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In the Matter of:
ALABAMA POWER COMPANY

(Jeseph M. Farley Nuclear
Plant, Units 1 and 2)

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket No. 50-348-CivP
50~364~CivP

N N St N Nt

ASLBP No. 91~626~02-CivP

TESTIMONY OF DAVID HUBER JONES AND
BERNARD DOUGLAS MCKINNEY, JR.

ON_BEHALF OF ALABAMA POWER COMPANY

GENERAL BACKGROUND

>

Please state your name and provide the Board with your

educational and employment bacquound.1

(Jones) My name is David Huber Jones. I am currently
Manager of Engineering Support, Farley Nuclear Plant, for
Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. I received a
Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from Auburn
University in 1979. Then, I joined Alabama Power Company as
a Junior Engineer ir the Eastern Division. After
approximately one year, '~ was assigned to the nuclear support
group for Farley Nuclear Plant and have held various
engineering positions and responsibilities associated with

supporting plant operations. In 1986, I was assigned my

i

Unless noted otherwise, the responses to each question will be sponsored by both Mr.

Jones and Mr. McKinney.
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Q2.

current responsibilities, which are to supe sise the eight
people in my group. We provide a full range of technical and

engineering services to Farley Nuclear Plant.

(McKinney) My name is Bernard Douglas McKinney, Jr. 1 am
employed by Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc., as the
Manager of Nuclear Engineering and Licensing. I am a graduate
of the University of Alabama where 1 earned a Bachelor of
Science degree in Mechanical Engineering in 1973. 1 also have
a Senior Reactor Operator's License for Farley Nuclear Plant
Unit 1. After graduation, 1 joined Alabama Power Company as
a Junior Engincer at Farley Nuclear Plant., 1In 1978, 1 was
transferred to Birmingham as a project engineer for the Farley
Engineering Services support group. 1 was designated as
Supervisor in 1982, and in 1988 became Manager of Nuclear

Engineering and lLicensing.

What is Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc.?

Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. (Southern Nuclear) is
a wholly owned subsidiary of The Southern Company. Oon
December 23, 1991, Southern Nuclear became the licensed
operator of Farley Nuclear Plant, which is owned by Alabama
Power Company, another wholly owned subsidiary of The Southern

Company. During all times relevant to this case, however, the

Y‘J
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Q3.

Q4.

licensed operator of Farley Nuclear Plant was Alabama Power

Company .

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of our testimony is twofold: First, we will
provide a general overview of Alabama Power Cowpany's response
to the Staff's Notice of Violation (NOV) and resulting Order
imposing a $450,000 civil penalty for alleged EQ violations,
Second, because of our personal involvement in Alabama Power
Company's EQ compliance efforts, including the preparatory
work for the EQ inspection in 1987, we will also provide wore
detailed testimony on the issues raised in this proceeding.
In this way we hope to provide *“he Board with the proper
framework to evaluate the testimony of other witnesses on the

various tachnical issues.

Please summarize for the Board the general overview of Alabama

Power Company's positions in this enforcement hearing.

Alabama Power Company's answer to this proposed civil penalty
has two principal parts: legal issues and evidentiary or fact
issues. The primary legal issues will be articulated and
argued in detail by lsgal counsel. These issues have,
however, been presented once in Alabama Power Company's

response to the Notice of Viclation and Proposed Imposition of









the inspectors showing that certain items of eguipment were
gqualified for the application in gquestion, in contravention of
sound policy as well as Section: III of the Modified
Enforcement Policy. Their approach leads to the absurd result
that any attempt by Alabama Power Company to refute a Staff
guestion became an "after the fact" analysis that woula not be

considered.

Finally, if this Board is inclined to sustain a civil penalty
at any level, Alabama Power Company contends that it exercised
its best efforts to "complete EQ within the deadline," as
evidenced by the two EQ audits, the TERs, the Unit 2 full
power operating license, and the numerous SERs. Importantly,
the last SERs, issued in December, 1984, said, "Based on our
reviews, we conclude that the Alabama Power Company
Environmental Qualification Program is in compliance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.49 . . . ." Accordingly, at least
50% mitigestion should be allowed (in addition to the

mitigation already allowed by the Staff in the Order).

Can you be more specific about the evidentiary or fact issues

in this escalated enforcement action?

Yes. The underlying basis for the NOV and the subsequent
Order Imposing a Civil Monetary Penalty is that tihe level of

documentation Alabama Power Company had in its qualification

(3
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because the equipment at issue was indeed capable of
performing its safety function during a design basis accident.
More importantly, we dispute the Staff's characterization of

our analyses as "after the fact." We believe that in most

-

instances when the Staff guestioned documentation (ugually
based on new, heightened documentation expectations), Alabama
Power Clompany had reasonable assurance to believe that the
eguipment was qualified as of the deadline. Alabama Power
Company provided further information to confirm that judgment
or to rebut unfounded Staff arguments. Consistent with the
Modified Enforcement “olicy, Section - % alleged
documentation “"deficiencies" such as these can be remedied by
file additions "“developed during the inspection" and should
not be treated as sufficiently significant to warrant a civil
penalty. The Modified Enforcement Policy states:

However, although not in the gqualification

file, if sufficient data existe or is

developed during the inspectior to demonstrate

gualification of the equipment or, based on

other information available to the inspector,

the specific eguipment is gualifiable for the

application in question, the qualification

deficiency is not considered sufficiently

significant for assessment of civil penalties.

Modified knforcement Policy for EQ Requirements, at page 2
(APCo Exhibit 2).

Finally, Alabama Power Company will establish that it
exercised its hest efforts to achieve compliance with 10 CFR
50.49 prior to the deadline and thus is entitled to a 50%

mitigation of any base civil penalty which may be imposed.

-10-
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DEVELOPMENT OF EQ RULE

Q6.

Please explain, in general terms, your understanding of the

historical background of the EQ rule.

In 1977, the Union of Concerned Scientists petitioned the NRC
regquesting various actions related to fire protection for
electrical cables and environmental qualification of
electrical components in nuclear power reactors. In response,
on April 13, 1978, the Commission ordered, among other things,
that the Staff concentrate on the "“safety adequacy and
environmental gqualification of all Class 1E electrical

equipment." 7 NRC 400, 420 (1978) (APCo Exhibit 3).

On May 31, 1978, in response to the Commission's order, the
Staff issued IE Circular 78-08 entitled "Environmental
Qualification of Safety Related Electrical Egquipment at
Nuclear Power Plants." (APCo Exhibit 4). This Circular
recommended that all licensees (except a few included in a
separate program) examine installed safety related electrical
equipment and "ensure appropriate documentation of its
gqualification to function under postulated accident
conditions." It also informed licensees that "NRC inspectors
will review these matters with licensees in future

inspections." Although no written response was required,
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gqualification; Alabama Power Company could take credit for its
previous efforts to comply with the evolving EQ regquirements

and the Staff's evaluation of these efforts.

However, the current enforcement Staff has not given Alabama
Power Company this credit. In3stead, this enforcement action
is based on post-deadline knowledge, interpretations, and
expectations, not those existing prior to the compliance
deadline. When Farley Nuclear Plant received its EQ
inspection in late-1987, the Staff had conducted over thirty
other inspections and applied to the Plant, retroactively,
this acquired knowledge compiled over the two years after the
complia..ce deadline. Not surprisingly, the Staff now contends
that Farley Nuclear Plant no longer met 10 CFR 50.49 by the
deadline. This explains, of course, why in this enforcement
hearing the Staff attempts to ignore its December 13, 1984
conclusion tuat based on its many EQ reviews of Farley Nuclear
Plant, "Alabama Power Company's Environmental Qualification
Program is in compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49

"

. -

ALABAMA POWER COMPANY'S EQ COMPLIANCE EFFORTS

Q8.

Now that you have provided your understanding of the
development of the EQ rule, will you please explain Alabama

Power Company's compliance efforts?

-16-
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4 0056283

NYDROGEN RECOMBINER

Q2E17G001A-A N Recombiner
Q2E17G0010-B K Recombiner

CHEMICAL AND VOLUME CONTROL

Westinghouse  APR-GHREEE.0)
Westinghouse  APR-GMRE[E.D?

QZE21V038A

~

Motor Operator Limitorque SMB-4
”QZEZIgO BB, . ou.oiMatar, Dperator Limitorque EMB-4
Q2E21V038C tor Uperator Limitorque SMB -4
NZ!ZIZSIICQA. . ~ Limit Switch KAMCO EA1BO/1130¢
N2E217581498 Limit Switch NAMCO EA180/11302
N2E21258149C Limit Switch NAMCO EA180/11302
Q2" "1SVB14%AB Solenoid Valve ASCO NPB3165AE
Qicl1SVBlASEE Solenoid Valve ASCO NPBI1654E
Q2E218vB149CH Solenoid Valwe ASCO NPB31654E
CONTAINMENT COOLING AND PURGE
Q2£14V004 Motoer Operator Limitorgue SMBOOO

The equipment {nspected was examined ‘or proper installation, overall
interface integrity and manufacturers nimeplate date was obtained. The
nameplate dats obtained was compared to the information 1isted in the
licensee's report. Severa) minor differences were identified and the
Ticensee's report is be ng updated.

e ==
>

Within the areas examined there were no fdentified violations.

.19.



Furthermore, during this very active period, additicnal effort
wags undertaken by Alabama Power Company to respond to 1§
Bulletin 79~018B. As noted, a Master lList was prepared gnd
sent to the 8taff for approval. Oon December 10, 1980, the
Staff prepared a Technical Evaluation Report which evaluated
both the submittal by Alabama Power Company and the results of
the December EQ inspection. That TER is APCo Exhibit 12 and,
coincidentally, was prepared by Mr. Norman Merriweat) who
was subsequently named team ieader for Alabama Power Company's
1987 EQ inspection. One of the objectives of this TER was to
categori-e equipment "“that is considered to nmeet 1EB 79%~01B
rejuirements ...." 1f it did, then tha TER assigned a
numerical category of "1," whi<h meant that the equipment was
mualified. For ease of referen-e, a sample sheet from that

TER is included.

20
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According to this sheet, the terminal blocks identified by Mr.
Merriweather arn categorized as "1," "Equipment is qualified.*
These same terminal blocks are also an issue in this

proceeding.

In February, 1981, Alabama Power Company received a Unit 1
"Equipment Evaluation Report by the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, Equirwent Qualification Branch." This report
assessed 703 ite & of equipment and ident.fied certain
deficiencies asso..ated with their qualification. Not
surprisingly, many of the same itern of electrical eguipment
that are the subject of this enfurcement hearing, such as
terminel blocks, Limitorque NOV:JB}NQ hydrogen recombiner, Joy
Manufacturing fan motors, and Gl I8 level transmitters, were
the subject of this Staff assei’sment., (A®Co Exhibit 13),
Then, on May 21, 1981, the fStaff sent a Safety Evaluation
Report in which the Staff concliuded that the Farley Unit 1
Master List was "complete and acceptable." (APCo Exhabit 14).
Clearly, the Staff was actively evaluating our submittals and
Aocumenting thoir assessment of our ejguipment gualifications

and Alabama Power Company continued to respond accordingly.

For Unit 2, which was about to get its full pcwer operating
license in March, 1981, the Staff issued a Safety Evaluation

Report which, in part, discussed environmental gualification



of safety related electrical equipment. (APCo Exhibit 15).
This SER ackrnowledged that:

The Staff evaluation of the licensee's
response included an on site inspection of
selected Class 1E equipment, an audit of
environmental qualification documentation, and
an examination of the licensee's report for
completeness and acceptability. The criteria
described in the DOR Guidelines and in NUREG~
0588, in part, were used as a basis for the
staff evaluation of the adequacy of the
licensee's qualification program.

The SER discussed the on-site verification inspection of
December 2-5, 1980, and concluded that in that inspection, "No

deficiencies were noted."

Having assessed 661 items of equipment, the SER determined
that Alabama Power Company's Master List was, "complete and
acceptable" (except for certain items unrelated to this
enforcement hearing). The Staff did determine that some items
of safety related electrical equipment did not have adequate
documentation to ensure that they were capable of withstanding
the design b 3is accident but, nonetheless, concluded that,
"There is reasonable assurance of continued safe operation of

this facility pending conpletion of these corrective actions."

This SER is consistent with the oral report provided to the

NRC at the March 11, 1981 discussion on the full power license



‘7., farley, Unit 2. There, Mr. Vollmer, an NRC employee, told

the Commission:

We have reviewed the licensee's submittal in
accordance with the eguipment gqualification
guidelines. Basically we performed the sane
type of review that we have done for preceding
plants and operating reactors.

For the Farley Plant, based ¢n this review,

and an in-plant audit, we have concluded there

are no outstanding items which require

immediate corrective action to ensure safe

operation of the plant., There are & number of

items which are identified in the SER with

which we could not make a specific conclusion

regarding their acceptability because of, for

example, deficiency in paperwork or because

items such as the testing interval may not

have met the guideli..e interval but yet one

could make the argument that the need for the

egquipment fell within the envelope of the

testing.
(Transcript of Nuclear Regulatory Commission meeting of March
11, 1981, In the Matter of: Discussion and Possible Vote on
Full Power License for Farley, at p. 7-8.) Of course, the
full power license for Unit 2 was issued by the Commission on

March 31, 1981.

Thus, by the time Unit 2 received its full power licenze, a
regulatory compliance pattern was being establisheu: When the
Staff issued a communication on equipment gualification,
Alabama Power Company was gquickly responsive. The Staff then
evaluated the response, concluding that some equipment was

gqualified and identi. :d deficiencies for others. The

24-




49,

challenge tc Alabama Power Company, then, was to proceed to

resolve the deficiencies.

Flease continue with your discussion of the efforts undertaken
by Alabama Power Company to comply with EQ requirements during

1981-1985,

(Jones) In our earlier testimony, we identified the
Commission Order CLI~80-21 and its reguiremsnts, In late
1981, I was assigned *o be the EQ Project Engineer for Farley
Nuclear Plant, replacing another engineer who had Dbeer.
performing these responsibilities. Let me emphasirze, however,
that 1 was not the only Alabama Power Company engineer that
worked on environmental gualification issues. 1 called upon
the expertice of many Conpany engineers familiar with plant
equipment and EQ requirements, as well as engineers at
Becntel, Southern Company Services, Inc. and Westinghouse,
Moreover, in late 1981, Alabama Power Company hired an
independent contractor to augment its staff and to assist in
the EQ effort. This engineer, Mr. Mike Lalor of United Energy
Services, had experience vith environmental qualification
while stationed at the Browns Ferry Nuclea' Plant, Il'e was
selected for his ability to step in and assiet us:with our EQ

compliance program.






11,
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Ql2.

managenent for concurrence before it was transmitted to the

Plant,

Who at the Plant received the documentation packages?

These packages were sent to the Systems Performance Manager,
Mr. Robert Berryhill, who will testify about his review

process.

Mr. Jones, please continue with your description of Alabama
Power Company's EQ compliance efforts after you vere assigned

the EQ project engineer responsibilities,

(Jores) In early 1982, the Staff requested Alabama Power
Company to submit to Franklin Research Center certain test
reports that we were using to establish gualification for the
itemg of electrical eguipment on the Master List. we
understand that the NRC had contracted with Franklin to
parform a review of many 1 insees' qualilication
documentation files to determine wvhether adegquate test reports
existed to support qualification of the identifiea equipment.

As Mr. Shemanski explained in his deposition:

However, Franklin Research Center did
essentially the entire review. Again, the
staff simply did not have the resources to
review documentation submitted by, at that
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Qie.

of these identified deficiencies, Because of this record of

Staff review and acceptance, Alabama Power Company knew the
Staff had looked at much more than just its "methodology" for
complying with EQ. The Staff had looked at and evaluated
every aspect of our compliance. With this compliance history
in mind, Alabama Power Company received the December 13, 1984
SERe as the formal acknowledgement that it complied with the
EQ rule. As noted by Mr. Shemanski, the "focus of these SERs
wag to have the licensce show compliance with 50.49."
Shemanski Deposition at 26, Our best efforts to achieve
compliance had been evaluated, acknowledged and accepted by

the Staff.

Notwithstanding the SERs, did Alabama Power Company understand
that it would still be subject to a fellow-up inspection for

EQ compliance?

Of course it did; that is part of the normal regulatory
process that every licensee must expect, and Alabama Power
Company accepts this fact of life without complaint, However,
this enforcement proceeding is governed by the Modified
Enforcement Policy, which creates a "clearly knew or should
hiive known" standard, We understand that this standavd must
be met before the Staff can assess any civil penalty against
@& .lcensee. The significance to Alabama Power Company of the

December 13, 1984 SERs is that, as of that date, Alabama Power

.35.
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gualification was either fully qgualified or a justification
for continued operation had been submitted to the Staff.
Alapama Power Compally submitted such a letter on January 28,

1985, (APCo Exhibit 22).

In this certification letter, Alabama Power Company said,
"Alabama iower Company has an Environmental Qualification
Program in place that satisfies the requirements of 10 CFR
50.49 as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluations dated December
13, 1984." Alabama Power Company also certified that "[a)ll
of tho . quipment jdentified in the Master Lists have baen
environme! tal.y qualified and, as a result, a justification
for coniiaved operation with unqualified equipment is not

required. "

Llabama Power Comnpany had two primary bases for making this
certification. First, it believed that it complied with the
EQ rule. Second, and more importantly, the Staif, in the
December 13, 1984 Safety Evaluation Reports, had ratified
Alabana Power Company's belief. The certification letter
referenced the S8ERs as authority for Alabama Power Conpany's
position that it complied with 10 CFR 50.49. By not rejecting
the certification letter, and its stated bases, the Staff,
once again, albeit tacitly, reassured /labama Power Company
that it had met the EQ reguirements by ‘he November 30, 1985
deadline.

.37.
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Q22.

will be more fully explained by Mr. Shipman, who was the
Assistant Plant Manager in 1987, Alabama Power Company
organized an EQ Task Team to review the various components of
the Farley Nuclear Plant EQ program. 1 was a member of the
Task Team and was responsible for the review of the EQ

documentation files.

In the summer of 1987, Alabama Power Company employed Mr.
Philip DiBenedetto to review the qualification packages and
provide it with the benefit of his experience at other
facilities and overall knowledge of the most current Staff

expectations.

When did the Staff conduct an environmental gualification

ingpection at Farley Nuclear Plant?

(Jones) Alabama Power Company's position is that the Staff
began its EQ inspection at Farley Nuclear Plant in September,
1987, and concluded it in November, 1987. This ir
particularly important to 3Adlabama Power Company because,
despite its belief that it complied with *he EQ rule, during
the inspection, Alabama Power Company was able to develop
sufficient data which should have satisfied the inspectors
that even the evolving standards had been met. Thus, it is
the position of Alabama Power Company that for purposes of the

enforcement process, credit should be given for all

.39,






responsible people at Farley Nuclear Plant during the EQ

inspection.

Q23. Do you intend to sponsor additional testimony on the various
technical issues raised in this proceeding?

Al (Jones) Yes: on occasion, 1 will provide testimony on
various technical issues. This will appear in my panel
testimony with Mr, Jesse Love and Mr, Jim Sundergill of
Bechtel. I will also provide a few items of testimor in the
topics covered by Mr. Berryhill and Mr. Shipman.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Q24. Do you believe that the Staff's imposition of a $450,000 civil
penalty for the alleged violations of the EQ rule at Farley
Nuclear Plant is justified?

At We believe that the civil penalty levied against Alabama Power

Company by the Staff is completely unwarranted based upon our
record of responsiveness to the Staff's EQ communications from
1978~1985 and the frequent acknowledgement by the Staff that
it had evaluated and accepted Alabama Power Company's
technical positions. Throughout the pre-deadline time frame,
hlabama Power Comgany expended many manhours of engineering

time, dollars, and associated resources to comply with the

41-









In the Matter of:
ALABAMA POWER COMPANY

(Joseph M. Farley Nuclear
Plant, Units 1 and 2)

Q1.

Q2.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISGSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-«348-Civp
50«364~CLivP

ASLBP No. 91-626-02~CivP

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT BERRYHILL
QN _BEHALF OF ALABAMA FOWER COMPANY

Please state your name znd your current employment position.

My name is Robert Berryhill. 1 am the Manager of Advanced
leactor Projects for Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc.:
however, 1 have been assigned temporarily to work with the
Electric Power Research Institute in Palo Alto, California

with their advanced light water reactor group.

Please describe your educational background.

I hold an undergraduate degree from Auburn University in
Mechan.cal Engineering and a Masters degree in Nuclear
Engineering from the Georgia Institute cf Technology. 1T also
h?ve a Senior Reactor Operator's License for Farley Nuclear

Plant, Unit 1.



1

Q3.

Q4.

Please describe your employment history after graduating from

Auburn University.

After graduating from Auburn, I spent five years in the Army
as an aviator before joining Alabama Power Compaay at the
Barry Steam Plant as a plant engineer. Alabama Power Company
then sent me to Georgia Tech for my Masters degree and to
Westinghouse for training at their Zion, Illinois facility.
Once 1 returned to Alabama Power C ipany, 1 was assigned to
Farley Nuclear Plant as a technical supervisor. In 1980, 1
was promoted to Systems Performance Manager at Farle, Nuclear
Plant and held this position until 1 was assigned to my
current position with the Electric Power Research Institute in

March of 1991,

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide additional evidence
that 2labama Power Company made its best efforts to comply
with EQ requirements by the deadline, and also had a program
in place to maintain this compliance. I will explain the work
done to draft ana implement ETP-4108, which was an
administrative program used by Farley Nuclear Plant to

maintain EQ compliance.
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Q7.

Qualification Administrative Program, which contained an
overview of the elements considered to be essential in any
such procedure. unce Je received this EQ Administrative
Program at the Plant, we discussed it at length with Mr. Mike
Lalor, the principal author of the EQ Administrative Program,
and Mr. David Jones, both of whom were in the Farley Nuclear
Plant support gioup. We also discussed this program with the
various groups at the Plant who, under the Administrative
Program, would incurporate this EQ procedure into their

respective organizational procedures.

. fter these discussions and a careful review of the
Env.ronmental Qualaification 2dministrative Program, the
Systems Performance Group established a procedure, ETP 4108,
that described the process by which the Plant would continue
its compliance with the Commission's regulations.
Essentially, ! =~ 2108 followed the EQ Administrative Program

witn only slight !ications.

why was there no specific group formed at Farley Nuclear pPlant

to ensure that environmental gqualification was maintained?

At Farley Nuclear Plant, our philosophy for implementing
programs such as EQ is to incorporate the program into our
overall Plant operations. We have taken this approach with

other programs such as the f.re protection requirements of 10

4.
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Qio0.

Ql1l.

approved Master List of Environmental Qualified Equipment

maintained their environmental qualification.

As Systenms Performance Manager, did you have any
responsibility for the maintenance programs related to

lubricants?

Yes. However, this was not a maintenance function under EQ
gince lubricants are not items of electrical egquipment
requiring qualification. As 1 have mentioned, as Systens
Performance Manager, I had responsibility for a wide range of
maintenance activities, with EQ being a subset of this overall
responsibility. While 1 did have maintenance responsibility
for lubricants, this responsibility was not assigned to ne
through ETP 4108. As a maintenance matter, we did routinely
assure that any greases or lubricants used in eguipment was

proper for its application.

Did you have any responsibilities at the Plant for maintainirg
the necessary documentation to support qualification for the
items of electrical equipment contained on the Master List?

Yes. However, I had no general responsibility for developing
this documentation or judging the technical adeguacy of it.
The test reports and documentation supporting qualification

were generally developed through the efforts of Mr. David
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Qlz.

Jones and the Farley Nuclear Plant support group in
Birningham, This documentation would be reviewed by the
engineers at Bechtel or Southern Company Services, Inc. to
ensure that the documentation, from a technical standpoint,
supported the conclusion that an item of electrical equipment
would perform its intended function in the Plant's design
bosis accident and was therefore environmentally qualified.
Tr.is documentation would then be sent by Bechtel or Southern
Company Services, Inc. to Mr. Jones, who would review the
documentation to ‘nsure that it properly established
gualification. Mr. Jones would then send the documentation to
the Plant where my group would review it. The documentation
would then be indexed and placed in a file in the document

control center for reference and use.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes it does.
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Q8.

inspection, the inspector 1looked at several installed
electrical components such as fan motors inside containment,
and the hydrogen recombiner, as well as their interfaces.
These interfaces included V~type taped terminations. No
concern about these V-type tape splices/terminations was
raised by the inspector; all his report says is, "No

deficiencies were noted."

Why did Alabama Power Company consider its V-type taped
slices/terminaticns to be environmentally qualified prior to

the review of the Calvert Cliffs report?

nlabama Power Company had specific Electrical Notes and
Detaiis for the Plant describing how to terminate field cable
to electrical components. Prior to 1987, we did not focus on
minor configuration deviations. We considered installed
electrical terminations to be consistent with the Electrical
Notes and Details, which contained a termination detail that
would provide insulation resistance sufficient to prevent the
electrical cable from grounding or shorting. During
cecnstruction, these terminations were made by trained,
qualified workers, who used the skill of the craft. The
terminations were reviewed by the QC department pursuant to an
NRC-approved QC program. Any change-outs after commercial
operation were performed by the trained, gualified maintenance

department electricians. By this process, Alabama Power
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>

written also had a space for the answer so that the response

would be documented.

Did you have a specific responsibility during the EQ

inspection?

I was responeible for conmunicating with the inspection team

leader, Mr. Norman Merriweather, to make sure that he and his

inspection team had all the information that they needed.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes it does.



