the
engineering evaluation, the results reports and even
more broadly =«

MR. MARINOS: But the design document is a living
document, it tells you, it carries you, it's a
ualktbrou;ﬁ of the system, What the system is designed
to do, and how it's going to achieve it. And unless you
give me some write-up that would parallel that or
supplement it -~

MR. LEVIN: One thing I want to make sure that we
are understanding, 1is that the check list will not
describe how {t's going to be achieved, but it will
describe the requirements. Okay.

MR. MARINOS: Okay.

MR. LEVIN: Whether it was achieved will be
evaluated in the engineering evaluation. Our evaluation

of how it was achieved or wasn't will be documented in
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those documents. Okay.

Those documents, the calculations, evaluation
studies, that group of documentation that implemented
the criteria, will be reviewed to be sure that these
criteria were, in fact, correctly implemented. We will,
as part of that process will evaluate the adequacy of
these analyses and evaluation. And what we intend to do
is be sure that there is traceability to that decision
process. Okay.

That the relevant documents would be identified,
would be a cross reference between the design inputs and
the documents that dealt with these des;an 1nput§. Key
assumption, inputs and assumptions, would be identified
and evaluated.

And as we mentioned earlier, the tools for doing
that are some of the same tools documented in N=45-211
to include the review of calculations, alternate
calculations, whatever is required to reach that
Judgment.

MR, BOSNAK: That would include possibly things
that are missing. In other words, if there are no
implementing documents, that would take the design
inputs and be able to translate them into outputs, or
that would be flawed in your mind. Either missing or

flawed, they would be identified.
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MR. LEVIN: They would be identified, and, most
probably, in that case, directed to the project., And
that deficiency would have to be corrected.

Essentially, we want to be sure as a bases -~ there's a
bases that -- for those inputs to having been
implemented.

MR. BOSNAK: That's right. I want to be sure that
You are not just looking at whatever is provided. That
you're looking to make sure that something that's not
there and should be there, will be there.

MR. LEVIN: That occurs at -- not only, for
example, is there a missing -- we had, I think the
example you gave there, is an input. And there's a
;raving or a spec, but you didn't see -- it wasn't an
intermediate or inputting document that took you to
that,

So obviously that would be the other category,
where we capture all the commitments that the project
@Way -~ even at the criteria level, while there is a fair
amount of given NRC's review and other type reviews at
that level, relatively low likelihood that things are
releasing from the company criteria level, If they are,
we would identify it there, too.

And add that to our list. You might say curs is an

integrated list of what we believe is necessary for
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those systems.

MR. MILHOAN: Howard, before you go to the next
slide bn implementing document review slide, you earlier
said you had reviewed NCR integrated design inspection
report with respect to the depth of review.

I assume you got a fairly good feeling with Eespect
to the depth of review we do in an integrated design
inspection. \Would it be your intent that this
self-initiated review would be consistent with that
depth of review or greater than what we do?

MR, LEVIN: I would characterize it as being
significantly greater.

MR. MILHOAN: The depth of review?

MR. LEVIN: }os, greater,

MR. MILHOAN: Thank you.

MR. LEVIN: Design output review. And that's on
drawing and specifications. We are going to determine
the consistency of the design outputs with the design
inputs and implementing documents. In that process, we
would identify the documents relevant to the system
structure component, ensure that there's a correlation
or cross reference between those outputs, and the
criteria in implementing document results.

And lastly evaluate whether design outputs are

consistent with those documents. You know, it's one
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have a calc that said this is the way it ought

We want to be sure that the drawing in fact

that.
MILHOAN: Howard, with respect to design, are
considering the design change process, both at

and at the AE's organization?

LEVIN: Yes.

MILHOAN: Okay. Thank you.

BECK: Vince, could we take a five minute stand
stretch, and ==

CALVO: That's a good idea. Don't go away.

(Whereupon there was a recess.)

LEVIN: Can we get started? We're at a point

in our presentation where we can go through the generic

implications and closure,

I believe easily before a

lunch break.

And
detailed
lunch,
segments

And

then we're at a stage where we can do the

review, discipline review descriptions after

So in fact we will have completed the first two

of the presentation.

those presentations, for planning purposes,

have prepared presentations -- are approximately 20

minutes apiece.

discussion,

hour and

There are four. So notwithstanding

it should be, you know, approximately an

a half after lunch, we should be able to
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conclude.

MR. BECK: That's not a commitment,

MR. SHAO: Just you talking?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. There will he other speakers in
the discipline group.

MR. MOLLONSCON: Before we go on to a new subject,
please? I would like to go back to the criteria
indication and review., In all of those subjects,
implementation document review, where you stated an
objective, we find that one of the outstanding issues is
a statement on a fully implemented QA preogram. An
implemented program may have detected some of those
deficiencies in the design area.

I believe {t's rather important that you siate in
your objectives for each one of those criteria, where we
didn't include QA in the beginning sections of this
outline, that you state that your objectives in all of
these reviews, also include the satisfaction of the
QA/QC requirements.

I think even to the extent that that may be added
to your check list, that attribute for QA/QC
requirements, should be adequate for the check list. I
think that should be highlighted in the objectives
portion of the program.

MR. CALVO: Do you agree? Do you want to make a
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commitment, or do you want to think about it?

MR. LEVIN: Yeah. You know it's something that I
think I'd like to consider -~ I think it's a comment~
well taken. I'd like to consider it. I think that
aspect kind of weaves through the entire program, and
that's probably why you don't -- it's just indigenous to
our process.

MR. MOLLONSON: I don't have any problem
understanding the collective assessment of it. Place
it's in petween the different groups. The end of
phases, between the different groups who evaluate
whatever the results of groups are. I think, however,
that the QA/QC aspect of every function performed by the
response team is a significant item in that assessment.

MR. LEVIN: I agree.

MR. CALVO: So you agree you ocught to do it, right?

MR. LEVIN: We think we are, Jose.

MR. CALVO: You agree -- okay. All right.

MR. LEVIN: If we can get into the generic
implications program. I will define the purpose of that
program, the scope of it, and the source ¢f inputs into
the program, and the description of our approach, and

how we will draw conclusions.

Qur statement of purpose is to establish a

framework for systematic identification and evaluation
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of generic implications related to the Comanche Peak
design programs, processes or controls,

We will develop action plans or expand
self-initiated action plans to, one, identify potential
generic implications of design related deviations
deficiencies and their potential causes; to determine
the extent of applicability of design related
deficiencies and potential root causes; to ensure that
any resulting adver-e effects on hardware are evaluated
and resolved; to identify necessary corrective actions;
to preclude reoccurrence; to provide reasonable
assurance that generic effects of root causes and design
deficiencies have been identified and resolved.

Now on this diagram, I think this reflects a
concept that we discussed earlier. And the concept of
feedback. And I look at the generic implications
program as an integrator information, will flow both
ways, from the various functional elements of our
program. That is, where we're dealing with external
issues, where we have self-initiated actions in
progress, design related deviations, or deficiencies or
root causes get considered within the generic
implications progranm.

And after that consideration, generic effects on

hardware, design are then, oftentimes, go back the other

e ———————————r
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way.

And suffices to say that this process not only
occurs within the design adequacy program functional
elements, but also between our program and John Hansel's
construction and QA/QC program, to the extent that there
are issues that are design related.

The first step of the process includes a definition
of issues. And that is gereric issues. And our
objective in that process is to identify common
attributes among identified deviations, deficiencies,
and potential root causes.

What we're trying to do here is to find the lowest
common denominator, so to speak, so that we can put
these items into like hoppers, such that we can then
identify whether or not there is a generic implication.

And the attributes that we might consider, would be
the sources, the symptoms, the bounds, the affected
organizations, the inner relationship with other issues,
et cetera.

Fundamentally, the question that we ask as we go
through Lthe process are, what common attributes exist
among these various inputs into the generic implications

program? Where else have deviations or deficiencies

surfaced?

And ultimately, we're trying to answer the
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Question, where else could deviations or deficiencies
exist?

MR. CHANDLER: Howard, you have here, seemingly,
with some deliberation, I would assume, omitted
discrepancies. Now you have included, for example,
under discrepancy, math errors. Could you explain why
discrepancies, for example, are not included on == in
the generic implications program?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. We need to get back to, I think
an earlier comment, that math errors was an example, and
the way =«

MR. CHANDLER: I just used that example.

MR. LEVIN: But the way it was being used, was that
already was -~ would have to be determined to be
inconsequential and isolated for it to remain a
discrepancy.

Essentially a discrepancy category cannot be an
item that has a consequence at all, okay. So there's
really no need. If you will, Larry, we created that
category, okay. It's more a logistical need for
managing programs.

You have to have, ultimately, a state of final
disposition for anything that flows into the hopper.

MR. CHANDLER: Then you would associate no generic

implications or no significance to a discrepancy which
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has generic implicaticonsz? That is to say, i{f you find a
pervasive discrepancy, it says nothing to you from a
programmatic standpoint?

MR. LEVIN: No. That is a possibility that it
could say something.

MR. CHANDLER: But where dces 1% get picked up, if
you're not looking into discrepancies in this categcoery?

MR. LEVIN: It essentially wouldn't be a
discrepancy if it had -- that has significance, Larry.

MR. CHANDLER: But you're going to lose it in the
front end of the process, it seems to =ze, if you
determine that it's simply a discrepancy under the
definition you have given it. And if you have lost it
at the front end, how is it going toc be retained over
here in the generic implications area?

MR, LEVIN: I don't recall a :ingle discrepancy
that's inconsequential, okay? And I guess you're
concerned about a series of discreparcies that are also
inconsequential.

MR. CHANDLER: in terms of safety significance,
inconsequential. But in terms of programmatic
questions, are you going to pick that up?

MR, LEVIN: 1I'd say they're inconsequential in

terms of other things, too, if they didn't == a fa:lure

to meet a commitment, I mean, they have absolutely no
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consequence to the design at Comanche Peak. So I guess
our view is there is no need -~

MR. CHANDLER: You are making some assessment,
aren't you, about adequacy of QA/QC?

MR, LEVIN: Yes, that's correct.

MR. CHANDLEk: And that factor, then, doesn't plug
into that determination.

MR. LEVIN: My belief, Larry, is that we're talking
about items of such a low level of consequence, that
they're below the threshold of really concern, from the
standpoint of QA/QC.

I think we all have to recognize that there is a
level of discrepancies that we'll never be able to get
out of this system or any other system, and they will
remain.

MR. CHANDLER: You will build in some kind of
definition then, perhaps, to put bounds on that; right?

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR. GUILBERT: Perhaps, I think in reality now,
what we tend to do is for anything to remain a
discrepancy, you would have to reach a conclusion that
it did not have generic implications that could be
safety significant, i.e., it's inconsequential.

MR. CHANDLER: I'm staying away ==

MR. GUILBERT: 1In order to stay in that category ==
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MR. CHANDLER: I'm staying away from safety
significance. I have raised in the context of
QA/QC from a programmatic standpoint rather than from a
hardware standpoint,

MR. GUILBERT: Okay.

MR. LEVIN: Yes.

MR. BOSNAK: Howard, maybe what Larry was trying to
get at, you could kind a lot of errors that would be
indicative of sloppiness in the process. But, yet, each
one in themselves is, you know, is not of consequence.

Maybe each one is taken care of by the margin that
you have in the particular piece of equipment that
you're looking at. But accumulatively, if you got rid
of all of them, you would never know that the whole
process is sloppy and ==

MR. LEVIN: As part of insuring that, we also have
to determine that a collection of discrepancies have no
adverse cumulative effects. I mean they're truly

isolated. They're i‘nconsequr .2l amongst the

individual item, as wel) ' 1 considered as a group.

And I guess maybe we need some examples,
Suppose, for example, is, you know, we had a

typographical error, and it had to do with primary
cooling system pressure, okay. And that pressure, we

all know, is of the order of 2500 pounds. But it said

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) 460-2048




it was 250. Decimal point was off.
And we do an assessment to determine, well, no one

has misinterpreted that, you know, it's -« and it's kind

of hard for someone to have a lack of understanding of

an order of magnitude, such that that could =« I mean,
we needed a way to deal with that. I think you need to
appreciate that our system is going to have the ability
to capture something like that, and we want to be able
to to deal with {t,

MR. BOSNAK: Like modeling errors, where somebody
picks off the wrong dimension, and in itself, it doesn't
make any difference, But if you do that, and it's
pervasive, then there's some indication that this design
process 1s not as good as it should be. That kind of
thing.

So that that doesn't get eliminated at the top end
of your process.

MR. LEVIN: I agree. Certzinly the cumulative
effects have to be considered.

MR. MARINOS: Howard, can you give me an example of
common attributes among the inputs? I do not understand
what that mesans.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. Yeah. We have got an
in fact, in the next slide.

MR. CALVO: wait a minute, What are you
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do with this one?

MR. LEVIN: I'm going to ==

MR. CALVO: No, no, not this one.

MR. CHANDLER: My question --

MR. CALVO: It looks to me like you're thinking of
doing the same thing that you're doing for the
deficiencies and deviations in some kind of way, not
quite coming through it. Do you want to consider {t?

MR. CHANDLER: My concern again, Howard, is that
discrepancies don't get lost in the process in terms of,
not only potential sign.ficance from a safety
standpoint, but also from a quality assurance
programmatic standpoint,

MR, SHAO: I tnink you should treat this the same
way you treated appendix P in John's section. We have
appendix P, we have a lot to find out == a lot of
incidences that we assembled in appendix P. This is the
same way.

MR. NOONAN: That's going to be hard. You're
basically saying what you feel is the discrepancy at
such a level that they're not really going to get
involved, at least from your standpoint.

MR. LEVIN: We anticipate to maintain them at such
a level that it would not have a =--

MR. NOONAN: Substantially, woculd require about ==
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you have a number of discrepancies. If you put them all
together, they don't add to some significant matter,
maybe I can associate that with an individual who is at
work. Maybe a number discrepancies may prove
insignificant to me, but the fact that he allowed them
may indicate poor quality of work or something. .I think
that's what they're worried about.

MR. SHAO: You have to address programmatically.

MR. LEVIN: Yeah, I guess, you know, I think the
comments are well taken, and we'll consider that in our
program description.

Getting back to your question, Ed. On this slide
it may give you a conceptual idea of how we're going to
try to get these connon.attributcs and deal with them.

MR. MARINOS: Can you give me an example? I'm
having difficulty understanding. What are the common
attributes? Or something specific?

MR. LEVIN: OCkay. They start off at several
levels, This diagram shows a three level approach.
Really, what we have, a3 three dimensional matrix, if you
would. And remember what's coming into this process 1is
a potential root cause, a3 deviation or a deficiency, and
we're trying to -- or a series, okay.

And what we're trying to do is find out, okay,

basically, keep being on == you know, what activities it
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applied to, what discipline was involved, what
organization, what procedure may have been involved.

And that's at the highest level.

Then we go down into the next level. And each of
those broad categories, they subdivide into another
category. You get, for example, out of the design
activity area, you see the arrow coming down. It may
affect a program., It inputs the process, the design
verification itself, design change control, and
discipline area.

Obviously, it could affect any discipline
organizations., It could affect any organizations or
subtier organizations within those, and the design
verification. It may have involved, uhen we get down to
even a further level, specific methods that were
selected to conduct the design verification in review of
correcting 45-211,

It could have been alternate cale. Or it could
have been a test that was in question. What we're
trying to do is take the series of deviations, and find
out, is there a common thread through all these things?
And through identification of that, and getting it down

to the lowest common denominatcr. Identify in some

respects. Confirm the root cause and generic

implication., Now that's kind of a first step.
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The next step is, once you have suspected that, you
want to define the boundaries on -- it's one thing to
say, "I think this is the root causes, This program is
weak."

Then you have to ask yourself, "Okay. That program
was weak. What could it have affected? Where was it
applied? What hardware did it apply to? Wnat design
products did it apply to, okay? And then you go out and
test that.

And then those boundaries see -- whether or not,
you see the same kinds of problems. If you do you have
a generic problem here. And that's what this is all
about,

MR. SHAO: One suggestion on mechanical. I presude
all the pipe and pipe supports are in cthe mechanical.

MR. LEVIN: Piping and pipe supports is -- well,
okay, you're looking at this chart? I mean, this just
served as an example, Larry. This is to provide a
conceptual idea, how it would work. Piping and pipe
supports is a discipline.

MR. SHAO: What I suggest, is on the discipline, I
think you group a mechanical, including mechanical ==
consistent. And mechanical component together. Is
there really two disciplines?

MR. LEVIN: Yeah, I agree.
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SHAO: Different depth. Different pecple.

MARINOS: Howard, can you walk us through this

physical system? Take a component system and

and walk us through the attributes and the

various decisions you make for the benefit of more than

just me?
process.
MR.
MR.
you,

I suggest that we,

example,

luneh?
MR,
MR,

head? I

right-hand side,
and contractors,
to say contractors/vendors,
level of contractor you're talking about,

we should be adding vendors to supply us.

I understand more of us do not understand this

LEVIN: I'm trying to, Angelos.

MARINOCS: Piy: up something. I can suggest to

or you can give us a physical --

LEVIN: So that I can do that completely, could

for example, mark up on this with an
and do that right after we come back from
MARINOS: That's fine.
LEVIN: As opposed to going off the top of my
may hold together.

MOLLONSON:

Excuse me. When we come down the

level two, identifying TUGCO the A need
I don't know whether it's appropriate
because I don't know what

whether or not

We have some

principle equipment supplies that weren't contractors.

MR.

LEVIN: Correct. This is meant to be a

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
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conceptual framework, okay. This list at every level is
not complete on this diagram. However, it is complete
in our progra-.~

MR. MOLLONSON: What I'm -- I guess what I'm after
is that your reviews don't start at contractor level,
because there is a definition, I guess, of contractor,
to go beyond the contractor level, Supply a vendor,

MR. LEVIN: Yes, that's correct.

MR. MOLLONSON: Okay.

MR. CALVO: I guess, Howard, when you submit to us
the limitation plan -- I mean the program plan, be sure
that you reflect -- consider that happening.

MR. LEVIN: Yes. In fact, the list of the
attributes in those categ;rics will be provided.

The next step, having identified a potential
generic concern, we have to determine, you know, what
areas of the design have been affected, okay.

And in many cases, the simple identification of a
generic concern will lead to an action plan. We're
going to have to carry out certain tasks and activities
to define those boundaries. And after having defined
those boundaries, evaluated the problems we find within
that box.

Basically, the investigation techniques that, you

know, we have talked about, are very similar. It may
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include some sampling. We may have to expand the depth
or breadth of our review to accomplish that goal. But
after completing that, we willihave fully defined the
boundaries of the issue. That is, its extent, where has
this generic problem promulgated?

We will have identified the impact on specific
hardware down to, you know, individual item level. And
also where applicable, in most cases generic problems,
get back to some need to improve a program. We will
provide recommendations for improvement of those
programs, processes or, controls.

MR. CALVO: I guess the question that I have, as
you have evaluated in the generic implications, that you
have found discipline. That you can look at, and you
say, "Well, this looks like."™ You may be problems in
some other areas.

Now you also may have another effort in the other
areas, and you could, possibility, could have been that
you missed some of those generic implications.

So there's got to be some kind of reconciliation.
And you have got to feed it back into the front end of
the program, and say, "Maybe what we did in here was not

qQuite kosher,"™ or something like that., How do you cover

that?

MR. LEVIN: I agree, and those things are
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dovetail. And I guess that flow chart that I showed
previously shows that, I agree entirely, because the
generic implication -« it could be 1nterdiscipi1nary.

MR. CALVO: But it could very well be the random
sampling. Whatever you do, you miss something in one
discipline, but is reflected in the other one, who shows
probably what this discipline is.

MR. LEVIN: Absolutely. When you develop those
plans, you develop means of testing, whether or not
that's the case across the boundary.

MR. CALVO: I think that's a good point. You are
checking all over from one discipline to the other at
different levels,

MR. LEVIN: That's correct. Having identified the
specific hardware affected, we then move in to resolving
and closing the generic issue. And we consider that the
issues are resolved and closed when we have nailed the
extent, the corrective action is developed, fully
defined and evaluated by the third party as being
acceptable.

This corrective action, as I implied, could apply
to a design process, program, or the design control.

And may include hardware deficiencies that need to be
corrected.

In either case, the results of this program are fed
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that program might be evaluated -- expanded
accordingly. May be a need -- just want to get into '
other areas in more detail than you have been.

Finally, the bases for these conclusions drawn in
this generic implication will be documented in the
results, There will be a section in each resvits report
that will address the generic implications of the

activities governed by that report.

Part and parcel to this entire process, whether it
be generic implications or just the execution of the
action plans, is the need from time to time to consider
expanding scope. The reasons are many.

One, we may need to investigate the trends of
deviations further, May need to investigate root cause
further. We oftentimes will have to identify whether
we're talking about a random or prog-ammatic type of
deficiency. We want to provide reasonable assurance
that all the -- all deficiencies are identified and
corrected. That is, the areas that are reviewed or
bound the problem.

There are specific conditions that require
expansion., Clearly deficiencies require expansion to
confirm that there are not other deficiencies,

Deviation, a deviation or deviations that could be
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a deficiency if occurring elsewhere. That is, we're
not just going to say that -- we're going to recognize
the fact, this may get back to a train of thought that
you had indicated earlier, Larry, that a deviation here
may be found not to be a deficiency because of inherent
margin in that particular location.

However, we want that deviation in another
location.

MR. CHANDLER: And I would make my same comment
here, Howard, that perhaps you ought to consider,
including discrepancies in this exercise as well.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. We'll consider that. I think,
as I committed to earlier -- but it recognizes the fact
that the margin may be here. But we had the deviation
over here and the margin wasn't there, it could be a
deficiency.

MR. SHAO: I think what Larry suggested, including
deficiency and disciplines.

MR. CHANDLER: Yes. My concern in this area, in
particular, Howard, is that when you talk about
expansion of scope, conceivably, if one found a number
of relatively minor discrepancies, it may suggest a
programmatic type of problem, which might lead you then
to a deviation or deficiency in the next piece of work

that went through the same process.,
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But what you found earlier was simply a
discrepancy, and you may have several of those
discrepancies. If you would include that through
generic complications, it may lead you to a point of
identification. Something of more significance.

MR. LEVIN: Thank you. Another condition requiring
expansion would be identified group causes that can
affect design activities outside or inside the scope of
review,

And fundamentally, you know, after the decision to
expand, you need to expand to within a certain
population. The scope would be extended to similar
designs or processes, based upon the nature of the
potential root cause. It's not just a, you know, a
random process, It's a directed process, based upon the
nature of the issue that you're dealing with.

This gets us back to the basis for cleosure of the
design adequacy program. Fundamentally, clecsure occurs
when third parties activity associated with a specific
issue or group of issues have provided reasonable
assurance that no significant design deficiency remain
undetected, and there are certain conditions associated

with that,

And that statement is very close to the gcal of our

program that must be met. For an issue to be closed
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safety significant, deficiencies and trends of

non-safety significant deviations must be identified.

. Conclusions regarding root causes and generic

implication for each, and determinations for corrective
action made.

Program closure occurs when all issues are closed,
and the third party has completed an integrated
assessment, enabling us to make recommendations for
improvement of construction and operation of management
and Qquality programs.

Since we have reached a stage in our presentation,
the end of the second phase, where it might be useful to
break for lunch, We could go on to the next review
description «- discipline review description. It's up
to you.

MR, NOONAN: I think I'd prefer to go ahead and
break for lunch.

MR. LEVIN: Okay.

MR. NOONAN: But before we do that, I'd like to ==
Mrs. Ellis with CASE has asked me to, along with Billie
Garde, to address this group. She has to catch an early
plane, and there's no reservations to catch a later
plane., So if it's okay with you, John.

MR. BECK: Sure. Hot seat Billy.

MR. COUNSIL: Okay. John, I'm starting to. I Just
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have some comments I want to share on this morning's
program. And I m disappointed I'm not going to be able
to heor the rest of it, But I knew Howard was giving
the program, wouldn't get it all done this morning.

There was a few comments which go to the scope of
the program, now that I have seen Howard's presentation,
that I think are significant. The most significant
being that the third party groups' exit from this
project is, in my view, extremely premature,.

As, you know, both John and Howard, at the Midland
Project, which you, you know, referred to this morning
83 kind of one of the bases for putting your program
together here.

A very significant part of what you did and why we
the intervenors and the public relied on the program,
was because you retained a large degree of overview and
accountability over your recommendations.

And I think in this particular case, that that type
of authority is extremely significant., I don't think
it's enough for you to just recommend closure of an
item, and then draw the conclusion that there is no ==
that there is reasonable assurance. [ think that
conclusion cannot be drawn until the implementation is
acceptable and, in fact, has been accomplished,

And {f that is not retained, them [ don't see how
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you can draw that particular conclusion which I
understand is your objectives,

S0 that I have a real problem with,

Second, I don't see any hold points or integrated
points at which either the NRC or the public puts their
comments in at a -~ in a way that is meaningful in terms
of designated resolutions,

Clearly, your recommendations may include, you
know, there may be two or three other ways to solve a
particular problem that you have identified. You give
those recommendations over to the project -« a project,
and the correct solution is chosen, and then the project
Jumps into corrective action.

‘ Well, that point, obviously, is (oinglto be reached
for different -~ particular systems at different times.
It isn't going to be a single line where the whole
operation gets to that point, and then you move into
corrective action. And I understand there will be some
dynamics involved.

But I think if the NRC and, of course, the public
doesn't have input into those decisions, that you will
enter into corrective action, and that may not be the
choice that the NRC accepted. And intervenors may have
some strong reason why we don't believe that that type

of solution i3 acceptable.
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And I think that you need to consider integrating
hold points, I think, as a matter of efficiency, as well
as lakla( sure that all your bases are covered with NRC
before you proceed into corrective action.

Piggybacking on one of the concerns discussed a lot
this morning in terms of the deviations, and not
trending the types of deviations that I understand
you're referring to as very, very minor.

I think I see the frustration on your face, Howard,
because I know what you're thinking of as very, very
minor problems, and you want to be very thorough. You
want to identify everything.

You have got some splatter on a weld, you have got
a particular typ; of bolt that has a very minor problenm,
which is essentially cosmetic, that you could get real
bogged down on a lot of paperwork for not a lot of
problem.

The problem I see with that particular approach is
that, unless you're willing to assume a worse case
analysis, unless you're willing to go into that cosmetic
problem and say that there are all «- all welds have
splatter and all welds with that type of cosmetic

problem, even if they all have that, it won't matter,

Unless you're willing to integrate that kind of

review, I don't see how you can exit at the front end on
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minor deviations, particularly when you get to the issue
of sloppiness and poor workmanship, because that's
extremely significant ln making some kind of
determination when you evaluate workmanship later,

That has to all be included. And if you're
operating on the assumption that you get from a lot of
small minor housekeeping or cosmetic problems, you have
ot to take that into consideration when you consider
the larger problems,

So I think that that's a problem, Two things that
w= overall comments that [ heard yesterday and today
that I want to make, and this goes botn to what I have
heard this morning and yesterday, is that I'm really
afraid that this program is too Qonfuainc.

And that's a very simplistic way of saying that,
from what I have seen, at least at this point, and «-
there are too many overlays, there are too many
consultants, there are too many contractors with
different charges.

And I don't see this ever coming together as a
cohesive working well-oiled machine that is going to be
able to very easily identify all the problems on this
project, come to some kind of overall view of what the
corrective actions need to be, and move into a

corrective action phase,
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The more people and the more systems and the more
different methodologies and the more separate
QA/QC programs you have got, it's Juaﬁ going to become
extremely cumbersome, It's always been our position
that the best way to do this type of thing is to bring
in one major contractor, for instance, Stone and
Webster, which did a very good job at Midland to the
point until the project was cancelled, that came in, did
@ particular thing, had a particular charge, and there
we just worked with one or two contractors and one or
two charters,

This just is almost mind boggling in the different
levels that are supposed to be integrated., And I don't
think that goes just to me sitting here 1xstenia( to
this. I think that goes to implementation.

Second point I want to make in terms of an
overview, and I didn't make this one yesterday. There
was some discussion yesterday about the harassment and
intimidation issued, and how Mr, Hansen was going to
handle that.

And his statement today, which was the same thing
that he said back in February on the

harrassment/intimidation issue, was that, based on the

summaries provided by TUGCO attorneys, he had, as I

understand it, pulled out the technical issues., He was
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80ing to check those technical issues, and then if the
technical issues resulted in hardware problems, could be
a problem,

And if they did not, if the hardware was okay, then
he had to assume that the problem wasn't there.

And Mr. Hansen, you consistently abused the phrase
that you can't get your arms around the problem any
Other way. And I want to be on the record saying I
think that's a radically incorrect approach. And that
if I was in your position, Mr. Spencer «- or Mr, Beck, I
would make sure that he got his arms around the problem
in a way that's acceptable to the staff and to the board
at the front end. Because the problem isn't going to go
away.,

The question is still going to be raised, and this
isn't the definition given by Mr. Hansel, is not one, as
I understand it, that is being accepted by the board.

And I don't think that that adequately resolves the
problem, particularly when the basis of Mr, Hansel's
information is given by the attorneys that have to
advocate a particular position in the hearings, and have
done so.

And 30 [ want to be on the record as being
extremely concerned about how you, and [ think it is

your problem, how you are going to handle that., [ would
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be glad to sit down at a meeting, because I have some
ideas on how you could get your hands around it. And I
think that it can be done. And I think it needs to be
done.

Okay. Thanks., And I thank you for interrupting
your regularly scheduled program.

MR. NOONAN: Okay. Thank you, Billie. John, I
guess I would like to go ahead and break for lunch.

MR, BECK: One o'clocK?

MR. SHAO: Can we =~

(Whereupon there was a recess.)
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