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C., THOMAS T RANDT,

the witness hereinbefore numed, being first duly
cautioned and sworn to testify the truth the whole
truth and nothing but the truth, testified on his
oath as follows:

EXAMINRATION
BY MR, DOWNEY:

Q. Mr. Brandt, do the travelers that you have
produced in this proceeding represent the travelers
that correspond to the fabrication and installation
¢f the liner plate for the refueling cavity for
reactor Unit 2 at Comanche Peak?

A. Yes, they do,

Qe And does each traveler corctespond teo a
single weld made in the process of fabricating and
installing that liner plate?

A, Yes,

Qe And do the travelers as a group correspond
to different types of welds made in the process of
fabricating and installing that liner plate?

A. Yes. There are several different types of
welds ir olved,

Q. Mr, Brandt, would you give some examples of
the types of welds maede in the fabrication and

installation of this liner plate?
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Qe And has there been a firsl inspection of

this weld?

A, No, there has not,

Q. And will this traveler package be complete
prior to the performance of that final inspection?

A. No, it will not,

Qe Is this weld still in process?

A Yes, It is.

Qe Based on your treview of this package, is
there any documentation missing?

A Ho, All doecumentation required for the
current status of the process is in the package.

Q. Mr, Brandt, are you aware that in the
memorandum filed September 27th, 1% .4, CASE alleged
a deficiency in this traveler package, that is
package 2-A, because an inspection was performed
before weld rod had been issued?

A Yes.

Q. And in fact, was an inspection performed
before weld rod was issved?

A. No. There's nothing to indicate to me that
there was an inspection performed, I might explain
the front page of the traveler clearly indicates
that WMR was used to issue rod for the initial

fit-up and cleanliness, WMR's were Lhe predecessor
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71
1 to the WPML; changeover from WMR's to the WFML took
2 plece sometime in 1979, There's no reason to
3 believe, for me to believe, that this WMKR was not
4 issued prior to May 7th, 1979, which was the date of
5 the first inspection on this weld.

6 Qs Mr., Brandt, would you please refer to
7 traveler package number 47

8 A. Okay.

9 Q. Mr, Brandt, are you aware that in the

10 handwritten list of allegations served on the

il applicant during the hearings in this proceeding and

12 in the transcript of the hearing for September 18

13 the intervenor slleges that this traveler package is

14 deficient because line 5 of the traveler was morked

15 “Sat", but there is no inspector signature or date?

16 A Yes, 1 am,

17 Qe Mr, Arandt, is that in any way a deficliency

18 in the package?

i9 A, No, it's not,

20 Co Why not?

21 A, I have no jdea who wrote the "Sat"™ on line

22 S of the traveler, Hoewever, the "Sat® serves

23 absoclutely no purpose there without an inspector

24 signature, The current status of this weld is still

25 in process; that is, it has not received final
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visual inspection of the inside weld; it has not
received » ligquid penetrant examination and 1t has
not been vacuum boxed) the weld is still in process.
The final visual inspecction of the inside weld is
yet to occcur,

Q. And it's only when that inspection occura
and an inspector signs and dates the traveler that
the line 5 of this traveler package takes on any
significance?

A That's true,

I Mr, Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler package number 6, Are you aware that in
the handwritten list served on applicant in this
proceeding and in the transcript in the hearing for
September 18, 1984, the intervenor has alleged that
there's a deficiency in this package because line S
of the package was marked "Sat™ and there's no
inspector's signature or date on that line?

Ao Yes, 1 am,

U Mr., Brandt, is that & deficiency in this
package?d

A No, For the same reasons that ! described
in weld 4, it's not of concern,

Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware that in the

handwritten list secrved on applicant in this

45266
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A. No, it's not,

Ce why not?

A, For the same reasons I described en welds
and & previously.

Q. Mr., Brandt, would you pleace refer to
traveler package number 14,

A. Yes.

Q. Mr, Brandt, sre you aware that in the
handwritten list of allegations and in the
transcript of the hearing for September 18
intervenor alleged that this package is deficient
because line 5 is marked "Sat"™ without an
inspector's signature and date?

A Yes, 1 am,

Qe Mr, Brandt, is that a deficiency in this
package?

A. No, it's pot,

Qe Why not?

A, For the same reasons previcusly stated for
welds 4, 6 and 10,

Qe mr, Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler package 157

A, Okay.

U Are you awvare that in the msemorandum dated

September 27th, 1984, the intervenor alleged that

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS






5372

1 vogt, dated December Sth, ‘73,

{. 2 Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware that the
3 intervenor alleged in its memorandum filed on
° September 27 that traveler package 15 is deficient
S because the cleanliness of the inside part of this
6 wel was not reverified?
7 A. 1 believe their cleim was that welding
£ started in 1979 and resumed in 1961 without
9 roverification of cleanliness, There's no
10 procedural requirement for QC to reverify it, The
11 cleanliness of the surface to be welded must be
12 treveritfied by the welder prior to starting, 1t's

. 13 part of the welder's training to see that the

14 surface is properly cleaned prior to additional
18 velding.
16 Qe Is there any deficiency in this package
17 because the cleanliness was not reverified by a QC
18 inspector prior to resumption of welding?
19 A No, there was not,
20 Qe Mr, Brendt, are you aware that with respect
21 to traveler package number 15 intervenor alleged in
22 its memorandum dated September 27 that this package
23 is deficient because an inspection was performed
4 before weld rod was {ssued?

. as Ae Yes, 1 am,
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1 performance of any irepection, The weld will net Dbe
. 2 finally sccepted until the inspecticon is performed
' 3 and the traveler (s signed.

4 * Mr, Brandt, are you aware that the

S intervenor in its meamorandum dated Seprember 27th

€ has alleged that traveler package 15 is deficient

7 because it includes an eight-line traveler for a

L] weld initiated in the 1978-1979 time frame?

9 A Yes, 1 am,

10 Qe Mi, Brandt, 1s there such a traveler in

11 that package?

12 A There is such a traveler in the package.

" 13 It's a copy of the stainless steel inspection

i4 traveler that was referenced by QA-QP-11,14-6, which

i5 1 believe was issued in March 'E2, S0 that's

16 evidence to me that that traveler was added in '82

17 or more recently., But in the event that they had

18 used an eight-line traveler in the '78 to '7% time

19 frame, which this package dees not indicate, (it

i0 would have been proper, as it was prescribed by

21 CCP=-38 Rev, 2 ICN#D3 I believe, We discussed |t

22 earlier,

23 0. Mr., Brandt, are you aware that the

24 intervenor has alleged that traveler package 15 is

. 25 deficient because it's missing certain documentation
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1 A, For reasasons | previocusly described on welds
. . 10 and 14, for example,

3 Q. And for clarity of the transcript, Mr,

4 ‘ Brandt, would you please state again the reasons why
S | you don't believe this is 2 deficlency.

€ A, The "5at”™ on line 5 means nothiag without

7 corresponding inspector's signature,

8 Q. And are these welds still in process?

9 A, They are still in process,

10 Q. Prior to fimal acceptance of these walds,
11 is an inspector required to sign line 5 and indicate
12 that his or her inspection has focund the weld t¢ be

. 13 satisfactory?

14 A. Yes, it does require that,

18 Q. Mr. Brandt, directing your attention

16 specifically to traveler package 25 and traveler

17 package 32, are you aware with respect to these two
18 packages that the intervenor in the handwritten list
19 of allegations and in the tranmscript of the hearing
20 for September l8th has alleged that the packages are
21 deficient because writing on the traveler, and
22 specifically writing on single lines of the traveler,
23 appears to be made by two different persons?
24 A, Yes, ! am,

25 Q. Mr. Brandt, is that a deficiency ~- first
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1 is that true?

. 2 A 1t would appear to me that (t's different l
3 handwritings,

; 4 Qe Is that a deficiency in these traveler

S x packages?
6 A No, it's not,
7 Qe Why not?
8 A. In my review of all these travelers I have
9 not noted a single occasion where an inspector
10 indicated Unsat in the results column, The form
1i could have been designed without the results coluan
12 even there and (it could have just had an inspector's

. 13 signature indicating satisfactory completion of the
14 hold point,
15 Additionally, these two travelers have
16 corresponding NDE chits attached, which substantiate
17 the fact that for weld 25 Mr, Stinson performed the
18 fit-up inspection, fit-up and cleanliness inspection,
19 en the 15th of Janvary, and it was acceptable., And
20 for weld number 32, that he performed the fit-up and
21 cleanliness inspection on the 20th of January, 1982,
22 and it was acceptable., The chits substantjate the
213 signature on line 1 of the *raveler in both cases,
24 However, I might note that absence of the

" 25 chits would not in my opinion make the traveler any
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1 | true,

. 2 Qe Mr, Brandt, would you please refer to
3 traveler packages 36 and 59,
4 Mr. Brandt, are you aware that at various
5  places in the handwritten list of allegations, the
6 hearing transcript of September 18th and its
7 memorandum dated September 27th, the intervenor
] alleges that these packages are deficient because of
9 the way in which line 1 of the traveler is lignod?.
10 A Yes, 1 am,
11 Qe First, Mr, Brandt, what kind of weld |is
12 represented by these packages?

. 13 Ao In both cases they're an embed to a plate,
i4 Q. Mr, Brandt, based on your review of these
15 packages, is there any deficiency based on the way
16 in which line 1 of the traveler is signed?
17 A. No, Weld number 36 was signed originally
l8 in 1280 by James Cole, Excuse me, It was signed
19 originally by Larry Wilkerson on September 26, 1978.
20 The c¢chit states first fit-up and cleanliness of
21 embed to plate., The traveler is signed "“Sat"™ by
22 James Cole in April 1980, indicating the inside weld
23 was inspected for cleanliness and fit-up., And it
24 was reverified in December '81 by Dave Stinson,
. 25 Apparently, welding --
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traveler and also on a chit, which is attached to
the traveler,

Qs Mr. Brandt, would you pleasv reier to
traveler package number 52,

First, Mr, Brandt, what kind of weld is
represented by traveler package 527

A. It's angle to a plate,

Q. Mr, Brandt, would yocu refer to traveler
package 52, Are you awatre that in its memorandun
dated September 27th the intervenor has alleged that
this package is deficient because the chits
associnted with the package are written by two
different peopia?

A, Yes, 1 anm,

Qe Mr, Brandt, 13 that & deficiency in thie
package?

A e, it's not,

Q. Why not?

A. Chits are filled out by the craft, as 1
think I've testified ir this proceeding, in order to
obtain an inspection. The craft fills out part of
it and QC arrives and performs the inspection, (C
signs and dates it,

Qe S50 in fact, per procedure necessarily at

least two people would write on a chit; isn't that

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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A, That's true,

Q. Mr, Brandt, are you aware with respect to
traveler package 52 intervenor alleges in its
memorandum dated September 27th that this package is
deficlent because an inspection was performed before
weld rod was issued?

A, Yes, I am,

Q. Is that true?

A. There's nothing to indicate to me that
that's true,

Qs Why is net a2 deficiency, Mr, Brandt?

A, As 1've stated before, the WMR's are not
required to be attached to the package and the
traveler indicates that at least four WMR's wvere
uged,

Q. s there a requirement to attach the WMR's
to the package?

Ao No, there is not,

Ue Mr., Brandt, are you awace with respect to
travelesr package 52 CASE has alleged in memorandum
filed September 27th that the package is deficient
because line 7 of the traveler i{s marked “Sat"™ but
there's no inspectors' signatures cor date on that

line?
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A, Yes, sir.

Qe Is that a Ceficlency?

A No, it's not,

Q. why not?

A. As I've stated before, the “"Sat® withcut an
inspector's signature means absolutely nothing, The
weld is still in process until that inspection is
performed and signed by a certified inspector,

Q. Mr. Brandt, are you aware that CASE in its
memorandum dated September 27th has alleged that
this package is deficient because (it consists of an

eight-line traveler that was initiated in the period

1976-7987?
A, Yes, 1 am,
Qe Is that a deficiency?
A NOo, it's not. In fact, it's proper. As 1

discussed earlier, ICN§3 to CCP-38 introduced the
eight-line traveler in April '79. This traveler
appears to heve been initiated in July 1979,

G Mr, Brandt, are you aware that in the
various representations made at the nearing and in
papers served on applicant that the intervenor in
this proceeding slleges that traveler package 52 is
deficient because it is missing certain

decumentation which they believe should be included
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in the package?

A Yes, 1 am,

Q. Mr, Brandt, what's your understanding of
that allegation?

Ae Apparently, CASE was referring to the lack
of the inclusion of WFML's in the package,

Qe And is there a requirement te include
WFML's in the package?

A No, there's not.,

Q. And is all required documentation, te the
best of your knowledge, included in this package?

Ao Yes, it is,

Q. Mr., Brandt, would you please review
traveler package for weld number 60,

Ao Okay.

Ce Are you aware that in the handwritten list
of allegations and in the transcript of the hearing
of September 18 the intervenor alleged that traveler
package €60 is deficient because the last line of the
traveler is marked "Sat"™, but there's no signature
for an inspecter and no date for the inspection?

A, Yes, 1 am,

Qe Mr, Brandt, is that a deficiency in the
package?

A No, it's not,
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O wWhy not?

A Without the inspector's signature, the word
"3at” serves no purpose, The weld is still in
process until the final inspection is performed and
signed by a certified inspector,

Ce Mr. Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler packages 61 and 62, With respect to those
packages are you aware that the intervenor in its
memorandum dated September 27, 1984, alleges that
these packages are Jeficient because inspections

were performed before weld rod was issuved?

A, Yes, I am,

Q. [s there any evidence that this allegation
is trve?

A. Ne, there's nct,

Qe Based on your review of the package, can

you ascertain any deficiencies in the package that
corresgand to this allegation?

A. Ne, I cannot,

Q. What's your understanding of this
sllegation?

A, They're apparently alleging due to the fact

that there's a2 WFML attached that's dated after the
24 first fit-up .as signed off, drawing the conclusion

>3 that the weld was made before -- excuse me -- the
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fit-up wes signed off before any rcéd had been drawn,
In reality, the rod was drawn on WMR's, which are
not attached to the package,

Q. Is there any requirement to attach the
WMR's to the package?

A. No, there's not,

C. Mr, Brandt, re you aware that at various
points in the handwritten list of allegations, the
transcript of the hearing of September 18 and the
memorandum prepared and filed on September 27th, the
intervenor aslleges that traveler packages 61 and ‘2
are deficient because the last line of the traveler
is marked "Sat"™, but there's no corresponding

signature of an inspector or date for the inspection?

A, Yes, 1 am,
Q. Is tnis a deficiency in these documents?
A, No, it's not ftor reasons that I stated in

describing the allegation for weld number 60.

Qe And like weld 60 are welde €)1 and 62 still
in process?

A, Yas, they are,

Qe Mr. Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler packages 68, 69, 71, 74 and 80, Let me add
8 few more travelers to that list, Mr, Brandt,

Would you add to your list of travelers to review
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traveler pacrages 81, 84, 88, 8%, 91, 98, 99,

A, Okay.

Q. Mr, Brandt, are you aware that at varicus
points inm the handwritten list of asllegations, the
transcript of the hearing September 18 and in the
memorandum filed on September 27th the intervenor
has alleged that this group of travelers is
deficient because the last line of ecach traveler is
marked "Sat™, but there's neo signature present or
date present on that line of the traveler?

A. Yes, I am, Mr. Downey.

Qe And in your judgment, is the absence of a
signature and date on the lastL lines of these
travelers a2 deficiency in the packages?

A NOo, it's not,

Qe wWhy not?

A, As 1've stated numerous times earlier,
without an inspector's signature, the word "Sat"
serves no purpose., Without the inspector's
signature, the welds are still in process and still
tequire final visval inspection.

O Mr, Brandt, would you please review
traveler package numoer 80,

A, Okay.

Q. Are you aware that in the handwritten list

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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Ao They're apparently referring tc the fact
that some of the WFML's are not attached,

Ue Is that & deficiency?

A. No, it's not,

Q. why not?

A, They're not required by procedure to be
attached,
|
Q. Is all other documentation necessary to

substantiate the inspections that have been
performed with respect to traveler package 890
present in that package?

A, Yes, it is,

Q. Mr. Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler package 817

A Okay.

Qe Are you aware that the intervenor alleged
during the hearing on September 12 that that package
was deficient because an inspectior was performed
before weld rod was issued?

A, Yes, I am,

Q. Is that allegation true?

Ao There's nothing to indicate to me that it's
true, Once again, they're probably referring tc the
fact that there are no WMR's attached to the package.

The WMR's were what were used in the 1978 time frame,
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which is when the first inspection cccurred,

Ce And was there @ requirement te attach the
WMR's to this package?

A, No, Additicnally, the procedure at the
time regquired that all the chits be forwarded to the
vault, There's no indication, at least in this
package, that chits exist for the VT of the backing
strip, tack 2nd fillet welds or the VT of the embed
fillet weld, There is, however, a chit attached to
substantiate the fit-up, the ocutside fit-up, dated
September 26th, 1978,

Qe Does that package contain cobjective
evidence to substantiate that every required
inspection was performed with respect to this weld?

A, Given the fact that the weld is still in
process, there's evidence that all required
inspections previcus to that point were performed
and documented,

Ce Mr. Brandt, would yocu please refer tc
traveler package 84,

A. Okay.

Ue Mr., Brandt, are you aware that the
intervenor has alleged that traveler package 84 is
deficient because of the way in which line 1 cf the

traveler was signed?
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Qe Mr, Brandt, would you please review
treveler package 887

A, Okay.

Ce Are you aware the intervenor slleged in its
handwr 'tten list of allegations that traveler
package 88 is deficient because certain
documentation is missing from the package?

A, Yes, 1 am,

Q. Mr. Brandt, what's your understanding of
that allegation?

A. Apparently, they're referring once again to
the lack of WFML's and WHMR's,

Q. And is the package deficient because WMR's
and WFML's are missing?

A, No, it's not.

Qe Why not?

A They're not required to be attached,

Q. Mr. Brandt, would you please review
traveler package 1107

A. Okay.

Qe Mr. Brandt, are you aware that the
intervencr in this proceeding has alleged that
traveler package 110 is deficient becsuse of the way
in which line 1 of the traveler is signed?

A, Yes, | am,
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I8 traveler package 110 deficient because

way in which line 1 is signed?

A Ho, it's not.

Qe Why not?

A, There's a chit attached dated October 4th,
1978, signed by Larry Wilkerson, indicating that the
first fit-up and cleanliness of angle to plate is
satisfactory, Line 1 of the traveler is marked,
quote, inside fit-up and cleanliness of above, close
guote, noted as satisfactory and signed by Don Vogt
on December 7th, 1979,

Ue S50 does the package contain verificaction
that both the inside and outside fit-up and
cleanliness inspections were performed?

A. Yes, it does,

Qe Mr. Brandt, are you aware that the
intervenor has alleged in its memorandum dated
September 27th that traveler package 110 is
deficient because the weld was inspected before rod
was issued?

A Yes, 1 am,

Qe Mr. Brandt, is there any evidence that that
allegation was true?

A No, there's not, Apparently, they're

referring to the lack of the inclusion of the early
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WMR's in the package, which as 1've stated before,
was not required,

Ve Mr. Brardt, are you aware that the
intervenor hag alleged in the handwritten list of
allegations and in the transcript of this proceeding
for September 18, 1984, that traveler package 110 J&
deficient because the last line of the peckage was
marked “Sat", the last line of the traveler was
marked "Sat", there's no inspecter's signature or
date on that line?

A, Yes, 1 am,

Qe And is that a deficiency in this package?

A. No, it's not., As I've stated before, the
indication of Sat without the inspector's signature
serves sbsolutely no purpose.

Q. And is this weld still in process?

A. The weld is considered in procegs until the
final inspection is performed and signed by
certified QC inspector,

Ce Mr, Brant, would you please refer to
traveler package 1117

A. Yes, 1 would.

Q. Are you aware thet the intervenor has
alleged that traveler package 111 is deficient

because the last line of the traveler is marked
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1 *Sat", but there's no inspector's signature for that
2 line or no date for the inspection of that line?
3 A, Yes, 1 am,
& Q. Is that a deficiency in this package?
S A. NOo, it's not,
6 Qe And is it not a deficiency for the reasons
7 you've testified to several times before that this
8 is an in-process weld and the sztisfactory
9 indication is meaningless until inspector's
10 signature is attached to the line?
11 A It's meaningless in the fact that there's
12 i not an inspector's signature, but .t's nect an
13 i in-process weld in that sense., If you'll note on
14 the second package of the traveler in 1981 they had
is% switched to the eight-line travele:, And Mr, Cole
16 had signed off, albeit in the wrong place, ané that
17 he signed off line 1 insteed of line S5, but he had
1@ signed off the fit-up and cleanliness., The outside
19 fit-up and cleanlinesr is substantiated by a chit
20 dated August 21, 1978, signed by Phil Davis. 1It's
21 my conclusion that Mr, Cole's signature indicates
22 the inside fit-up is based on tl.e date that the weld
23 of the leak chase channel to the liner plate was

| 24 inspected -- October 26, 1978. Once this channel

. 25 was welded on the backside ¢f the liner plate, the
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backside of the weld was completely inaccessible,
The only weld to which Mr, Cole could have been
referring was the inside, or waterside, weld,

Q. Mr., Brandt, would you please refer to
ttaveler package 1187

Al Okay.

Ce Mr., Brandt, are you awvare that the
intervenor ir this proceeding alleged in its
memorandum dated September Z27th that travelor
package 118 is dJdeficient because of the way in which
line 1 of the traveler is signed?

A Yes, 1 am,

Q. Mr, Brandt, is that package deficient
because of the way in which line 1 is signed?

A, o, it's not,

U Why not?

A There's a chit attached dated August 10,
1978, signed by 5. M, McCoy, which is entitled
fit-up and cleanliness, There is also & chit
attached signed by Dave Stinson dated January 22nd,
1982, for the insjde fit-up and he reverified it
again on the 3rd of FPebruarcry, 1982, and signed the
traveler on that date,

Qe 50 does the package contain verification

that al)l required cleanli{ness and fit-up inspection
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1 were performed?

. 2 | A, Yes, it does,
3 Q. Mr., Brendt, are you aware that in 1its

r 4 memorandum dated September 27th, 1984, the

S intervenor alleges that traveler package 118 1is
6 deficient because cleanliness was not reverified
7 prior to the resumption of welding?
8 A. Yes, 1 am,
9 Qe Is the package deficient for that reason?
10 A No. AS I've ntated earlier, there is no
11 requirement for QC to reverify cleanliness due teo
12 starting and stopping of welding operation,

'. 13 Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware that with respect
14 to traveler package 118 the intervenor in its
15 memorandum dated September 27, 1984, alleges that
16 the package is deficient because certain
17 | documentation is missing from that package?
18 Ae Yes, I am.
19 Q. What's your understanding of that
20 allegation?
21 A, The only thing to which they could be
22 referring would be the missing WFML's and WMR's.,
23 Qe And is the package deficient because
24 certain WPML's and WMR'Ss are not included in the

‘ a5 package?
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1 A, o, it's not, As I've stated earlier,

2 they're not reguired to be included in the package,

3 Qe And Mr, Brandt, does the package contain

“ all documentation required to verify that all

5 required inspections to this point in the process

3 were performed?

7 A Yes, it does,

8 Qe Mr. Brandt, are you aware that in the

9 handwritten list of allegations and the transcript
10 of the hearing of September 18, 1984, and in

11 memorandum dated September 27, 1984, the intervenor
i2 alleged that traveler page 118 is deficient because
13 the last line of the traveler has been marked "Sat",
14 but there's nc inspector's signature or date on that
15 line?

16 A. Yes, ] am,

17 Q. Mr, Brandt, is the package deficient for
18 that reason?
19 A. No, it's not,
20 Q. And {s it not deficient for the reasons
21 you've given several times ion your testimony today
22 of similar peckages and other occasions?
23 A Yes, The indication "Bat"™ without
24 inspector's signature serves nc purpose,
25 Q. And is this weld still in process?
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A Yes, it is.
Q. And prior to final acceptance, is it
3 regquired that an inspector sign and date line 5 of
4 the traveler?
S A. Yes, it is,
6 Qe Mr. Brandt, are you aware that the
7 intervenor in its memorandum dated Sepilember 27th,
£} alleges that traveler package 118 is deficient
9 because it contains an eight-line traveler that wvas
10 issved in the 1978-1979 time frame?
11 A. Yes, I anm,
12 Qe Mr., Brandt, does the package contain such a
. 13 traveler?
14 A, Yo, it does not,
15 Qs Mr. Rrandt, is there any eight-line
16 traveler in that package?
17 A. Yes, there is. The traveler that's
18 tncluded in the package first appeared in Ql-QP
i9 11-14-6 in September 1982, so it's not possible that
20 this traveler was used in 1979, 2additionally,
21 there's not a single signature on this traveler
22 incleded in the package.
23 Qe Mr., Brandt, are you aware that the
24 intervenor in this proceeding has alleged that
‘ 25 traveler package 118 is deficient because certain
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1 required documentaticn is missing from that package?
. 2 Al Yes, I am,

3 Ce Mz, Branmdt, what's your understanding of

4 the allegation?

$ | Ao From my review of the package, the only

6 thing to which they could be referring would be a

7 chit for the VT of the backing strip, which is hold

b point number 23 a chit for the cleanliness and liner

9 of the backing strip, which is number 3; a chit for

10 the final VT of the channel fillet weld, which is

11 held point numbex 4; and the WMR's and WPML's,

12 As I've stated previously, the WMR's and
. 13 WFML's are not required to be attached, and the

14 chits for hold reints 2, 3 and 4, althcugh

15 procedurally required, the lack of such is not

16 significant in the fact that the traveler was

17 updated as required and signed by the insgector on

18 the facc of the traveler,

19 C. 50 your testimory is that there is no

20 missing documentation from this package?

21 A There is documentation missing in the fact

22 that the chits for hold points 2, ) and 4 are not

23 included, However, it's without sigrificance as the

4 inspector has signed the traveler for those three
. 25 inspections., Had they been included, it would have
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been a redundant piece of documentation to

substantiate the perfermance of that inspection,

Qs Mr., Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler package 126, Is it your understanding that
the inteivencr in this proceeding has alleged that
traveler package 126 is deficient because
documentation required to te in the package is
missing?

A, Yes, it is.

Qe What's your understanding of that
allegation?

A They're apparently referring tc the WFML's
and WMR's, which I've previously stated are not
required to be attached,

Qo Pased on your review of that package, is

all documentation reguired to be in the package

there?
A Yes, it is,
Qe Mr, Brandt, would you please refer to

traveler package 130,

A Okay.

Q. Mr., Brandt, is it your understanding that
the intervenor alleges in its memorandum of
September 27th, transcript of September 18 and in

the handwritten list of allegations that this
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package is deficient because of the way in which
line 1 of the traveler is signed?

A, Yes, it is,

Qe Mr, Brandt, is the package deficient
because of the way in which line 1 s signed?

A, No, it's not,

Q. why not?

A The cutside fit-up was accepted by S. M,
McCoy on August l8th, 1978, on an MDE chit, which
states first fit-up and cleanliness of plate to
plate, The inside fit-up was accepted by Robert
Kanney on March 27th, 1980, and the inside was
reverified as satisfactory by Dave Stinmson on
February 8, 1982,

Qe S0 is your testimeony that all required
inspections, all required cleanliness and fit-up
inspections ca2n be substantiated by documents in the
package?

A Yes,

Ce And that line 1 is properly signed?

A. Yes, it is,

Co Mr, Brandt, would you plecase refer to
traveler package 1337

A, Okay.

Ce Mr., Brandt, is it your understanding that
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the intervenor haes alleged in its handwritten list
of allegations and on the transcript of the hearing
of this proceeding for September 18 that traveler
package 133 is deficient because that package

i contains an eight-line traveler issued in the
1978~1979 time frame?

A Yes, it is,

Qe Mr, Brandt, is the package deficient for
that reason?

Ao No, it's not.

Q. Why not?

A The eight-line traveler was required by
procedure at that time, it had been intreoduced into
CCP~-28 Revision 2 by ICN#3 dated April 10, '79, and
| the first inspection performed on this traveler is
dated May 1979, Consc¢quently, it was the correct
traveler,

Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware that on the
transcript of this proceeding for September 18, 1984,
the intervenor alleged that traveler package 123 is
deficient because certain required documentation is

missing from the package?

A. Yes, I anx,
24 Qe Mr., Brandt, what's your understanding of
‘ 25 that allegation?
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A, Apparently, what they're referring to is
the lack of the WMR's and WFML's or this package
which 1've previovusly stated were not required to be
sttached and conseguently no deficiency exists, if
they'rte referring to chits, chits were not required
to be used with the eight-line traveler,

Qe S0 it's your testimony that the:re is no
documentation missing from this package?

A. That's true.

Ce Mr, Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler packages 134 and 1357

A. Okay.,

Q. Are you aware that in the handwritten list
of sllegations and en the transcri,. of the hearing
in this proceeding for September 18, 1964, the
intervenor alleged that these packages are deficient
because inspections were performed before weld rod
was iIssued?

A Yes, 1 am. Once again, apparently, they're
drawing the conclusion, this conclusion based on the
lack of WMR'Ss and WPML's being attached to the
package, which I've stated previously was not and is
not a requirement, There is nothing els~ to
indicate to me -~ excuse me, There's nothing at all

in these packages to indicate inspections were
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performed prior to the issuvance of weld rods.

Qe Mr, Brandt, would you piecase refer to
traveler package 137,

A Ckaye.

Q. M., Brandt, are you aware that on the
transcript of the hearing in this proceeding for
September 12, 1984, the intervenor alleged that
package 137 was deficient because it contains an

eight-line traveler that was issued in the period

1978-797
A, Yes, I anm,
Qe Does the package contain such a traveler?
A, Yes,
Ue Is it deficient because of that?
A, No, it isn't, The eight-line traveler

centained in the package was procedurally prescribed
and proper at the time it was used. The first
inspection date on this travoler is May 1979 and
this traveler had been incorporated inte CCP-33 in
April 1979, Conseguently, it was the proper form
for use,

Q. Mr., Brandt, would yocu please refer to
traveler package 138,

L Okay.

Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware that in the
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package is deficient because of the way in which
line 1 of the package waes signed?

A, Yes, I aam,

Q. In your judgment, is the package deficient
because of the way in which line 1 is signed?

A, No, it's not,

U Why not?

A, A chit dated August 16, '78, by S, M. McCoy,
indicates that the first fit-up and cleanliness of
plate to plate was acceptable. The first line of
the traveler indicates that the inside fit-up was
acceptable on January 3rd, 1960, and reverified con
Januacry 27th, 1982, by Dave Stinson for which a chit
is additionally attached, It's my understanding
from the fabrication sequence that took place and
from readi~g the chit that this is 6 inches of weld
on the west end of 142, It was a reverification of
cleanliness by Mr, Stinson prior to manual welding
of that portion of the seam weld where the automatic
welder would not reach.

Qe Rased on your review of the package, is all
documentation regquired to substantiate the
cleanliness and fit-up inspections present in that
package?

A. Yes, it fs.,
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1 A, In April 1979 an eight-iine traveler was
. 2 introduced in CCP-38, Its use was required by the

3 QC procedure., And on every one of the travelers

4 we're talking about, the date of the first

S inspection is after April 1979, Consequently, the

6 ¢eight-line traveler was proper for use in the time

7 period it was used,

3 Qe Mr., Brandt, are you aware that with respect

9 to these same travelers, this same package of

10 travelers, the intervenor has alleged that various

11 places these travelers are deficient because

12 required documentation is missing from the packages?
. 13 A Yes, 1 am,

14 Q. Mr. Brandt, what's your understanding of

15 the 2llegation?

16 A. If the intervenor was referring to the lack

17 of chits being attached to these packages, chits

18 wetre not required with the use of the eight-line

19 traveler, 1f the intervenor is referring to the

20 lack of WMR's or WFML's, as 1've stated earlier,

21 neither of these two documents were reguired to be

22 at _.ached to the procedure and consequently, no

22 deficiency exints,

24 Q. Mr, Brandt, you testified they weren't
. 25 required to be attached to the procedure, Did you
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and no date for the ianspection?

A Yes, 1 am,

Qe Mr. Brandt, would you please comment agair
on whether this constitutes a deficiency in these
packages?

A. The presence of the word "Sat” without an
inspector's signature is not objective evidence that
the inspection was performed, 1In fact, these welds
are still in process and will require a final visual
inspection to be performed and the travelers signed
prior to the weld being considered completed,

O S5¢ yecur testimony is there was no
deficiency in the package because of the facts cited
by the intervencor?

A, Yes, sir,

Qe Mr., Brandt, again while you have this set
of travelers from the 200 series ir front of you,
would you please refer to traveler 2357

A. Okaye.

Ge Mr, Brandt, are you aware that the
intervenor in this proceeding has alleged that
traveler package 235 is deficient because a chit
attached to the package appears to be written in two
different handwritings or written by two different

people?
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A, Yes, 1 am,

Qe Mr, Brandt, is there anything improper
about -- first, based on your review, do you believe
that it was written by tweo different people?

A One of them clearly so., The other cne I'm
not quite sure of,

Ve Mr, Brandt, assuming both of them were
written by two different people, does that indicate
any kind of deficiency in the traveler package?

A, Noe, it does not,

U Why not?

A, The NDE chit was filled ocut by the foreman,

Qe The foreman being the craft foreman?

A Yes, sir, And forwarded to QC to perform
an inspection, (QC signed the chit and indicated
results when they performed the inspection,

G 50 in the normal course of business, one
would expect them to be written in two different
handwritinas; is that right?

Ae Yes.,

Q. Mr. Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler package 2217

A, Okay.

Qe Is it your undecstanding that the

intervenor in this proceeding has alleged that
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1 traveler package 221 is deficient because reguired
. 2 documentation is missing from that traveler package?
3 A, Yes, it is,
« Qe Mr. Brandt, what's your understanding of
S the allegation, the specific nature of the
6 allegation concerning traveler package 2217
7 A. They're referring to missing chits, the
G chits are missing to substantiate hold points 2, 3
9 and 43 however, these hecld points are properly
10 signed off on the face of the traveler itself, 1f
11 they're referring to missing WMR's and WFML's, as
12 1've stated previously, neither of these twe
. 13 documents arte required to be attached te the package.
14 Q. And Mr, Brandt, is it your testimony that
15 there is in that package all the documentation
16 necessacry to substaatiate the inspections that have
17 so far been performed?
18 A Yes, it is,
19 Ge Mr. Brandt, would you please refer to
20 traveler package 3156.
21 A, Okay.
22 Qe Mr, Brandt, is it your understanding that
23 the intervenor in this proceeding has alleged that
PR traveler packesge 356 is deficient because there is
. 25 documentation missing from that package, which is
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Qe Are these two allegaticons inconsistent with
one another?

A, Seem to be,

Q. Mr. Brandt, what's your evaluation of the
allegation that weld rod was burned pricr to the
fit-up and cleanliness inspection?

A. It's an indication to me that the person
making the allegation has a lack of understanding
about the welding process itself, Prior to
performing a fit-up inspection the two pieces to be
joined by the welding process are fitted up, in that
they're drawn close enough together to make the weld,
a specified gap is maintained, and in this case, a
backing strip {s tuck welded to sach of these pieces,
bridging the gap formed by the two pieces to be
welded, In order to make these tacks, weld rod must
be issuved to gualified welders and the backing strip
tacked on te the two plates being joined.,

Qe when you say “"tacked on", Mr, Brandt, doces
that mean they're actually welded together?

A. They are welded teogether by what is termed
a8 "tack weld™, which is & small weld.

Qe Like a spot weld?

A. Precisely.,

Qs S¢0 is it necessary, in fact, to issue and
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burn welding rod prior to the time of fit-up and
cleanliness inspection is performed?

A. Yes, it is. In all of these cases that 1|
have in front of me, I belleve the only rod burned
prior to the first inspection was either one or two
rods, which Is 2 c¢lear indication to me that the rod
waes used only to make the tacks, as one weld rod
will not deposit a significent ssount of filler
material,

Qe Mr. Brandt, will you please review each of
these travelers that you have before you to confirm
that only one or two weld rods were burned prior to
fit-up inspection in each case?

A Yes, sir, All of these cases involved the
burning of only one or two weld rods prior to the
faspection,

Qe In your review of the travelers did you
find any indication of a deficiency in them because
weld rod was burned prior to fiteup and cleanliness
inspection?

A, Ne, 1 did4 not.

O Mr, Brandt, 1'éd like for you to get before
you another series of travelers in the 400 series,
Those are travelers 408, 411, 463 through 484,

Ao Okay.
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1 weld rtod, ARlthough these two WFML's have been
. 2 signed by Mr. Hawford, they were never taken to the

b issue shack to receive filler material, and no

B filler material was issued as a result of those

5 signatures,

6 Qe 50 is there any deficiency in these papers
7 a8 a result of the signature of Mr, Hawford?

H A. Mr, Hawford should have lined through his
9 signature, initialed it and dated it so that the

10 next entry on the WFML could be used, As these

11 coples are two to three weeks, possibly even a month
12 old at this point, itv's possible that it's been

" 13 corrected by this time, I d¢ not know,

14 Q. Mr, Brandt, is it your understanding that
15 the intervenor nas alleged iﬁ the transcript of the
16 hearing of September 18th there's some impropriety
17 in a number of travelers becsuse Mr, Hawford signed
18 a lacge number of travelers authorizing issuance of
19 weld rod on 2 single day?

20 A It is my understanding, yes, sir.

2) Q. Is there anything wiong with Mr, Hawford
22 signing a large number of travelers on a single day
23 ot & large number of WFML's on a single day?
24 A, No, sir, BSome of these welds are not very

. 25 long; they can be completed in a relatively short
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1 period of time, Mr. Hawford is a foreman over a
2 crew of millwrights, He's responsible for that
3 crew's activities, end as I've described, he must
“ | nign a WPML each time a welder is to receive weld
5 | rod, In the course of a day he could sign cquite a
6 number of these depending on the length of welds his
7 welders were working on, the number of welders
8 working and how many rods they were withdrawing at a
9 time, There's no reason to belleve that due to the
10 number of WFML's which have been signed by Mr,
1l Hawford that any improprieties took place.,
12 This is another example of the person
13 making the allegation not fully understanding either
14 the welding process or the process by which & welder
15 ' receives his weld rods,
16 Ue Mr, Brandt, 1'd like to ask you to now
17 refer to traveler packages 463 througn 464.
18 A. Okay.
19 . Qe Mr, Brandt, is it your understanding that
20 ! with respect to these packages the intervenor has
21 alleged in the handwritten list of allegations that
22 the packagss are deficient because of the large
23 number of inspections and signatures entered on
24 these travelers by Mr, Jimmy Duncan on a single day?
25 A, Yes,
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1 deal more work beyond what's verified in these

. 2 travelers?
3 A, Depending upon how much the millwrights had
4 ready for him to inspect when they called him, Mr,
S Duncan could have done considerably more than what's
6 found on these travelers,
7 Ce Do you find any cause for alarm by the
8 amount of work done?
9 A. Abscolutely not, Once again this appears to
10 be a result of & general lack of understanding of
11 the welding and welding inspection process. These
12 inspections, as 1 said, are extremely simple

. 13 inspections, If Mr, Duncan had performed even two
14 to three times that number, (t would not be any
15 reason for concern,
16 Q. Mr, Brandt, would you please review
17 traveler 589,
18 A. Okay.
19 Qe Are you aware that intervenor in this
20 proceeding alleged in the memorandum filed on
21 September 27th, 1984, that this traveler package was
22 deficient because it falls to contain certain
23 documentation that the intervenor contends should be
24 in that package?

‘ 2% A Yes, 1 am,
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Q. Mg, Brandt, what's your understanding of

that allegation?

A. The allegation could be referring te the
lack of WFML's, which I've previously stated are not
required to be attached, It could be referring to
the lack of chits, which for this time pericd were
not required or I guess could be conceivably
referring teo the lack of a liguid penetrant test
report, which has not yet been performed,

Q. Based on your review of the traveler
package 389, do you find any indication that
decumentation that should be there at this stage in
the process is missing?

A. Noe, 1 do not,

Je Mr, Brandt, would you please refer to
traveler packages 859, 867, 868, 871, 877, 078 and
8797

A. Okay.

Qe Mr. Brandt, are you aware that with respect
to these traveler packages the intervenor in the
handwritten list of allegations and in the
transcript of the hearing of Leptember 18, 1984,
alleged that these packages were deficient because
they all use an c¢ight-line traveler which was

originated in the 1978<«1979 time frame?
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A. Yes, 1 am,

Co Mr. Brandt, do all these packages use an
eight-line traveler that was initiated in the
1978-1979 time frame?

A Yes, they do,

Qe is that improper?

A, No, it's not, They're all datad after the
inclusion of the eight-line traveler in CCP-38 Rev.
2 in April 19%79.

Qe 1s there any deficiency, any problem in the
use of the eight-line traveler included in these
packages for this time pericod?

A, No, there is not, It's in compliance with
procedural requirements at the time,

Qe Mr, Brandt, are you aware with respect to
the same group of travelers, that is traveler
numbers 859, 877, 879 and 878 that the intervenor in
thie proceeding has alleged these travelers are
deficient because they're wmissing certain
documentation which the intervenor contends should
be included in the package?

A Yes, | am,

Ce What's your understanding of that
allegation, Mr, Brandt?

A I'n not sure to which they're referring,
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i I1f they're referring to the missing WMR's and/or
. 2 WPML's, as 1've stated numerous times previously,
3 they're not requlired to be attached, If they're
4 teferring to the lack of NDE chits, chits were not
s required in this time frame. Other than that, all
6 documentation that's required to be present to
7 substantiate the inspection process for each of the
A welds is present in the package. The PT reports for
G welds 877, '78 anad '79, as I stated earlier, wvere
10 filed separately during this time frame, The
11 purpose of the cignature line on page 2 of the
12 traveler is to indicate te the craft that the FT had
" 13 been perfeormed and wes satisfactory. And in all
14 three of these cases the inspector did sign on page
15 ! 2 indjcating that the PT had been performed and was
16 satisfactory.
17 | Qe Based on your review of these traveler
18 packages, do you find any indication that
19 documentation that should be there in this stage of
20 processing of the welds is missing?
21 A No, 1 don't,
22 Qe Mr., Brandt, 1'd like to ask you another
213 question about your testimony in which you indicated
24 that WFML's were not required to be attached to
‘ as these travelers and similar testimony that the WMR's
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O Mr. Brandt, is it your understanding that
intervenor in this proceeding alleges in the
handwritten list of allegations and the transcript
of the hearing of September 18th that these
particular packages are deficient because certain
lines on the traveier have been written by two
different people?

A. Yes, it is.,

Q. Mr, Brandt, based on your review of these
two travelers, do you agree that certain lines on
these travelers are writtenm in handwriting placed on
the traveiers by two different people?

A, 1 don't claim to be 2 handwriting expert,
Mr., Lowney, and some of them are close enough that
I'm not willing to state one way or the other what I
feel is different handwriting,

Qe Mr, Brandt, for purposes of my question,
would you please assume that in fact the intervenor
is correct and that certain lines con that traveler
have been prepared by two different people., With
that assumption in mind, with making that assumption,
do you find anything improper about that?

A, No, As I stated earlier, the significant
feature of line 1 is the inspector's signature. The

word “Sat"® could have been written by anyone., 1In
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fact, it could have been typed in, as I think we've
previously discussed, The inspector's signature
indicating satisfactory completion of the
examination and inspection is the critical portion
of that,

Q. Mr, Brandt, will you please refer to
traveler package 10917

A, Okay.

Ce Mr, Brandt, is it your understanding that
the intervenor in this proceeding alleges that
traveler package 1091 is deficient because of the
way in which line 1 of the traveler was signed off?

A. Yes, it 1is,

Qe Mr., BSrandt, first what's your understanding
of the allegation, intervenor's allegation, with
respect to this traveler?

A. I don't understand it, Typically the
concern over line number 1 has bdeen where the
five=line traveler was used, what the signature on
line 1 stood for, In this cese, the five-«line
traveler was not used, It was the eight-line
traveler, and 1 don't understand the allegation,

Q. Mr, Brandt, in line with your cbservation
that the eight~line traveler was used, 18 it your

understanding that the intervenor has alleged that

45432
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traveler package 1091 is deficient because it in

fact does use an eight-line traveler that was
initisated in the 1978-1979 time frame?

Ao Yes, it is.,

Qe Is there anything wrong with the use of the
traveler, the eight-line travelex, in the 1976-1979
time frame?

A To clarify, Mr., Downey, it's clear that the
traveler was used in the 1981 time frame, (ot in the
1978«1979 time frame., In either case (it would have
been acceptable provided that it wos used a.ter
April 1979 as that was the date the eight-line
traveler was introduced in CCpP-32.

Q. Do you find any evidence that an improper

traveler package form was cvsed in traveler package

10917
A, Ne, 7T do not,
Qe Mr, Brandt, you've now reviewed in the

course of the past several hours and testified about
what may be several hundred specific allegations
made by the intervenor with respect to these
travelers, Based on your review of the travelezs
and these allegations, have you found any reason to
believe that the required Inspections were not

performed or that deficisncy paper does not exist
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where such inspections can not be documented?

A, NO, I have not,

Q. Mr, Brandet, I perhaps prematurely asked you
that last questior, Before we move on to another
subject, 1 would now ask you to review travelers
nember 23 and 151,

A. Okay.

Ue Mr. Brandt, is it your understanding that
with respect to traveler number 23 the intervencr
has slleged that there's some impropriety because
the chit associated with that traveler states that
the inspection was for a2 partial cleanliness
inspection?

A Yes, it is,

Qe Mr. Brandt, does that conform with what the
chit actually says?

A Yes, it does.

Qe Is there any kind of problem associated
with that notation on the chit?

A None that I see, Mr, Downey. The chit s
dated February 25th, 1560, The chit clearly states
that it's for the partial cleanliness of the seanm,
This would be the inside cleanliness and fit-up
inspection., The entire seam was signed off

satisfactory by James Cole on March 3rd, 1980, asfterx

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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1 the partial sign-off which is perfectly accestabdble.
. 2 Q. Do you find any deficiency in traveler

3 package 23 as a result of that notation on the KDE
‘ chit?
] A Ho, 1 do not,
6 Qe Mr., Brande, with vespect to traveler
7 package 151, ia it your understanding that the
@ intervenor has alleged that there's a deficiency in
9 that package because the chit attached to the
16 package indicates that the cleanliness inspection
11 was for one half of the seanm?
12 A Yes, it is., That's my understanding,

’ 13 Ue And in fact does the chit jindicate that?
14 A. Yes, it dJdoes,
15 Qe !s that a deficlency in traveier package
16 151 in your judgment?
17 A No, it is not,
18 Qe Why not?
19 A, Here the chit, once again, is Jated March
29 31, 1980, for approximately one half of the seam,
21 The final inside fit-up and cleanliness inspection
22 fer the entire seam was not noted as satisfactcry
23 until April 2nd, which is after the partiasl, which
24 once agaimn, is perfectly proper.,

‘ 25 Qe And do you find any deficiency in traveler
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1 peckage 1%1 as & result of the allegation made by
. 2 the intervenor?
k) A. Ko, I do not,
4 Qe Mr, Brant, in your prior testimony in =&
S hearing in this case you indicated that as far as
€ you're aware, the principal problem with this set of
7 travelers was that for some of the travelers the
3 | inspections were recorded on the wrong form, Do you
2 | recall that testimony?
1¢ | A. Yes, 1 do.
11 Q. De you find in your review of travelers
12 that you testifjied today and other travelers you
. 13 reviewed over the past few weeks, do you find any
14 evidence that your prior testimony was incorrect?
15 A, No, 1 do not,
1lé Qe Mr. Brandt, in addition to the allegations
17 about these snecific travelers you have been
18 reviewing this morning and this afterncoon, is [t
19 your understanding that the memoraendum filed by the
20 intervenor on September 27th contains apother series
21 of allegations asbout improprieties with respect to
22 these travelers?
23 A, Yes, it is,
24 Qe Mr, Brandt, 1'd like to refer you to page 2
‘ a5 of that memorandum, In particular I'd like to
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direct your attenticn to the sentence that says?
After the production of the travelers for Unit 2
Refueling Bullding there (s no guestion that Ms,
Neumeyer had every reason to be apprehensive about
the conditicn of the liner plates and the specific
assignment she was given by her supervisor,

Do you see that?

A Yes, 1 do,

e Do yor agree with that sentence?

A. I sassume by the term “Unit 2 Refueling
Building" the intervenor's referring tc the reactor
building as there I8 no Unit 2 Refueling Building
und the travelers produced were for the Unit 2
Reactor Building.

Ag | stated previcusly, 1 think what Ms,
Neumeyer was acxed to do and what she did was
correct, that her signature cleerly indicates which
inspection it stands for as it refers to anm attached
NDE c¢hit, I see nothing wrong with that practice,
I am unable to address what Ms, Neumeyer was feeling
at the time; however, I don't believe that it's
reasonable to ansume or it would not have been
reasonable for her to “eel apprehensive about
signing off these travelers 4«8 she signed t rn off,

Qe Mr, Brandt, again directing your azttention
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to page 2 of the memorandum filed by the intervenor,

1'd like to direct your attention specifically to
the sentence in the second full paragraph that reads,
guote: Ol investigators apparently never reviewed
the stainless steel liner plate travelers which were
the subject of her -+ and ! note parenthetically
that "her" refers to Ms, Neumeyer -- concern,
neither did the Technical Review Team, paren, TRT,
close paren, close quote,

Do you see that sentence?

A, Yes, I dao.,

Qe Do you agree with that seatence or is that
sentence correcut teo your knowl=adge?

A If the Technical PReview Team that they're
referring to in this sentence is the Technical
Review Team headed by Mr, Ippeolitte which is
currently on site and nas been, the sentence is not
correct,

Qe Why do you say it's incorrect {f that's the
reference in the intervenor's memorandum?

Ao I know for a fact that the Technical Review
Team has looked at these travelers,

Qe Mr. Brandt, I'd now like to direct your
attention to the next paragraph un page 2 of the

memorandum, which reads, quote: During the September
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1984 heasrings on this issue applicant preduced
approsximately 1300 travelers, including some of
those signed off by Ms, Neumeyer and another Quality
Control inspector, Fred Evans, on March 3, 1983,

Do you see that paragraph?

Ao Yes, sar.

Qe Is that paragraph azcurate?

A. It appears that the peint that the
paragraph®'s trying to make is Ms. Neumeyer and Fred
Evans signed off travelers other than those produced
by the applicants 28 & part of this proceeding. To
my knowledge, that is not the case, I have not
reviewed 21] the travelers for the Unit 1 Refueling
Cavity, nor have 1 reviewed the travelers for the
Fuel Building, However, as 1 previcusly stated in
this proceeding, the review effort that occurred the
first week in March 1982 was for the Unit 2
Refueling Cavity and not the Fuel Bullding or the
Unit 1 Reactor Building,

The only travelers for Unit 2 which have
not been produced that were signed by Mr. Evans or
Ms., Neumeyer are for welds number 285, 344, 345, 346
and 347, which were part of those inadverte.tly not
copied as part of the original box full of travelers

presented in the September hearings by the applicant,
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) .
1 attention to page 3 of the memorandum filed by the
' 2 intervenoci on Sthcnbok 27th, In particular, 1'd
3 like to direct your attention to the second full
4 paragraph, the first sentence of that paragraph,
5 which reeds in part, guote: Our -- referring tu the
6 intervenor -- preliminary research into the
7 technical merits reveals that the vacuum box test
8 and penetrant test are unacceptable substitutes for
9 insuring that the weld was clean, that is, free from
10 foreign materials,
11 Aund it continues: These weids must last
12 the lifetime of the reactor end the damage caused by
‘. 13 fmpurities in & weld cannot bhe detected by vacuum
14 Lox, hydrostatic or penetrant test. The impurities
15 may not menifest thomseives for memths or years, but
16 when the inpuritiou eat their way out of unclean
17 welds, it is likely that the impurity will extend te
18 the liner plate also,
19 Do you see that text that I just guoted?
20 A Yes, 1 do,
21 Qe Do you agree with that text?
22 l A. 1 agree with portions of it and disagree
23 | with portions of it,
4 Q. Wwhat y~rtions do you agrce with?
. 25 A, They seem to imply the vacuum box test and
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1 penetrant test were cdesigned to insure that the weld
2 was free of foreign materials., That's simply not

3 the case, Their Gssertion that these two tests will
- not detect all foreign materiale that will be

S present within the weld itself {s a valid assumption,
6 However, the purpose of the liguid penetrant test

7 and the vacuum box test was to insure a

e watertight barrier exists between the waterside of

9 the fue. poovl &nd the concrete, These tests are

10 capable cf cetermining that,

il They 2lso imply that these impurities may
12 not mapifest themselves for months or years, but

13 when impurities, guote, eat their way out, end guote,
14 ¢f unclean welds, it is likely that the impurity

15 will extend to the liner piate also, I don't

16 understand that statement, The mechanism Dy which
17 the hypothetical impurities could, gquote, eat their
18 way out, end quote, of unclean welds is beyond me,
19 whatever these impurities may be,

20 Qe Mr., Brandt, !'d now like to direct your
21 attention to page 4 ¢of intervenor's memcrandum and
22 particulacly the paragraph in the middle cf the page
r§ which reads, guote: The liner plates are also

24 susceptible to being hit or jostied by the fue! as

‘ 25 it moves through the canal and refueling cavity and
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As far as the NRC requiring that the fuel

pecel and other cavities be selsmicslly qualified,

the Comanche Peak FSAR has stated the requirements
for these pools, Appendix B requirements are
applicable to the installation, and the inspection
of these and the program designed and implemented
did satisfy the requirements of Appendix B,

Q. . Brandt, 1'd like to direct your
sttention tc page 5 of the memorandum filed by the
intervenors on September 27th, and particularly that
sentence that appears as Subparagraph A
approximately halfway down the page. And for
clarity of the transcript, 1'1]1 quote that sentence
which readss The failure to use the correct §/5
Liner traveler testified to by RBrandt was a
violation of Criteria Vv, VI and VII -« V, VI and
VIIl -- excuse me,

And I will note that those references are
references to criteria contained in 10 CFR Appendix B|

Mr. Brandt, in your judgment, was the
fallure to use the correct form with respect to some
of the travelers about which you've been testifying
a vioiation of Criteria Vv, VI or VIII of 10 CFR 50
Appendix B?

A. Mo, they're not,
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And 1 feel that that meets
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Criterion VIII,

1f the intervenor

that weld rod traceability

1've stated ecarlier,

such.,

Qe Mr.

there

Brandt, 1'4 1

the requirements of

is attempting to imply
was not maintained, as
was no reguirement for

ike to direct your

attention to Subparagraph B at the botteom of page 5,

about two-thirds of the way down the page,

reads,

guote:

The lack of

violates Criterion VI.

which

sufficient decumentation

Do you find any evidence of tnat sort?

A I'm not sure what the intervenor means by

lack of wufficient documentation.

earlier,

As 1 stated

the failure of QOC inspectors to use the

appropriate form in some cases is an indication that

the procedure was not properly used even though all

inspections required by that procedure were

pe:formed.

If they'rc att

empting to state that the

lack of sufficient documentation is the fact that

some of the chits are lost,

violation of

Criterion VI,

not assume perfection, It

you do have a violation of requirements,

such on deficiency paper,

1 don't feel that's a
However, Appendix B does
merely requires that when

you note

which in this case did
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eccur,

Q. Mr, Brandt, directing your attention to
subparagraph C of page 5 of the intervenors
memorandum which reads, quote: The lack of QU
verification in supporting documentation viclates
Criterxia V, VI and VIII and includes all the
categories, close gquote,

Do you agree with that statement?

A. No, I do not,

Qe Why not?

A, 1 feel “hat the statement implies that
there was a lack of QC verification and supporting
documentation, which from my review I cannot draw
the same conclusion, To the contrary, in the
overwhelming majority of cases there was evidence
that the inspections were performed and documented,
albeit in some cases on the wrong form, That being
s0, therte's no violation of the cited cr.teria,

Q. Mr., Brandt, I'd like now to address your
attention to Subparagraoh D, the last subparagraph
on page S5 of intervenor's memorandum, which states,
quote: The failure to include all supporting
documentation, WMR's and WFML's in the welding
package is, 8 vioclation of Criterion VIII that

requires jdentification cf traceability of materials
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you have reviewed today in your testimony, is that
true?

A I'm not sure what the allegstion refers to,
but it appears to refer to the lack of the WFML's
and WMR's in the package and the weld rod
traceability, 1If this is the case, it's not
requireé by procedure, specification or code,

Q. Do you disagree with that statement?

A, I disagree fully with the statement, I
disagree with it to the extent that, number one, I
believe the statement's false; and secondly, even if
true, there's no requirement for weld red
traceability te exist,

U Mr, Brandt, under Subheading 2 on page ¢ of
the intervenor's memorandum there appears
Subparagreph A which states, quotes From at least
11-29-77 through 1-4-79% appliicant uveed the wrong
traveler form, paren, admitted by Brandt, close
paren, failed to enter NDE chits ¢n the traveler
each day when used, and failed to put the chits in
the QA vault daily as required by CP=-QCI=-2,11~1
Rev, 0, 1 and 2, Section 3.1,.,)l, paren, note, close
paren, and used a chit for fit-up and cleanliness
when no chit for that inspection was authorized for

procedures in effect for that periocd, citing two
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state the reasons for your disagreement,

A The statement that noe QC procedure
published since 1-4-79 authorizes the use of NDE
chits to record fit-up and cleanliness inspection
having been performed is true. 1 ag:ree with that
statement,

The statement that procedures require that
sign-off for all inaspecticmn included on the
eight-line traveler be on the authorized eight=line
traveler, see e.g., QI-QP-11,14~-6, paren, Rev. 1,
close paren, Section 3,8, paren, although this was
not followed in many instances, I don't agree with,
As 1 believe 1've stated earlier in this proceeding,
the procedure was corrected in 1979 in April, and
for any new work initiated past that peint, an
eight-line traveler was used, FOr new wWOrk
initiated after April '79 the inspections were
signed off on the eight-line traveler as performed,
The error that occurred was for travelers existing
in April '79 for which work wes in process, The
inspectors did not . ncorporate the use of the
eight-line traveler in all of these cases, and in
some cases chits were used to substantijate
inspections performed after January 4, 1979,

The statement, guote, even today

PEDERAL COURT EEPORTERS
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1 unauthorized and uncontrolled chits are being used
. 2 to record inspections, end quote, is false, Chits
3 ate being used today as a means for construction to
z request QC inspection and for QC to notify
| § construction that that inspection has beer performed,
[ The required documentation as a result of the QC
7 inspection is the traveler itself that's
g procedurally described and from both the evidence in
9 front of me and froem my perscnal knowledge, I
10 believe thie to be true,
11 Qe And when you say the evidence in tront of
12 | you, M:, Brandt, you have reference to the many
" i3 hundreds of travelers produced in this preceeding?
14 | A. Yes, I do.
15 e Mr, Brandt, I1'd like to direct your
16 attention to the allegation on the bottom of page 6
17 ! ¢f the intervenor's memorandum filed September 27,
18 1984. which is listed under subparagraph C and
19 continues on t¢o page 7 of that memorandum,., And for
20 clarity of the transcript, I1'l]l quote that section
21 which reads: With the adoptio: of QI-QAP-11.1-4 in
22 12«26-79 applicant had no ¢C authorized traveler
23 form for stainless steel liner inspections and ne
24 chit forms for any inspection since this procedure
. as deleted any reference to 35-1195-CCP~-38 and does not

PEDERAL COURT REPORTERS



include any traveler »nr chit forams.

Mr, Bramdt, d4¢ you see that allegaticn on

pages 6 and 77

A Yes, 1 do.

U Do you agree with it?

Ao No, 1 don't,

Qe Would you please state why you don't agree
with {t?
A, All construction procedures are reviewed by

Quality Assurance, They are now and always have
been, There's no regulatory or code requirement
that process records or process documentation be
included in quality control procedures. It's
pecrfectly acceptable for inspection documentation to
appear in construct.on procedures, The procedure
QI-QAP-11l.,1~4 dated 12-26-79 states in Paragraph
3.1.1 and I'll quote: The QC inspector shall inspect
the following items during fit-up and welding of
liner material upon receipt of the stainless steel
lirer inspection traveler, The stainiess stecl
liner traveler shall remain at the work area or
millwright office until it has been completed, and
upon completion, it shall be forwarded to the
permanent plant records vault by the Millwright

Department.
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1 This traveler at that time was the eight point

: . 2 traveler -=

| 3 Q. ¥hen you say “at that time®™, Mr, Brandt, do
4 | Yyou mean at the time after the adoption of
5 ' Ul=-QAP~11.1~-4 on December 26, 19797
6 A, Yes, 1 do, I'm referring to the traveler
7 that was referenced by the QI-QAP~11,1-4 on December
8 26, 1979, And that was the traveler which was
9 contained in the construction procedure CCP-38 Rev 2
10 dated May 23rd, 1979%, which was entitled stainless
11 steel liner inspection traveler,
12 { Qe And does your review of the documents, the

. 13 | traveler packages, indicate that that form was used
14 on many occasions?
15 A, Yes, it was,
16 | Qe §0 Mr, Brandt, it's your testimony that you
17 disagree totaliy with subparagraph -- the thrust of
i8 subpsragraph C on pages € and 7 of the intervenor's
19 memorandum?
20 A, I totally disagree with the first part of
21 it, The second part states no chit forms for any
22 inspection since this procedure deleted any
23 reference to 25-1195-CCP~-38 and does not include any
24 traveler or chit forms, I disagree with the portion
’ 25 of that that refers to traveler because the QC

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS
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procedure dJdoes reference the traveler by title,
However, nc chit forms are required by either
procedure at that time,

Co Mx. Brandt, 1'd like to direct your
attention to Subparagraph D on page 7 of the
intervenor's memcorandum filed September 27th, 1984,
For clarity of the transcript, I'l]l quote that
subparagraph, which reads: As of March 26, 1982, in
per QI-QP-~11,14-6, paren, Rev, 0-6, close paren,
Section 3,5, paren, in Rev, 0, close paren, the
issvuance and distribution of inspection travelers
were to be governed by 35-1195-CCP-38, which
contains no instructions on issuance or distribution
of travelers, paren see Section 3.,4,.,2, paren, page 5
¢f 18, double close paren., in addition, the Mazrch
26, 1982, instruction for inspections is woefully
inadequate compared tce the level of detail and
guidance on the conduct of inspection contained in
its predecessors and successcrs, close guote,

Mr, Brandt, do you agree or disagree with that
allegation in the intervenor's memorandum?

A I disagree.,

Qe Would you state why you disagree with that
subparagraph?

A, This subparagraph seems tc imply the

FEDERAL TOQURT REPORTERS
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issuance and distribution ¢f travelers was some

major operation., The fermat and centent of the
traveler was procedurally described in a procedure
which had been reviewed and approved by Quality
Assurance, In order to issue the traveler, it was a
matter of writing a weld pumber on the traveler and
starting to work with it and there was no
distribution of the traveler, €0 that part of the
subparagraph I neither understand nor find
significant,

The statement that the March 26, 1982,
instruction for inspections is woefully inadeguate
compared to detall and guidance on the conduct of
inspection contained in its predecessors and
successors, I disagree with, The fact that it
teferenced other procedures rather than
incorporating all the fuspection criteria
into one procedure does not make the procedure
inadequate, and 1 feel that the procedure -- that
procedure, namely Rev, U procedure, was adeguate to
pecrform inspections to assure compliance with
specification,

Qe Mz, Prandt, directing your attention to the
allegation contained in Subparagraph E on page 7 of

the memorandum filed on September 27, 1984, which

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS |
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1 A. As I tried to explain last week or the week

j. 2 before in this proceeding, the inside inspection is
3 treally a2 cleanliness inspection toc verify that the
4 weld joint is cleaned aefter the spacer bars are
5 removed, As the gep is maintained by the spacer bar
6 preventing the gap from getting narrower than
7 permitted and the two plates are prevented from
& moving further away by backing bar welded on the
9 ick side of the groove and a leak chase channel
10 fillet welded for the length of the channel on the
11 back side of the two plates, the gap could not
12 increase, The only situvation which could ecccur

‘ 13 f between the outside inspection and inside inspection

14 that in any way could be termed a fit-up inspection
18 of any significance is the backing bar could have
16 been dislodged by the tack welds cracking in transit
17 | between the fabrication srea and 1ts final installed
18 nosftions, In this case, the backing bar would have
19 come off the back side of the weld and you would be
20 able to detect the lack of the backing bar when you
21 perform the cleanliness inspecticon and it wovld have
22 been reported %z thsat point, Sc essentially,
23 whether you call the inside Inspection a fit-up and
24 cleaniiness inspection or merely a cleanliness

,‘ 25 inspection i3 toc & large degree 2 natter of
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chits after the inspectior was performed, and

further, it seems that they're inferring that it
occurred after March 3rd, 1983, I find no evidence
that this is the case, My quick review of the
randwritings -- &nd as | stated earlier, I don't
claim to be & handwriting expert -- appears that for
each Of the two types of handwriting, the
handwriting describing the date, the welder, the
drawing number and the comments appear to be in the
same handwriting on each chit, which is exactly what
“ne would expect if the foreman filled out the chit
at the time the inspection was requested. In all
cases the inspector's signature is different than
the handwriting that describes the date, the welder,
the drawing and the comment section, which is also
exactly what one would expect,

Q. Mz, Brandt, you testified at great length
about the documentation that exists to substantiate
the various inspections required by the (QC
ptocedures on these i1iner plates. For pucpvaes of
this question, I'd like you to assume that in fact
nene of the outside or cencrete side fit-~ap or
cleanliness inspections were performed, wWith that
assumption in mind, 1'd like you to state what

significance that would have for the correct
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fabrication and installation of the fuel pool liner?
A. Assuming that none of them were performed -~

and we're talking et this peint only about hold

point number 1, Held point number 2, the VT of the

backing strip was performed for the welds which are
seam welds and have a concrete side and a water side.
Step numbers 3 and 4 were performed., A1l that would
have been missed by missing Step 1 was that the gap
between the two adjoinging plates would not have

been verified by QC to be correct and the

¢cleanliness of the bickside of the liner plate where
the backing strip is eventually attached, would not
have been verified.,

And as the intervenor has pointed out, the
piocedure regquired z reverification of that gap as
part of the waterside fit-up, which did occcur in all
cases and (s documented on the traveler, not on a
chit, which would substantiate that the fit-up gap
was proper, Once the inside weld is made, the
cleanliness inspection performed on the outside weld
prior to hold peint 2 is totally without
significance.

Earlier in my testimony I stated that {t
was a matter Jf semantics on whether you called the

inside inspecticrn a fit-up and cleanliness
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1 inspection or merely a cleanliness inspection, And
. 2 1 stated that the fit-up gap was maintained by the
3 welds attaching the lesk cliase channel teoe the liner
4 plate itself, they could not move, 1 based that
] | answer, in part, on the fac: that the outside fit-up
6 inspection had been performed, as I believe the
7 records show, but in this hypothetical example that
(] you've included in your guestion that these ocutside
9 fit-ups did not occur, 1 believe the inside fit-up
1¢ and cleanliness inspection would have detected any
11 anomalies,
12 | Q. Mx. Brandt, 1'd like to direct your
. 13 attention to paga 15 of the intervenor's memorandum
14 ? filed September 27th, 1984, Particularly, I1'é like
15 | to direct your attention to the last full paragraph
16 on the page, which reads, quote: The NCR does not
17 identify the discrepancy as 2 generic problem, which
18 it was, The reference here -- and I add
19 parenthetically is tc NCR MB1-~00795, The paragraph
20 continues: Nor does the disposition require that
21 the review of welds be expanded to determine the
22 troot cause of the problem or include engineering
23 evaluation of the requirements for the potential for
i4 rust-through during the lifetime of the weld if the
‘ 25 weld could not have passed cleanliness, close quote.
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done in the way of corrective action in Maxch *'613,
The cause of the problem was clearly eliminated by
that point,

I do not agree with the statement to,
quote, include engineering evaluation of the
requirements for the potential for rust-throuah
during the lifetime of the weld {f the weld could
not have passed clesnliness, end quote, The
situation was clearly descri>ed on the
Non-Conformance R#,vrt, in that the NCR staces
that there was no documented evidence that the
cleanliness inspection had taken place, The
Yon-Conformance Report was dispositioned by
rnjineering in light of the fact that cleenliiness
may not have been verified, The intervencr's
assumption that rust-through could cccur on
stainless steel is a hypothesis I am not wlll!ﬁq to
accept, Austenitic stainless steel does nct rust,

Ce Mr. Brandt, directing your attention te
Subparagraph B on Page 16 of the intervencor's
memorandum, they reference an NCR number M83-0079
dated 3-17-84 and cite te attachment 4, Are you
aware of such an NCR?7

A, I'm unable to find such an NCR as part of

attachment 4, Further, checking the NCR log at the
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site, I'm unable to find any NCER numbered M83I-0079
dated 3-17-84,

Q. Mr, Brendt, intervenor's sudparagraph C on
Page 16 alleges that NCR M83-01000 was impropexly
dispositioned. Do you agree with that allegation?
Can you identify that NCR?

A. I don't find it included in attachment 4,
However, 1 do have the NCR.,

Qe Do you agree with the allegation that the
disposition is improper?

A, No, The disposition sta.es that the two
welds in question may be used as is, based on
satisfactory completion of the vacuum box test, The
rationale for this disposition is exactly the same
as 1 discussed earlier in this proceeding when
discussing the disposition of NCR M83-00795, which 1
belfieve was Brandt Exhibit 18 or 19, The function
of the liner is to provide a barrier to preclude
water from leaking from the pool., The vacuum beox
test assures that the liner performs this function,

Q. Mr. Brandt, directing your attenticn to
Subparagraph D on Page 16 of the intervencr's
memorandum they assert in that subparagraph that NCE
M84-072669 Rev, 1 was improperly dispositioned, Do

you agree with thet zllegation? I note that
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box test performed by QC., The second treveler to
which they're referring on the top of page 17, which
states, quote, this traveler originated to satisfy
the requirements of NCR M84-00669, end gquote, was
originated in August 19584 tec comply with the
disposition ¢f the Non-Conformance Report in that a
traveler had to be established or had to be created
for QC to perform a vacuum box test and properly
sign the traveler as being complete, The ounly
purpose of the traveler to which CASE refers to as
Form C, quote, with no signatures or dates, close
gquote, is this traveler. The only purpose of this
traveler is for QC te sign-off after satisfactorily
comp’2ting the vacuum box test and will be part of
the closure documents for NCR ME4-0CC669.,

Q. At the time this travel package was copied
had the vacuum box test been performed?

A At the time that the NCR was written in
June ‘84 the vacuum box test had not been performed;
in fact, it wasn't until August that the NCR was
dispeositioned stating perform the vacuum box test as
regquired,

Qe And my point is at the time this traveler
packasge was coplied for presentation in this case had

the vacuum box test been perfcermed?

FEDERAL COURT REPORTERS




10
11
12
13
14
1S
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

A No, it had not.,

Ce And must that test be performed prior te
the final acceptance of this weld?

A. It musat be perfcrmed prior tc acceptance of
the weld and prior to closure of the NCK,

Ce When such test is performed, will it be
entered on the treveler that was generated as a
result of the HNCR?

A, Yes, When they do complete the test, the
trave et which CASE refers to as Form C, will Dbe
signed stating that the vacuum box has been
satisfactorily performed and the Non-Conformance
Report will be cleosed,

O Mr. Brandt, under Subparsgraph E on page 17
of CASE's memorandum, the intervenor asserts that
NCR's number 200087 through 200082 and NCR R4-200018
are improperly dispositioned, Do you see that
portion of the memerandum?

A. Yes, 1 do.

e Dc you agree with those assertions?

A. NCR ME4-200018 was written and subsequently
voided as the inspector who wrote the NCR admitted
he was {n errxor, The concrete that r>» thought was
exposed as a result of the backing strip slipping

was on the surface of the backing strip itself and
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the plates to achieve the reguired elevation
tolerance, wnich is indicated on an inspection
report included in the package and signed by Don
Vogt, The backing strip was reinspected and
cleanlines was reverified as indicated on the
inspection report,

CASE also states that comments made on the
traveler, guote, cleanliness verified where
accessible, end quote, and indicates that {t's
without signature or date, That I cannot agree with,
The initials M.N,, which were an inspector named
Mike Norton whe was working in this area at this
time and it jis dated 8-17-79, This is an angle to
plate weld at the top of the Refueling Cavity., The
backing strip was removed and reinstalled, as I
stated, and cleanliness was reverified, The notation
by Mr., Nerton was made for o portion of the weld and
was made dDefore the final cleanliness inspection was
made by Mr. Vogt,

Cleanliness for the inside weld was
reverified by Dave Stinson on 12-30-81, I have
connfirmed that this s for the inside we.d,
although signed in the wrong plac., by confirming
that the backside of the weld was embedded in

concrete on 9-21=-79,
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1 Q. Is it your testimony, Mr, Branmdt, that all
. 2 regquired inspections have occutred for weld 527

3 A, Yes, 28 1 stated, Mr, Stinson signed the

4 traveler in the wrong place; however, my review

S indicaetes that al]l required inspections have Dbeen

6 performed.

7 Q. Assuming that Mr, Stinson's signature is

¥ not for the inside weld, dc you feel that there is

9 reason to guestion the adequacy of the weld?

10 A. No. O~ n analogous situatiom is described i.

11 NCR M83~«01000 that we discussed earlier, weld 2712

12 is exactly the same type of weld as weld 52. It is
. 13 @ weld of the top angle to a plate, No

i4 documentation exists to substantiate performance of

15 the inside cleanliness inspection for weld 273, This

16 is exactly the same situation as would exist for

1? weld 52 if you assumed that Mr, Stinson's signature

18 dated 12«30-8]1 is not for the inside weld, NCR

19 MB1-01000 is dispositioned use as is based on the

20 satisfactory results of a vacuum box test and if the

21 hypothetical situation you have posed for weld 52

22 were described on an NCR, it would be dispositioned

22 the same way,

24
'.' 5
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i STATE OF TEXAS )

2

3 I, Janet E, Schaffer, RPR, Certified Shcrthand

4 Reporter in and for the State of Texas, do hereby '

S | certify that there came before me on the 3rd day of

6 October, A, D,, 1984, a2t the Ramada Inn Central,

7 Fort Werth Texas, the following named person,

3 to-wit: C, Thomas Brandt, wheo was previously duly

9 sworn to testify the truth and nothing but the truth

10 of his knowledge tcuching and concerning the a tters

11 in controversy in this cause; snd that he was

12 thereupon examined upon his cath and his examinstion
. 13 teduced to writing; same to bhe sworn and subscribed

14 to by said witness before any notary public,

1%

16 i 1 further certify that 1 am neither attorney ox

17 counsel for, nor related to or employed by, any of

18 ' the parties to the action in which this deposition

19 is taken, and further that 1 am not a relative or

20 employee of any attorney or counsel employed by the

21 parties hereto, or financially interested in the

22 action,

21

24 In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand

. 25 and affixed my seal thlsM day of Octocber, A.D.,
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