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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE SMITH: Good morninc. Is there any
preliminary business?

MR. CASSEL: There were at least two matters
hanging fire from vesterday, Judge.

One was your ruling on the motion to admit the
issues relating to the new alleger, and in that connection,
I believe Isham had indicated that they would provide this
morning copies of the interim report of the National Boiler
Board. I cather it hasn't arrived yet.

MR. GALLO: That is right, Your Honor.

JUDGE SMITH: We will want to see the report.

MR. CASSEL: I would like to see it, yes, sir.

And secondly, with respect to Mr. Forney of

the staff, we met -- who, by the way, is here this morning

with us -- Counsel for the Intervenors and for the Applicant

and for the Staff all met informally with Mr. Forney last
night to seek to find out more about his views than was
apparent on the face of the affidavit which the Board has
previously seen.

At the conclusion c¢f the informal interview,
which was not reported by any formal means, it was my view,
Judge, that it would be extremely useful to the Board and
to the record to have Mr. Forney called by the Board as a

witness, or if the Board is for any reason reticent to do




that, Intervenors would call him, because 1 think he has
some interesting and -- well, some interestina perspectives
that I personally found illuminating on the issues relating
to inspector cqualifications, as they are reflected in the
reinspection program.

I have not heard the views that Mr. Forney
expressed or the perspective that he voiced really stated
by any of the other witnesses that we have heard so far.
And it seemed to me to be a useful perspective and one which
would enlighten all of us.

So for that reason -- and I don't want to try to
speak for him concerning what his particular views are --

I just want to say that I thouaht they were relevant,
interesting, and certainly not duplicative of anything we
have heard or seen in the perfiled testimony of any other
witness.

MR. LEWIS: Your Honor, while I can understand
Mr. Cassel's view that the points that Mr. Forney discussed
last night were interesting and not duplicative of what he
has heard in this hearing session, the fact nevertheless

remains that Mr. Forney did testify extensive on the record

in this proceeding, and his testimony was extensively

discussed in the initial decision of this Board.
I am led to the concern that for Mr. Forney to

take the stand in ti.is session without some bounds to it
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it would inevitably be going over ground that's already in
the record.

We are orepared -- Mr. Cassel offered to call him'
as an Intervenor witness. The fact of the matter is, the
Staff is prepared to make him available as our witness and
to ask him certain questions in order to clarify his
affidavit, which apparently the Board and parties found to
be insufficiently clear on certain points.

So it would be our view that the relevance of
Mr. Forney's testimony in this session would be to clarify
his affidavit of July 12, 1384, in order that this Board and
the parties may fully understand the ways in which he agrees
and the extent to which he may disaaree with the testimony
of this panel. And I think that that can be done in a way
that does not rehearse all of his previous testimony in this
proceedina.

MR. CASSEL: I certainly aoree with Mr. Lewis'
suaggestion that the scope could properly be limited to not
going over all the same ground that was gone over last vear.
I had not intended to address any issues with Mr. Forney
other than the ones that are raised by his explanation of
why he said what he said in his affidavit.

MR. MILLZIR: Judge Smith, we opnose this nrocedure
whether it be that Mr. Forney is called as a Staff witness

or as an Intervenor witness, and it seems to me that this
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whole thing smacks of a bootstrap operation which is being
engingered by the Intervenors.

What we had was an affidavit prepared by
Mr. Forney, which was less than totallv clear, but which we
were assured by Staff counsel did not reoresent a dissentina
professional opinion, as that term is properly used within
the Staff.

It seems to me that 2.720 of the Commission's
Rules of Practice makes clear that the Staff designates the
witnesses which it wishes to call, and absent some extra-
ordinary circumstances, that choice is not disturbed by
the Licensing Board at the request of any other party.

Wthat we have here is Mr. Cassel sayinco, “Well,
his testimony will be interesting, relevant, " and that seems
to me to fall far short of the extraordinary sherwing as to
why he ought to be called in this proceedina. The Board,

I believe when his affidavit was first submitted, expressed
its uncertainty, which was shared, I think, by all the
parties, as to just what the point was that Mr. Forney was
trying to make.

Having say in on the informal session with

Mr. Forney yesterday, I don't believe that he has done

anything to dispel the confusion that exists in the affidavit.

What we are going to have, I believe, is quite

an extended examination in an effort to letermine just what
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it is Mr. Forney really means in his affidavit, when the

affidavit, on its face, makes clear that he has not been

associated with this project or the reinsmectio program
since before he testified before the Board in Auagust of
1983, and that his views, whatever they are, are not
necessarily those of the NRC Staff. And in short, we are
cgoing to spend, I believe, a significant amount of time
dealino with what is essentially a tanoential issue.

And on that basis, I reallv think it's a diversion
of everybody's attention and time to have Mr. Forney take
the stand at all.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, I share your concern,

Mr. Miller; however, I at least have other concerns, not
the least of which is really trying to understand what might

be the significance in March of 1983 and in Aucust of 1983

of differing professional views,

It seems to me that it's something that perhaps
ought to be explored, but for the life of me, I can't
explain why it should be. So I really don't know. And the
Board has not discussed it as a Board.

I have two observations that I've made, and one
is that when I read Mr. Forney's affidavit, I contrasted
it with my view of Mr. Forney's demonstrated ability to
speak very directly. And here's an affidavit which quite

a few people used to deal with languace they did not fu.ly
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understand. So I thought that that should not be accepted
if it_can be avoided.

And my other concern is that even today, it
seems that (ir. Little, who has been a very, vervy immortant
official in the design of the reinspection proaram, did
not understand the testimony of his own Staff in this
hearing.

Now what do we make of that? I don't know. But
I think thnse are matters that the Board has to discuss
and see if something has to be explored.

As I say, the events of 1983 may not be
particularly relevant as to what the situation is now, but
we will have to discuss it.

MR. MILLCR: Well, exceot, Judoe Smith, the area
where Mr. Forney expresses his disagreement == ;

JUDGD SMITH: I don't acceot that characterization.‘
That's part of my problem. |

MR. MILLER: Well, all right. But the statement
which is arguably inconsistent with the expressed Staff
position relates to what the understandina was of the
purpose of the reinspection prooram back in 1983,

JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

MR. MILLER: And we are, I think, inevitably goina
to plow old ground if !ir. Fforney takes the stand.

JUDGE SMITH: That's my concern, ves.
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If it doesn't have an identifiable constructive purpose,
e shouldn't do it.

MR. LEVIS: Your Honor, I think that is perhaps
a mundane explanation of the distinction I was tryine to
draw.

I don't think that a discussion of the state
of mind of various Staff members as to the reinspection
proagram in February or March of 1983 is going to be that
relevant to matters pending before you now.

If you do seek to have Mr. Forney testify, I
would propose that it be limited to the subject matter of
the panel's testimony now and to the state of facts before
you now == namely, the results of the reinspection program.
And I would not propose that it be broader than that.

JUDGE SMITH: I would expect, Mr. Lewis as the

legal reoresentative of the Executive Director for Operations

in this proceeding, that you would have every right to
invoke the provisions of Section 2.720, and we would
certainly entertain objections from you, if you feel it has
gone beyond the scope of need for this hearing.

MR. LEWIS: Well, as I said, Your Honor, we
are prepared to offer Mr., Forney for the purpose of
clarifying those points made in his affidavit. They are
points which the Board may wish to hear about. He is a

member of the Staff; he's an important member of the Staff,
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We do not view this as a differirg professional opinion.
If we _did, in fact I might even have to determine.whether
or not I could represent him. But that is not the situation
as we view it, and we will simply awai’ a Board decision as
to whether or not you wish to hear from him.

JUDGE SMITH: Very good.

Did you have something to add, Mr. Cassel?

MR. CASSEL: Only that on the point which
Mr. Lewis just clarified, to focus Mr. Forney's testimony,
that point is critical -- namely, the issue of whether, from
the results of the reinspection program, one can make
inferences concerning the capabilities of the insvectors who
were reinspecting, let alone the inspectors whkn were not
reinspecting. It is an issue on which this Board has been,
in effect, asked to make a finding by the testimony of
various witnesses. And I think Mr. Forney's views on that,
which are based on his expertise -- it was clear with the
discussion with him that it wasn't just a case of somebody
thinking about something he knows nothine about. He had
reasons which grew out of his experience and his expertise :
for his views.

I think, therefore, his testimony would he
directly relevant to that issue -- namely, whether from the |
reinspection prooram, one can draw inferences concernina the

capabilities of the insvectors and to what extent. That is
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the reason I believe his testimony is not only relevant,
but iTportant.

MR. MILLER: Judge Smith, just one final word.
That certainly is the conclusion that Mr. Forney addresses,
but that conclusion is colored by his perception of what

the purpose of the reinspection prooram was.
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And while my plans for cross examination of
Mr. Ferney are, by no means, completely formulated, it's
apparent to me that i* will be necessary, in order for the
Board to understand .ow Mr. Forney comes to those conclusions,
to explore what his state of mind was in 1983.

JUDGE SMITH: All right.

MR. LEWIS: Your Honor, the one point I wanted
to add in this discussion is that although it may be correct
that one of the findings this Board would make would be
with respect to whether or not the proaram provided adecuate
confidence in the capability of inspectors, both reinspected
and those not reinsvected, that 1is not the primary purpose
which the Staff's testimony addreéses as its basic
conclusion.

Although it does -- the Staff's testimony also
does make an inference as to the capability of inspectors.
But the Staff's testimony stands even independently of that
on the basis o0f the conclusion that inspectors had not
overlooked significant safety deficiencies.

JUDGE SMITH: All right.

MR. MILLER: Judge Smith, before examination or
cross examination of the Staff panel resumes, I have two
documents that I would like to distribute to the Board and
parties.

The fir:t is a letter cdated July 16, 1984, from




. y | @ group of individuals who comprise an audit team of the
|

2 | National Board of Boiler and Pressure Vessel Inspectors.

3 | It 1is addressed to Mr. Cordell Peed and is dated July 16th.

4 (Counsel distributing documents.)

enéd 2 5
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MR. MILLER: Secondly, I would like the record

to refiect -- and I would be hapoy to distribute these

to the Board, if they wish it -- Commonwealth Edison
Company's first amended response to Interrocatories 11 and
12 of Intervenors' first set of interrogatories. These are
the amended responses L0 interrocatories which we & scussed
on the record last week and yesterday.

(Document distributed to counsel.)

MR. MILLER: I will state for the record that
the amended answers to interrocatories d» not contain any
procedures which were attached to the original set of
interrogatories. Those procedures do not change in any way.

Does the Board with copies of these answers
to interrogatories?

JUDGE SMITH: We will leave it up to the parties,
I guess.

MR. CASSEL: I wouldn't obviously be offering
them, Judge, unti! we've had a chance to review them and
determine whether they are relevant.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's wait until the parties =--

MR. MILLER: All right.

Just turn to the July 1l6th letter for just one
second. I am informed that it is anticipvated that certain

of the findings of the audit team from the National Boiler

Board will be resolved within the very near future, and we
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will certainly keep the Board advised of any developments
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2| along that line.

3 | MR. LEWIS: Mr. Chairman, I appreciate Mr. Miller
4 | making this available. The Staff would have made it
5| available throuah their reproduction =-- their access to

o reproduction facilities here are better than ours.

’ JUDGE SMITH: Which is zero.

8 (Laughter.)

’ MR. MILLER: Ours is about ten percent.

e MR. LEWIS: As we had indicated on the record

yesterday, this is the principal document that we felt should

it is now in your hands.
‘ ' JUDGE SMITH: 1If there is nothing further --
15 MR. CASSEL: Just a scheduling question. 1Is it

'6 | the Board's intention to take up the matter of Mr. Forney's

|

|
be provided either by the Staff or the Applicant to you, and |

|

|

|
testimony at some break later in the day?

'8 JUDGE SMITH: Yes. We will consider it at either

1y the morning break, or if we can't resolve it Lhen, at the

20 : ‘

noon break. |
L Should we await the further comment of the
22 | parties on the Boiler Board, or shall we look at it ==
o MR. CASSEL: I would aporeciate that. | ‘
e JUDGE SMITH: We will defer it until the parties !
25

have commented on the interim revort.
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So if there is nothing further of a preliminary
nature, would you continue your examination?
Whereupon,
KAVIN D. WARD
JAMES MUFFCTT
WILLIAM LITTLE
RAY LOVE
KEVIN CONNAUGHTON
resumed the stand and, having been previously duly sworn, j
were exanined and testified further as follows:
CROSS-EXAMINATION (RESUMED)
BY MR. LEARNER:

Q I would like to direct this guestion to Mr. lYard.
In your testimony at page 11, you refer to havina found no
discrepancies in the documentation of the original inspectors.:

MR. GALLO: What page is that, Counsel?

MR. LEARNER: The testimony on pacge 11, last
sentence, first full paragraph.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Mr. Ward, with respect to that statement, isn't
it true that an audit of Hunter and some of "_he other
contractors showed that they were not using the appropriate
corrective action documentation?

A (Witness Ward) It could have. PBut in my

inspection of what I looked at, I did not find any,
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Q S0 with respect, then, to your testimony on
page 11, do I understand you to be saying that althouch
you did not find any discrepancies in the original
documentation, you are speaking there only individually and
not on behalf of the entire NRC Staff?

A Yes, sir.

Q Mr. Connaughton, isn't it true that you found
from an audit of Hunter and some of the other contractors
that they were not using the appropria*e documentation to
describe discrepancies?

MR. GALLO: Objection. Lack of definition.
"Other contractors" I would perceive as Hatfield, Hunter
and PTL. The question is vague and unanswerable.

JUDGE SMITH: I will hear from vou, Mr, Learner.

MR. LEARNER: I think the question is wholly
proper with respect to documentation.

MR. GALLO: To the extent that he is asking
questions of other contractors beyond PTL, Hunter and
Hatfield, it's irrelevant to the proceeding.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Gallo sought an understanding
yesterday =--

MR. LEARNER: 1I'll amend the question,

JUDGL SMITH: Let's address Mr. Gallo's more
basic concern, He wishes to be free of objecting in each

instance of excursions beyond the issues. I really wish
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your cross-examination

let's address it.

MR. LEARNER:

MR. LEWIS:

the Staff monitored the
program?"

JUDGE SMITH:

MR. LEARNER:
JUDGE SMITH:

there would be an understanding concerning the scope of

or if an identication and understandine

isn't possible, something. But there's no need to stop
every time this comes us, and you stand there looking

confused. Mr. Gallo -- we know what his complaint is. Now

I understand that. The difficulty

is, the Staff hasn't always clarified that in their

testimony. So therefore with respect to the Staff, I'm
unclear when Mr. Ward testifies that he found no deficiencies
in the documentation of the inspection program, is he
referring simply to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL, or with

respect to all the contractors.

I don't know what the basis for that

confusion is. The paragraph is regarding American Welding
Society work. Let's see what the previous paracgraph is,.
The question that's being responded to is with

respect to Hatfield, Hunter and FTL: "Please describe how

implementation of the reinspection

All right., Let's do this. We will

impose the groundrule that unless you specify to the contrary,

your questions are limited to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL.

Fine.

You are free to specify to the
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contrary. That way we will identify a deviation and
address it.
‘ MR. LEARNER: Fine.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is that satisfactory, gentlemen?

MR. GALLO: It sounds fine, Your Honor.

BY MR. LEARNLR:

Q Mr. Connaughton, do you have my guestion in
mind?

A (Witness Connaughton) VYes. VYes, I am aware
of an audit finding made by the Apnlicant which concerned
the fact that Hatfield Electric and Hunter Corporation were
not usine the formal corrective action system documentation
described in their QA program to document dAiscrepancies
identified during the reinspevtion nrogram.

It is my understanding that that was done in part
to segregate the discrepancies identified in the reinspection
effort from discrevancies and nonconformina conditions
identified by the routine inspections which were ongoing.

Q How do you know that?

A Discussions with the Applicant, Applicant
perronnel =~ Mr.Tuetken, Mr. Klingler. The concern was
had they funneled these items into their normal corrective
action system without some measures to assure that the
discrepant conditions were completely defined, vere preserved

for future evaluation, then they may be correc:cd and be

s = e L ——
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unavailable for later engineering evaluation for

significance.

Q Whatever the explanation, thouah, isn't it correct

that the documentation procedure that Hunter and Hatfield

used was not in conformance with the cuality assurance

program?
A That is correct.
Q Are you aware of any other circumstances,

notwithstandine Mr. Ward's earlier testimony, of improper
documentation?

A (Witness Little) If I may shed some light on
this, I think in these case, yes -~

Q If T could get an answer first to my question of
whether Mr. Connaughton is aware of any other cases. I
don't have any difficult with your sheddinag light, but I
would at least like to get a response first to my question.

A I thought he had responded.

MR. LEWIS: 1Is there some particular testimony
sponsored by Mr. Connaughton which forms the basis of your
asking this specifically of him, as opposed to someone
else -~ the written testimony?

MR. LEARNER: He's already described one example
of where there are documentation problems, after Mr. Ward
has said that in his experience, there were no documentation

problems.
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I would like to ask Mr. Connauohton first if he
is aware of any other circumstances. I will ask the other
members of the panel as well, but I thirk I am entitled to
follow up with Mr. Connaughton before we get into a long
discourse on documentation.

WITNESS CONNAUGHTON: Yes.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Could you please describe the other problems --
other situations; excuse me -- in which there are
documentation problems that was not in accordance with
the quality assurance program?

A (Witness Connaughton) The other situation which
comes to mind was not necessarily not in conformance with
their quality assurance program, but did present difficulty.

This was with respect to Matfield Electric == did result

in difficulty in identifying those original inspections which

were == which lent themselves to reevaluation or
reinspection. That is, there was a problem in identifyine
which inspection reports were the latest for a given item.
That is, you couldn't determine, on the face of any
particular inspection report, weld traveler in this case,
that the item had not been reworked without doing a manual
search of their documentation system to verify that you,
indeed, had the latest inspection.

Q 80 with resnect to weld traveler cards, there

o ————— e ———— > ——. T — s &
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was insufficient documentation by Hatfield? 1Is that a fair
statement of what you're saying?

A That's ircoriect.

Q Would you please explain it?

A There was adequate documentation. However, the
way the documentation was filed, as well as the fact that
when an inspection report was superseded by a later
inspection, it was not indicated on that report, It was
not marked "Void" or "Superseded." You could not
estallish that you had the latest inspection report without
doing a large manual search.

Q And what attributes did that invelve, please?

A Visual weld inspections.

Q Of what nhysical material?

A It could be any number of things. Hangers. l

Q Would that apply to welds on hanagers?

A Yes, sir.

Q Would it apply to welds on structural steel?

MR. GALLO: Objection. The record is quite
clear that Hatfield did welding on hangers, pans and other
cable tray items, and that the structural steel issue is ‘

beyond the scope of their work,
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MR. LEARNER: He said it applied to other things,
At this point I want to find out what it refers to.

MR, LEWIS: He said other things. He said where
it applies to a weld traveller card. What more do you need
to know?

MR. LEARNER: I would like to know what specific
attributes -~

MR, GALLO: That question was asked and answered.

He said visual weld inspection, that is the attribute. |

JUDGE SMITH: All of the welding done by Hatfield,
\# that what you meant Ly your answer?
WIINESS CONNAUGHTON: All welding that is within
the scope of the Hatfield specification, yes.
All welding.
BY MR, LEASNUR: ‘
9 Was the practical effect of that docunentation
by Hatfield such that it was inpossible to do a reinspection |
without retracing the documentation? |
A (Witness Connaughton) It was impossible to be
assured that what you were reinspection was in fact the
item on any given ‘napection report. And that wha. you were
leoking at was the condition observed by the inspector on
that inspection report,
JUDUL SMITH: Fxcuee me. The basic problem then

being not only dia you not know that you were inspecting the
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item of work demonstrated by the record, because it could
have been reworked, but you have no assurance that that was
that inspector's work, too?

WITNESS CONNAUGHTON: That's correct.

The net result was that it did require a rather
awkward manual search to verify that you did, in fact, have
the latest inspection raeport.

BY MR. LEARNER:

10

30 |

2
n
21
i

i

Q As a result of that research -~ I'm sorry, let

me rephrase,

As a result of that manual search of reinspection,

was there structural reworking of the Hatfield hangers

at the Byron 1 and Byron 2 facilities?

A (Witness Connaughton) Not as a result of that
search,
] Ultimately was there a reworking of the hangers
at Byron?
MR. GALLO: Objection.
MR, LEWIS: Let me state the objection first, Joe.

Objection,

This questioning does not seem to be

related to the reinspection program which I understand to

be the topic we are addressing at the moment.

JUDGE BMITH:

related, central to it.,

LEWILIS:

I assumed that it was direcly

No.

It seemed to me that he jumped
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right from a question about inspection findings and weld
traveller cards -- as I understood the examination, it was
on the question of, did the weid traveller cards have
sufficient information in order to do the reinspection.

And ther the next question I heard, which didn't
seem to me to follow was, was there rework done on any of
these structural components of Hatfield.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes, that's correct.

MR. LEARNER: That's correct.

MR. LEWIS: There is no foundation for that question
in my mind.

JUDGE SMITH: That has been a very important part
of the testimony of Sargent and Lundy people.

Overruled.

What is your objection, Mr. Gallo?

MR. GALLO: I have a different obiection, your ‘
Honor. I have sat quiet while Mr. Learner has tested the
recall and knowledge of Mr. Connaughton. But this whole
area of the Hatiield documernitation question as it relates to
welding documentation is testified to by Mr. Ward. |

This line of cross-examination is really beyond
the scope -f Mr. Connaughton's testimony. It seems to me
if we are now getting down intothe merits of the issue as
to whether or not this Hatfieid documentation disarray that

apparently was resclv2d by this manual search, whether or not
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that adversely affected the reinspection program is really

a question to be addressed to Mr. Ward.

I would object on that basis.

MR. LEWIS: Your Honor, let me make one observation.
This was really the point I was raising when I was concerned
that Mr. Learner was directing a question to Mr. Connaughton
and Mr. Little had wanted to interject, and he wanted an
answer from Mr. Connaughton first.

Our testimony is organized in such a way that
it identifies the sponsor of each answer. Now, when

Mr. Learner is questioning on a particular answer, he is

certainly entitled to direct his question and to require an
answer fromthat witness. But, to the extent he is not

doing that, I think it is most appropriate for the Staff to
indicate who the appropriate person is to respond. And that |
was the point I was seeking to make. '

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Learner?

MR. LEARNER: I am not sure I even need to respond
at this point. I have asked a question regarding documenta-
tion of Mr. Connaughton. He has answered it. It seems to
be fully within his knowledge.

I am following up on the question I asked him.

If Mr. Connaughton is not aware of the answer, I am sure he

will tell me and I will direct that to other members of

the panel.
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JUDGE SMITH: Well, we do have a protocol in which

cross examination is normally limited %o the subject of
direct examination.

They are asking you to adhere to the protocol.

Do you think that is unreasonable?

MR. LEARNER: I believe I am adhering to it and
that the questions that I have asked Mr. Connaughton relate
directly to his testimony in the Staff filed testimony.

MR. GALLO: Where is that?

MR. LEARNER: If you recall, I addressed my first
set of gquestions to Mr. Ward who said, not on behalf of the
NRC Staff, but on behalf of himself, he had not found any
documentation problems.

I then addressed the next part of my testimony
to Mr. Connaughton, who testified as to some documentation
problems.

I believe I am within the realm of that testlmony.f

MR. GALLO: Your Honor, I would like to know
where Mr. Connaughton testifies about Hatfield documentation
guestions in connection with welding in his direct testimony.

MR. LEARNER: I would refer you to transcript
pag=2 19, which is where Mr. Connaughton discusses documenta-
tion problems with respect to Hunter. And tuiat is why I
turned my question to Mr. Connaughton and followed up with

Mr. connaughton as to whether he was aware of any other
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documentation problems.

He has testified today that he was with
respect to welding. I think it's a legitimate follow-up
with him as to the structural rework. If he's not aware
of it, he can answer.

JUDGE SMITH: Gentlemen, we are spending too much
time on this trivial point. 1In fact, I didn't follow your
last point. I don't know how long were coing to get
stalled on this point. I think it's a cuibble, and I'm
coing to resolve it as a practical matter. I will allow
Mr. Connaughton to answer any question within his knowledae
alona this line.

MR. LEARNER: Fine, Judge.

JUDGE SMITH: With the additional admonition =--
althouch I shouldn't call it an admonition =-- but the
additional recoanition that the protocol to be followed is
to address the guestion to the sponsoring witness. |

MR. LEARNER: I believe, Judge Smith, that's
what I'm doinag. If there becomes a difficulty where other
members of the panel are more conversant with the subject,
I will direct it to them.

MR. LEWIS: Or they may feel free to add.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Mr. Connaughton, do you have my cuestion in mind

at this point?
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A (Witness Connaughton) ©No, sir.
Q Let me retrace, then, a little bit to bring us
back.
Is it correct that there were certain documentation
problems with respect to Hatfield weld travelers?
MR, LEWIS: I don't think we really need to retrace
it. I think that was asked and answered. Perhaps you can
go to your latest question. That's all he needs to be
refreshed on.
MR. LEARNER: We've gone about ten minutes down
the road now. I would like to get back to the thread of
guestioning so I can follow up on his respnonse.
JUDGE SMITH: Repeat your last question. See if
that will do it.
BY MR. LEARNER:
Q Are you aware of any structural reworking that i
was required as a result of the documentation discrepancies @

with respect to weld travelers?

A (Witness Connaughton) ©No, I am not.

Q Are any of the gentlemen on the panel aware of |
that? |

A (Witness Ward) No.

A (Witness Muffett) No.

A (Witness Love) VMNo. '

A (Witness Little) No.
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Q Was there any restructural reworkinc required
of the cable hangers at the Byron 1 plant? I will address
that to whatever centleman on the pmanel is familiar with
ic.

A (Witness Love) There has been rework of hangers,
but I believe most of it has been due to desiagn chances.
There's always rework.

Q Mr. Love, do you know what percentace of the
hangers at Byron 1 were found to be unaccentable as a result
of the reinspection program?

A Percentace? No, sir.

Q Are you aware that it was more than ten percent?

MR. GALLO: OCbjection. There is no foundation
that any hanger was found unacceptable during the
reinspection procram. ?

JUDGE SMITH: Do you wish the word "discrepant"
to be used.

MP. GALLO: I don't know what he's drivinag at.

MR. LEWIS: The word should be "discrepant", I
believe.

MR. LEARNER: I'm not sure the word should be
"discrepant."

JUDGE SMITH: Ask your gquestion that way, and
then see if the witness understands your cuestion. How

about acceptable?




BY MR. LEARNER:

Q If I could ask the panel which witness was

responsible for drafting page 22 of Inspection Report 84-13.

MR. LEWIS: Is that one of the enclosures to

5| our testimony?
MR. LEARNER: It's not really one of your
enclosures. I'm referring to the full Reinspectior Report

84-13.

L

BY MR. LEARNER:

’OE Q I would direct ycur attention to the third

1 5 full paragraph labled "NRC Finding" on page 22.

12 JUDGE SMITH: What document are you talking
. '3 | about? |

ko MR. LEARNER: I'm talking about NRC Inspection

15 | Report 84-13, dated April 16, 1984,

'8 JUDGE SMITH: Where would one find that document?
7 | MR. LEARNER: That was the report.I believe sent |
'8 | py the NRC to Edison confirming the Reinspecticn Report.

6 JUDGE SMITH: It is not a document which has --
20 MR, LEARNER: It is Mr. Tove's Deposition

21 | Exhibit Number 3.

22 | JUDGE SMITH: All right. So we're not supposed
23 | to have that document?

4 MR. LEARNER: A porticn of it attached to

25 | staff testimony.




21

22

23

24

25

JUDGE SMITH: All richt. Well, where would we

find it there? That is why I would prefer that you --

Enclosure 3?

MR. LEARNER: Excuse me. I will introduce it
into evidence. The deposition have been made a part of
the record?

(Counsel conferring.)

JUDCE SMITH: Mr. Lewis, the Board had
requested that matters that accompany the written testimony
be called attachments, and I guess you didn't agree with
that request. Anc that the attachments be serially numbered,

and I guess you didn't aagree with that reaquest.

Anéd here is an example how it could have saved
us some trouble.

MR. LEWIS: We do have ccpies of the entire
Inspection Revort which we can make available to the Board
for their reference for this examination. It would take
just a moment.

JUDCE SMITH: 1It's up to the parties. We don't
have the information that yvou're referring to.

MR. LEWIS: I am not referring to any.

MR. LASSEL: Here is a copy of 84-13, Judge.

(Counsel handing document to the Board.)

BY MR, LEARNER:

Q Dres the panel have a ccpy of the document that
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I am referring to? Are you familiar with it?
A (Witness Little) Yes.
| 2 (Witness Ward) Yes.
Q If I could refresh the collective memory of the

panel, is the panel familiar with document 84-13, dated

April 16, 19842
(Witness Ward) Yes.

(Witness Muffett) VYes.

A

A

A (Witness Little) Yes.
A (Witness Love) Yes.

A

(Witness Connaughton)

0 Which of you gentlemen is responsible for

writing the lancuage that appears on race 22?

A (Witness Viard) I did.

0 Mr. Ward, with respect to the material in

with unacceptable hangers?

A Paragraph 3 is the --

Q) -=- NRC findincgs. It begins,

are substantiated..."

documentation was not acceptable?

Yes.

Iparagraph 3, is it correct that that identifies some problems

"The allegations

A If I remember right, it was the documentation --
the documentation was unacceptable. Like I say, including
weld travelers --

0 Was that an example where the original inspector's
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A Well, it was missinag. That would be

unacceptable. You know, it wasn't there.

And like I say in the last sentence, where the
travelers are missing, the list was sent to the production
group to have the weld travelers gener.ted in accordance
with the NCP 540.

Q Isn't it also true that that indicates that
more thsn 10 percent of the hancers from Unit 1 and greater
than 10 percent of the hangers for Unit 2 were found to be
unacceptable?

MR. GALLO: Objection. That is not the testimony
of this witness. First of all, the cuestion as asked is .

ambiguous because it sucgests that there were hardware problems

with the hangers. The witness has testified that it was
documentation vroblems.
The witness has further identified that this is

l

5

l

!a matter that was covered by an NCR and remedied.

! JUDGE SMITH: None of those are inconsistent

iwith his question, that I can see. HKad you finished?
| MR. GALLO: Yes. Well, he has mischaracterized
the witness' testimony.
JUDGE SMITH: When you take the cuestion in
' the context of the oreceding questions and answers, I don't

think that there's any basis for confusion.

WITNESS WARD: You know, being that a weld
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traveler is missing, they could have been all acceptable.
I didn't find anything that wasn't any documentation, again,
that wasn't unecceptable.
BY MR. LEARNER:

Q That wasn't unacceptable?

A (Witness Ward) Well, I take it back. Well,
like it says here, when they're missing, they are missing.
You know.

Q Are you responsible fcor the statement in this

varagraph that of the 4,836 hangers that have been inspected,--

excuse me, let me rephrase it.

Were you responsible for the statement in this
paragraph that for Unit 1, 572 hangers have been inspected
and found to be unacceptable?

A Yes, sir.

Q Was that your view at the time that you wrote
this document?

A Yes. And I don't remember where I got those
numbers, from what individual.

0 And similarly, with respect to Unit 2, are you
responsible for the statements in this document that 138 of
the hangers were inspected and found to be unacceptable?

A Yes, sir.

Q Are you also responsible for the statement that

in a number of those cases, th2e weld traveler documentation
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was missinc?
A Yes, sir.
0 And is this one example of the situation in

which the original inspector's documentation was discrepant?

A Yes.

Again, I really don't know. If you're calling --
well, they are missing. I guess that's a discrepancy.

Q Thank you. Mr. Love, are you familiar with the
Eatfield electric conductor butt splice problem, and its
potential safety significance at Byron?

MR. GALLC: Objection. The whole line is beyond
the scope of this proceedina. We arcued at length about that ‘
element of Mr. Love's testimony vesterday, and he is now
asking him if he's familiar with this problem, and then the
next question is coing to be as to the safety significance

of the problem. That's the very point he asked in his

question: are you aware of the safety significance of the

butt splicinc problem.

I thought we had an understandincg when that

testimony was admitted that the merits of that issue were
not to be entertained in this proceeding.
JUDGE SMITH: My memory is somewhat different,

Mr. Gallo. I thoucght that we accepted it so that we would

have it in the record for two purvoses, which you succested

|
;be the purposes. One is that it demonstrates the Staff's
|

|
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complet=ness in its notification processes, and that it be
in the rezord, so that the context of the cross-examination
on it woulil be complete.

I thoucht all parties agreed that cross-examination

on it was not precluded. That was my perception of the

agreement.

MR, GALLO: I thought it was limited, that its
admission was limited specifically to the point that butt
splicing was not at issue in this case, that the only
purpose of cross-examination on that information was for
the purpose of using the existence of that particular item
to cross-examine on another conclusion or another factual
statement that was properly within the scope of this
proceeding.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Learner?

MR. LEARNER: I will just comment briefly. My
recollection is at odds with Mr, Callo's. Secondly, I
think Mr. Gallo is jumning beyond, anticipating my next
aguestion.

Now, I would suggest tnat my next question
may not be what Mr. Ga'lo thinks it will be. The cuestion
I have asked is wholly proper.

JUDGE SMITH: All right, overruled.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Could you answer that guestion now, Mr. Love®
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A (Witness Love) Could you repeat the guestion,
please?
Q Are you familiar with the Hatfield electric

conductor's butt splice problem and the potential safety
significance at Byron?

A Yes, sir.

Q And were these problems identified through th
reinspection program?

A No, sir.

Q Why were they not identified through the

reinspection program, to the best of vour knowledge?

A I'm afraid I can't answer that.
Q Were these attributes subject to reinspection?
A The attribute of inspection of butt splices was

not in the Hatfield cuality program during the reinspection
program.

Q Why wasn't it?
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. S¥mgce-1 ! A Here, again, I cannot answer that.

- Q Can any of the NRC Staff members answer why this
3! was not an e.ement to the reinspection program?

a| A (Witness Little) The reinsvection rrogram was

5 reinspectinag things that had been insnected at one point in
| time in the past. They did not have a program for inspecting
7 | butt splices. So you can't go in and reinspect something

8 that they did not have a program for insr:cting.

9 Q Is it fair to say, Mr. Little, that there are

10 | certain hardware elements or attributes at the Byron plant

H that have not heen subject to the reinspection program because
2 | the contractors did not arrange to inspect those attributes
13| at the very beginning?
. 14 A There are none of safety significance that I am
15 | aware of.
16 Q Well, is the butt splice problem of potential

17 | safety sionificance?

8 A In my evaluation, it bas a very minor safety

19 | significance, if any. And the Licensee is still evaluating

20

whether these have ény safety signficance, the problems
21 | that were identified.

22 o] Mr. Love, was it your testimony that this was
23 | a matter of potential safety sianificance?

24 A (Witness Love) !y testimorv states that the

25 | Licensee had filed a potential 50.55f{e) report.
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Q And would the 50.55(e) report indicate that this
is a matter of potential safety significance?

A Potential; yes, sir.

A (Witness Little) I think that until the Licensee
makes the evaluation, it is purely potential. I think you
have to look at what can happen if a butt splice is
improperly made. And when you look at that and when you
evaluate it and when you evaluate all of the chances there
are to catch it, if it's really a defective connection,
when you do the circuit checks, when you co the pre-op
procrams, all of these things would identify that, and all of
these things have to be taken into consideration when you |
consider the safety significance of it.

If you have a loose splice, I think we know pretty
much what will happen over a period of time. And it's
not something of great safety significance.

Q But isn't it true, Mr. Little, that this
attribute was not reinspected a the reinsvection program?

A I think I have already said that.

Q Mr. Love, are ycu familiar with the Hatfield ﬁ
electric cable oripproblems and the potential safety
significance at Byron?

A (Witness Love) Yes, sir.

Q And similarly, were these problems identifiecd

through the reinspection proaram?
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A NOo, sir.

@

2 Q Why were they not identified in the reinspection

3§ program.
4 A The cable grips were a part of the -- well, the
5| cable installation attribute. And the cable installation is,
6| if you wili, a non-recreatable inspection.
7 Q And is this non-recreatable attribute now, the
8 electric cable orip, have a problem associated with it that
? | is of potential safety sianificance?
10 A The potential, yes. But here again, the Applicant
'"| is in the process of evaluating that as to its safety
12 | significance.
13 The safety sionificance of a cable grip again
‘ '4 | would be very minor in that what it is supporting, the cable,
'S | is so designed that they can support themselves for, oh,
'6 | I'd say at least 100 feet of the run without additional
17 | support.
LB Q Myr. Love, yesterday there was some testimony
'9 | with respect to the similarities between recreatable and
20 | nor recreatable objective attributes.
21 Which recreatable objective attributes would vou
22 | yiew as being similar or identical to the non-recreatable
23 | attribute, the electric cable grips you just referred to?
24 A Right off, I can't think of any that would be.

25 A (Vitness Little) I could provide some insicht
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there. I think when you look at the skills involved, there
are many. It takes no great skill to determine whether
a cable grip is installed properly. Those sorts of skills
are reproduced over and over again in the reinspection
program. So I think there are many similarities as far
as the skills involved in the inspection of cable grips.

Q Mr. Love, are you familiar with the Eatfield
cable pull shortcomings?

THE REPCRTER: Could you repeat that please?

(Counsel repeats the question.)

MR. LEWIS: She wanted to know what the word
was. I wanted to know where your characterization of
shortcomings -- what is that making reference to?

MR. LEARNER: 1I believe it is referring to
his testimony at pages 25 to 27.

WITNESS LOVE: Yes, sir, I am.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Isn't it true that the NRC identified shortcomings
with the Hatfield cable installation procedures?

A (Witness Love) Yes, sir.

Q And this was the subject of an NRC inspvection?

A Yes, sir.

Q And were the cable pull shortcominges identified

in the reinspection rrogram?
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A Were the cable pull --

Q -=- shortcomings identified in the Reinspection
Program?
A No, sir. I had stated earlier that cable

pulling was not reinspected during the Reinspection Program
because it was not a recreatable attribute.

Q) I see. And which of, if any, the objective
recreatable attributes did you view as being similar or
identical to the non-recreatable attribute of cable pulls?

A Again, cable pulling is, if you will, a
go/no-go type situation. You are installing cable, you
monitor the cable pull tension, and it is basically someone
reading a meter, torguing of a bolt. I guess in torquinc of
a bolt, you're looking at a meter on a torque wrench, where
in cable installation you're pulling cable and reading a
dynamometer, so I guess you could correlate those two.

A (Witness Little) And I think, again, the skills

involved are very similar. Like he savs, it doesn't take

' much to inspect cable pulling. The skills you need to do that

are very similar to the skills needed to inspect the attributes|
that were inspected. And I think in that respect, they
are similar.
Q I will address this to either Mr. Love or
Mr. Little. Are the potential safety-related implications in

the cable pulling problem those of overstress?
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A (Witness Love) Would you repeat that guestion
again, please?
; Q Is the potential safety-related problem of the

20 |

21

22

23

24

25

cable pull shortcomina essentially that of overstress?

A (Witness Little) If I may, what you're concerned
about if you overstress the cable, you neck down the
conducter. That is one concern. Ycu can possibly do that.
You may reduce its diameter, the outside diameter of the
conductor.

This does affect the current capabilities of
the wire. As far as the potential safety significance of that,
acain, it has minor and individual -- an individual cable
being reduced in diameter has minor safety significance.

0 Did the NRC identify some cables that hacé been
overstressed at Byron, Mr. Love?

A (Witness Love) Yes.

Q And as a result of that identification, was
some reworking of those cables done?

A Yes, sir. If you're referring to the, I believe
it was, DR 33-82, I believe there were 12 cables replaced.

0 Apart from the thrce areas we've just discussed,
the butt splices, the cable grivs and cable pull shortcomings,
are there any other areas that have demonstrated problems
that did not appear in the Reinspection Proagram that vou are

familiar with?
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MR. LEWIS: Objection, Your Honor. Are we
referring -- first of all, I think it should be understood
clearly here that we must oe talking about Hatfield. That
seems to be -- I know we're supposed to be under a general
understanding to that effect, but the question, to me, had
a very broad reach to it.

Will counsel accept that we're tzlking about
Hatfield?

MR. LEARNER: Yes. I thought we had already
accepted it. I'm referring to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL;
those are the boundaries of my questions that we have agreed
to unless I specify otherwise.

MR. LEWIS: Well, okay. Your Honor, my problem
is that I perceived the guestion that was asked to be
extremely broad. I guess, as I now understand the gquestion,
it is whether or not there were any other problems identified
from Hunter, Hatfield and PTL.

MR. LEARNER: You know, to explain, I think he
has identified here a number of potentially safety-related
problems that for one reason or another seem to have slipped
throuch the cracks in the Reinspection Program.

What I'm asking is =--

MR. CALLO: 1I object to the characterization.

MR. LEARNER: I'm asking if there are any other
ones that he's aware of with respect to Funter, Hatfield and

PTL.
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MR. GALLO: Wait a minute. I object to that
characterization. I move to strike "sitipped through the
cracks."

JUDCE SMITH: He can characterize it anyway
he wishes. Of course, he's not testifying; he's not asking
it as a cuestion. I think that it's appropriate for you
to point out that you don't accept the characterization, but
I don't think it's a basis for an obiection.

MP. LEWIS: Your Honor, I, however, have an
objection; not based on his characterization. My objection
is that in essence, the witnesses are being asked tormcall
all inspection findings with respect to these three contractors,
and state whether or not there was anything -- testify
whether or not there are any other problems that they would
like to bring to his attention that were not covered by the

Reinspection Proaram.

That's a very broad task for them to do. Maybe

| they can do it.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. See, that's one of the
problems I'm having with yesterday afternoon's and this
morning's events. There's so much concern of protecting
these witnesses from inappropriate questions, but they don't
seem to need the protection.

They come back with =-- I mean, they know their

subject matter, and they don't really need so much protection,




. SY¥mgc7-1 and it's taking a lot of time. The progress is verv slow,

Gentlemen, does that cuestion =-- do you think
it's going to throw your testimony into chaos or disarray
and cause you confusion and demoralize you?

WITNESS LITTLE: Well, we get tired some times.

(Lauchter.)

JUDGE SMITH: Overruled. You didn't need all
that lecture, M-. Lewis, I'm sure.

I am gettiag discouraged with the slow process.
For the amount of debate and discussion, we are getting
very little substantive answers from the panel. The lawyers
are threatening to overwhelm the process here in bringing

up this one, I supvose. So the objection is overruled.

| .End?SY
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WITNESS LOVE: Yes, sir, I am aware of the cable

tray separation problems, as well as cable separation
problems within panels.

BY MR. LEARNEPR:

Q Are any of the other members of the panel aware
of any other similar problems?

A (Witness Little) 1I'm not aware of any. I guess
I am trying to think of words to put in context what Ray
said. There have been separation problems that were
identified long before the reinspection program. They were
not identified as part of the reinspection proagram,

The reinspection effort, I question whether it was.
designed to identify those kinds of problems. But our
inspection program is, and it had identified them, and it
was being processed and corrections beinc made where
necessary and evaluated in all instances.

JUDGE SMITH: The last sentence, I wasn't sure
I understood it.

What did you say? You said "our inspection
program"?

WITRNESS LITTLE: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: Would you remeat your last sentence?
You mean your ongoing regular inspection programs?

WITHESS LITTLE: Our inspection program outside

of the reinspection proqram.
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WITNESS LOVE: 1If I might clarify those two
problems that were identified, the cable tray separation
problems, the main reason that that was not being covered
in the reinspection program, there was already a 100 percent
reinspection of that attribute scheduled, and which is
right now probably $9 percent complete.

With respect to the cable separation problem,
again there was 100 percent reinspection for that attribute
in process. That has now been completed.

And I think I closed that in my Report 8427,

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q When you say "100 percent reinspection," you are
referring to a hardware reinspection, not a reinspection of
the inspector performance with resmect to that?

A (Witness Love) Yes, sir.

A (Witness Little) And those orcblems reflect more
on the manner in which Sargent & Lundy control separation
problems, more than they reflect on the inspectors out
in the field. I don't think those problems reflect on the
inspector out in the field. They reflect more on Sargent &
Lundy's methods for controllina cable tray and cable
separation.

Q That's a nice thing to pick up on.

Mr. Muffett, with respect to Sargent & Lundy's

engineering evaluations, did you review their calculations
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from their documents?
A (Witness Muffett) VYes,

JUDGE SMITH: For what purpose?

MR. LEARNER: For reviewing their enaineering
evaluations to determine if they had correctly ascertained
or chategorized various'discrepancies of nonsignificance.

WITNESS MUFFETT: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: Identified in the reinsvection

program?
MR. LEARNER: Identified in the reinspection
program.
BY MR. LEARNER:
Q In many cases, did Sargent & Lundy do the

calculations for you?

A (Witness Muffett) No.

Q In all cases, did you make your own independent
calculations?

A When I review calculations, I do not make a

formal calculation of my own. I will read throuch the
calculations, and on some basis I will bring my own
calculator and reverify the multiplication of some numbers.
I will read the formulas that we used, and in almost all
instances, these are commonly used formulas.

Q Did youv independently generate your own numbers

and calculations from material that had been provided to
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Sargent & Lundy?

MR. GALLO: Objection. Asked and answered.

He just explained how he went about conductine his review.

JUDGE SMITH: I don't see how this guestion is
going to produce any different answer. Do you see a
difference in your guestions?

MR. LEARNER: I'm not sure, an< .i'm trying to just
make sure from the witness what he did. I understand his
last answer to be that he looked at the figures Sargent &
Lundy had, and in effect verified them. And that's what
I'd like to make sure of.

JUDGE SMITH: For the purpose of clarifying,

I'll allow the answer.

WITNESS MUFFETT: Could you repeat the cuestion?

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Did you independently make your own calculations
wich respect to the Sargent & Lundy figures, or did you '
take their calculations and verify them?

A (Witness Muffett) I ocuess we have a gap in our
uanderstanding here, 1 did not formally make my own
calculation, although I would have, if I found something
that I thought was questionable. But 1 Ao on occasion
recalculate some of the .umbers, you know, if they don't apoear
on first blush to make sense.

Q Aird without gettino into precise percentages,
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roughly how often -- how many occasions do you recalculate
the numbers, or did you recalculate the numbers?

A I reviewed frcm Hunter, Hatfield and PTL, I will
say now on the order of 100 calculations. I would say

probably out of each one of those, I rechecked what I would

say was probably the most involved mathematical calculation.

I checked it with my own calculation =-- one.

Q You said occasionally you did these recalculations.

I'm asking you roughly, what percentage of the time was
occasicnally? Ten precent, thirty percent?

A Well, I think I did one on each calculation, but
there are a number of formulas and calculations, numerical
calculations, that make up what is called "a calculation,"
and I would check one of those agenerally in each
calculation package, and it would be the one that T thought
was the one that would be easiest to make an error in.

I can't really give you a percentage.

Q How many of the Sargent & Lundy engineering
packages did you review?

A Off the top of my head, I would say six.

Q Isn't it true you only rev.ewed seven of the
Hatfield encineering packages that Sargent & Lundy had?

A Hattield?

Q Yes,

A No.
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I would be glad to count them if you would like.

Q Why don't vou give me a rouah figure. I had
understood from your deposition that there were seven. Have
you reviewed more than seven?

A Yes, significantly more than seven. I think the
difference in there is that this inspection took place in
two parts. In the initial one, there were seven that were
reviewed. On the second trip to Sarcent & Lundy, which
starts approximately page 37, there are some more significant
number, which I would say is on the order of twenty.

JUDGE COLE: Sir, to what documert are you
ireferring now?

WITNESS MUFFETT: This is the Inspection Reporg
8413.

BY MP. LEARNER:

Q Is it true that you veviewed only about 80 of

i

the welds that S&L conducted an engineering evaluation on?
A (Witness Muffett) I would say that's a fair
guess.
Q Do you know how many welds total Sarcent & Lundy

conducted engineering evaluations of?

A I can say on the order of 1000. That's my
feeling.
Q Do ycu understand -- let -e rephrase.

Do you know whether Sargent & Lundy reviewed all of

Rorries & ! o iy e
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.mch-? ' | the discrepant welds, or just some ot “hem?
2 MR. LEWIS: For which contractor?
3 | MR. LZARNER: My question is referring to

4 | Hatfield, Hunter and PTL.
51 MR. LEWIS: Because there's a difference.
6 WITNESS MUFFETT: I would like to clarify the
terms here. When you say "reviewed," in my direct testimony
and when Mr. Lewis guestioned me in the beaginnina, I said
that all discrepant welds were evaluated. Some of them
were evaluated by a specific engineering calculation dealing
'"" | with that weld. Some of them were divided into populations
2| of most highly stressed or worst visual appearance. Those
'3 | welds were analyzed, and that envelooed the ones that didn't
. 41 fall into those.
13 So I believe that they were all evaluated.
They all did not have a specific analysis.
o BY MR. LEARNER:

'8 2 When you say "enveloped," what you are s=ayincg is,

in effect, the results of the engineering evaluations on

|
@ some welus were transferred to other similar welds?
2 A (Witness Muffett) There is one word there I
22

would like to clarify. They are similar in that they are

23 | the same types of welds, but the ones that were analyzed

24 | were the ones most highly stressed and the ones with the

25 | worst visual appearance, so that they would, in effect,
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envelop the ones that weren't.

Q Apart from ycur term "envelop," would there, to

the best of your knowledge, be some Hatfield welds that

had been identified as discrepant by the reinspectors, which

Sargent & Lundy did not conduct an engineerinag evaluation on?

A i believe
refer to 8413, which
Discrepancy 121, the
description there --

calculation present.

that there was one, if I could again

is listed in
QC Inspector
this is page

Calculation

my report as Hatfield
Report 2219, and my
38 -- it says, "No

prepared during inspection.”
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MR. LEWIS: Your Horor, I think I should provide
the Board with copies for their reference. At the break
we will determine what --

JUDGE SMITH: We have one copy and the Board can

share it.
MR. LEWIS: Well, we have some extras.
(Document handed to Board)
BY MR. LEARNER:
Q Mr. Muffett, apart from your use of the term

"envelope," do you know how many individual Hatfield welds
counted discrepant, were not subject to individual engineering
evaluation by Sargent and Lundy? .

A (Witness Muffett) The rumber is probably up
in the hundreds, but I can't give you a better number.

Q When you say hundreds, do you mean to refer to

two hundred, or in the middle five hundreds?

A I mean some number between one hundred and a
thousand.
(Laucghter)
Q Are you aware that some of the discrepant welds

were repaired prior to Sargent and Lundy's engineering

evaluation?
A Yes.
Q Do you know with which contractor that repair

occurred?
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A No.

Q Do you know if that occurred with respect to
Hunter?

A It would be my best recollection that the majority

of the things I looked at were from Hunter and Hatfield.

And because of that fact I would think that the ones that

were repaired were either Hunter or Hatfield's.

Q And isn't it true that there was no engineering

evaluation conducted of that weld prior to its repair?

A That is possible.

Q I would like to direct your attention to one of

the -- what are labeled enclosures submitted with the Staff

testimony. Let me direct your attention to Enclosure No.

the second page of Enclosure No. 5. It

Exhibit El, page 8 of 12.

5,

says at the top,

Have you had a chance to find the page I am

referring to?

A Yes.

Q Did you review the engineering evaluation

referred tc in Note No. 4, Discrepancy HE-129?

A No, I don't believe -- no, I did not.

Q Would you take a look at the description in

Noce No. 4, please? It continues on to

A Yes, I am familiar with that.

Q Are you aware of the general

the following page.

safety significance
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of that sort of discrepancy?

A I would not comment on that because that is out-
side the area of my expertise.

Q Can I ask the panel if there are any members of
the panel whose area of expertise this discrepancy falls in?

A (Witness Little) This system is a system that
is designed to mitigate the consequences of an accident.

It is certainly not as important as the emergency core
cooling system; it is not as important as those systems that
are desiygned to protect the fuel clad barrier, the primary
pressure boundary or the containment boundary --

Q Mr. Little, I don't mean to cut you off --

JUDGE SMITH: Then don't.

MR. LEWIS: Your Honor --

WITNESS LITTLE: I thought you wanted to know
which safety substance.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q First I wvanted to know which member of the panel
had some knowledge and expertise with relation to this
factor.

MR. LEWIS: Well, he is giving an answer, and
if you think his answer does not reflect expertise you can
take some appropriate answer after he finishes.

MR. LEARNER: Steve, I think I am entitled --

JUDGE SMITH: I already ruled, counsellor. I said




18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

SRR - i .

do not cut him off.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Mr. Little, are you aware of the pending
question?
A (Witness Little) Yes.
Q Do you have expertise with respect to this
matter?
A I have had expertise in the past in reactor safety,|

analysis. It has not been my main. function in the last ten
years. I think I know enough about it to address your
question.

Q Who on the Staff would be responsible with
respect to reviewing the engineering evaluation made by
Sargent and Lundy with respect to the discrepancy identified
in paragraph No. 4?

A Since my branch had ti.e primary responsibility
for evaluating it, it would be somecne in my branch. If I
need help from operations-oriented people, there are other
people within the division that I can go to. So, it will
depend on what the discrepancy is. :

Q Do you know if anybody on your staff conducted a
review of Sargent and Lundy's engineering evaluation witn
respect to this discrepancy?

A No. We reviewed the report and the statement

here. No one went to Sargent and Lundy and pursued their
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evaluation.

Q Were you the person on your staff who was

principally responsible for reviewing this paragraph 4?2

A I probably spent more time reviewino it than
anyone else on my staff. Yes, I screen things that come
to me as an assignment and decide what needs to be done and
who should do it.

In this case, I read it, I didn't think a single
instance of this sort required anything further than what
the Licensee described, so I did not describe it to anyone
else.

Q Why do you understand Sargent and Lundy to say
this is not a discrepancy of safety significance?

MR. LEWIS: You are asking =--

WITNESS LITTLE: I haven't looked at their
analysis.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Take a look at the paragraph at the top of

page 9 of 12.

JUDGE SMITH: Counsellor, review here.

Mr. Ward said he was unable to answer the guestion.
Mr. Little began to answer, was not permitted to make a
complete answer, and now you seem to be going over to other

matters.

MR. LEARNER: No, I am going exactly to this




matter.

MR. CASSEL: It is the same thing, Judge.

JUDGE SMITH: I see that.

MR. LEARNER: I simply want to identify first,
your Honor, that Mr. Little was the appropriate person with
the expertise on the NRC Staff, who would have reviewed
this.

JUDGE SMITH: What is the status of his previous
incomplete answer?

MR. LEARNER: The status of that is, I will be
perfectly comfortable with him completing that answer at
any point that he would like to, now that we have
established --

JUDGE SMITH: I don't know if that is going to be
a remedy. But, proceed.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Have you had an opportunity to look at that,

Mr. Little?

A (Witness Little) Yes.

Q Do you agree with Sargent and Lundy's explanation
as to why this discrepancy was not a matter of safety
significance?

A Yes, I would think generally from what I read
here.

Q Why do you agree with it?
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A I think they are pointing out the fact that even

if you don't get automatic operation of the damper, radia-
tion monitors would alert the operator to the fact that he
had a problem. He could close it manually. And therefore,
as long as he takes that action it shouldn't be a problem.

Q When you say "as long as he takes that action,"
do I understand you to be saying that it is not a safety-
related problem because if the automatic device doesn't
work there is a human backup, manual action?

A I am not saying that this does not have any
safety significance.

I am just saying that generally I agree with themr.
that as long as the operator knows how to operate his
equipment, knows his procedures, knows what to do when he
gets a radiation monitor alarm, he should be able to
manually do what he needs to do to close the damper.

Q If the operator did not adequately take those
steps, would there be a safety problem?

A There could be, depending on what the situation is.

Q And if there were human error there, would that
lead to a serious safety problem?

MR. LEWIS: Your Honor, I am going to object to
further questioning on this as irrelevant. This is a foot-
note to a table in the reinspection report and the questioning

row is going to an analysis of a particular discrepancy, as
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to whether or not if an operator did not take that action
it could be a safety problem.

While I recognize that this is an exhibit to the
reinspection program report, I fail to see what the
relevance of this is at all to inspector qualification
issues and I object to the guestion, to any further ques-
tioning on it.

MR. LEARNER: If I could respond, Judge Smith,
briefly?

JUDGE SMITH: Go ahead, respond.

MR. LEARNER: The Staff has testified that they
found no discrepancies that had design significance in
their judgment.

This is a discrepancy that we believe has
significant safety risks associated with it. I am
entitled, I believe, to probe here whether the Staff
reviewed the Sargent and Lundy evaluation here, and why or
why not the Staff believes this has or has not safety
significance.

JUDGE SMITH: It is a guestion of how much?

MR. LEARNER: That is correct.

JUDGE SMITH: That is a determination the Board
has to make.

MR. LEARNER: Also, the guestion very easily

switches between design significance and safety




significance. And I believe design significance of

discrepancies is something the Staff has testified to.

I don't know if this is a design=-significant

4 guestion here. I'm not going to testify. I will stop

there.

6 | JUDGE COLE: Mr. Learner, based upon my reading

of this,part of the operating procedure requires the

operator to check that damper under the conditions of an

alarm.

S0 you are also then assuming that he is not

going to do that?

MR. LEARNER: I am not making that assumption at

all. I am asking the witness to what degree he believes that

in these manual operations, whether that could lead to a

|
I
|
}
|
| . '4 | there could be human error. And, if there were human error
!
|
' serious safety-related problem.
l

I think we have seen a number of examples in the

18 | nuclear power field in this country where there has been

19 | manual error, and I am seeking to probe here whether the

20 witness believr - that sort of error could occur, and whether
21 that would, in fact, lead to a safety-related problem.

22 JUDGE SMITH: My concern, counsellor, is that

23% through this one question, through this one discrepancy we

24 could litigate the entire nuclear industry, given enough

. 25: resources. And, I think you. have them. So, we have to




end 9 MM

apply some cutoff.

Now you are going into factors of engineering
in the nuclear plants.

I don't think that this panel, nor your questioning,
is going to provide important information to this Board
beyond a certain point on this particular issue. You don't
have any big human-factor people here, and we don't have a
human-factor case going either.

So, I am going to allo you a limited amount of
guestions to make your point. You have already gone very,
very far and I don't think that you are going to produce
a great deal of reliable evidence.

MR. LEWIS: You have overruled my objection?

JUDGE SMITH: I am overruling your objection as
to this particular question.

However, we are looking at your objection and
we are agreeing that a point is about to be arrived where
he won't go any further.

MR. LEARNER: Mr. Smith, let me see if I can clear
this matter briefly.

JUDGE SMITH: I wish you would.

MR. LEARNER: I am trying to, your Honor. I am
getting held up.

JUDGE SMITH: Counsellor, now proceed.
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BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Is it the Staff's position that none of the
discrepancies identified in the reinspection program were
safety-sianificant?

A (Witness Little) Yes.

Q And did the Staff conduct a review of Sargent &
Lundy's engineering evaluation that is referred to in Note

No. 4 in the enclosure that we have been looking at?

A We did, to the degree that I've alre.dy described

to you. I was just informed by one of my Staff that another

individual in another section also reviewed this. He is a

man with extensive operations experience, and he reviewed it

and had no problem.

Q And on the basis of your experience and your
review right now, is it your position that there is no
safety significance to this discrevancy because of the
potential for human manual backup of the automatic device?

A I would rely on the FSAR description which
established the requirements, and as I read it here, it
says, "The damper operates either automatically on a safety
injection system or manually."

Now this deficiency did not nrevent the manual
operation o the valve, so, yes, I don't think this had
safety significance.

Q Mr. Muffett, Mr. Cassel reminds me, earlier I
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asked you a guestion, and there was a discussion that maybe
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3 wanted to say.

I had cut you off in terms of your adding something you

TN

4 Is there anything further you haven't said that
5| you would like an opportunity to add?
6 A I thought you were talking to someone else.
7 Would you ask that guestion again?
8 | Q Earlier Judge Smith indicated that I might have
9 | prematurely cut off one of your answers.
10 Is there anything further you would like to add
11 | that hasn't come out in the discussion in the last several
12 | guestions?
13 A Well, I could continue my discussion of relative
. 14 safety-significance of systems. I feel like this is a

15 | safety system. It has safety significance. It is in the

16 lower echelon of importance. It is not as important as
17 | those systems that I designed to protect the fuel clad !
18 | barrier and the primary coolant system, boundary containment,
19 | primary containment boundary. It is not as significant

20 | as those systems, then, which are -- where automatic action
2) | is required instantaneously.

22 This is a system where the operator should get

23 | other indications of problems in time for him to take manual
24 | action, and it is all of those things that cause me to say

25 | that it is in the lower echelon of safety significance.
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But I do think it's an important system, and
it's designed to protect individuals working in the plant,
and I don't want to imply that I don't think it has safety
importance.

A (Witness Connaughton) 1I'd like to add to that
response if I ~ould. A wiring termination error of this
type, which defeats an automatic feature like this damper
actuation signal, is very, very, very likely tc be caught
in preoperational testing. All such designs =-- it's a very
fundamental design feature of that system, and our
experience tells us that the preoperational testing program
verifies operation of such features.

A (Witness Little) And in addition, the
surveillance testinag program throuchout the life of the
plant confirms that these systems continue to perform the
way they are supposed to. Even if it is not through some
quirk not caught in the pre-op procram, you have other
chances to catch it in the surveillance testing procram.

JUDGE COLE: How was this discrepancy discovered?

WITNESS LITTLE: I think it was in the test,
during the construction test.

JUDGE SMITH: As a part of the reinspection
program?

WITNESS LITTLE: No. Indevendent.

JUDGE COLE: What do you mean by construction
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testing as compared to preoperational testing?

WITNESS CONNAUGHTON:

Pri r to turnover of

a system or subsystem to the operating orcanization for

preoperationsl testing, various tests are run on the

components by the construction

organization. That's the

difference between a construction and preoperational test.

A preoperational test is a second series of tests which

are generally more tightly controlled and more formal, and

it establishes system performan
system to operation.

JUDGE COLE: Now why
a discrepancy, if the people th
they are putting it in, they ar
they want to test it and see if
just fix it right then? Or wha

WITNESS LITTLE: 1In
test the pump to make sure it r
If it doesn't rotate in the rig
it will, and the same sort of t

JUDGE COLE: Okay.
discrepancy? Under what condit
as a discrepancy?

WITNESS LOVE: Thas
time of termination until the t

as I remember the discussions,

ce orior to releasing that

would that be considered
at are putting it in, while
e just finished wiring it and
it works? Why don't they
t is the procedure?
construction testing, they
otates in the right direction.
ht direction, they fix it so
hing on valves.
Now what about this particular

ions would that not be listed

one, the timeframe, from the
ime that they had caught it,

it was like a month or two
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between the actuul timeframe --

WITNESS LITTLE: Between the construction testing
ard the reinspection?

WITNESS LOVE: No. From the time of the
termination until the time that they actually performed the
test on the equipment. Whenever they performed the test
on the equipment, they identified it as a deficiency, and it
went into the book, and then they have to do -- through their
procedures, the disposition was then corrected, which they
in turn made thinos richt.

WITHNESS MUFFETT: 1It's a discrepancy against the
ori~inal inspectio., but there is no discrepant hardware.

WITNESS CONNAUGHTON: The construction test is
not the first means by which you verify that the wiring
is correct. There was an error made when the termination
inspection was performed. Construction tests would be the
sacond means of catching that, and apparently it had gone
undetected after the terminaticn inspectors. It was counted
against that individual.

It was subsequently discovered during the
construction test when the compcnents were operated.

JUDGE SMITH: How did it cet picked up, then, as
a reinspection program discrepancy? That is 'hat they say,
but that is not what the table says. Or is it that I just

don't understand the takle?
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MR. LEWIS: Your Honor, I thoucht the fact that

it had a discrepancy number indicated that it was a

reported discrepancy in the reinspection program.

JUDGE SMITH: That's what I thought, too, and
that's why I can't reconcile that with the witnesses'
testimony.

WITNESS LOVE: The reinspection program did not

pick it up at that point. In other words, the construction
test picked it up before the reinspection proaram go to it.

JUDGE SMITH: Oh. 1In those situations, then, 1is

that thrown into -- those results are thrown into the
reinspection proaram data base?

WITNESS LOVE: That was counted against the
inspector.

JUDGE SMITH: As if it had been caught by the |
reinspection program?

WITNESSE LOVE: That's correct. i
WITNESS CONNAUGHTON: That's correct.
JUDGE SMITH: Then that is another, you might

say, -- okay, well, what if -- that was thrown in because a

that was one of the items that had been selected for
reinspection, and it was found before the reinspection.
If this had been an item which had not been
in the population to be reinspected, it would not have

been counted against any inspector?
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WITNESS CONNAUGHTON: That's correct.
2 WITNESS LOVE: That's right.

3 | WITNESS LITTLE: That's riaht.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q I want to ask one more guestion in this area.
6| Let's just take this as an example of how you would analyze
7 for safety-significance. I will direct this to Mr. Little,
8| I think appropriately.
9 Do I understand your reasoning to be that this
10 | discrepancy does not have safety significance to the three
1 | stages -- first, that there was a manual backup; secondly,
12 | that any problems would be caught in some other tests; and
13| third, that therefore there was no safety significance?

. 4 A (Witness Little) I don't think I have said there
15 | is no safety significance to this sytem. I have agred with
'6 | their evaluation that there is no safety sionificance to
17 | this problem. And it goes beyond those three things, but,
'8 | yes, I think -- generally I will say yes.
19 Q Mr. Muffett, with regard -~
20 JUDGE SMITH: If this is a oood breaking =-- are
21 | you changing direction now?
22 MR. LEARNER: Yes, I am, to the last subject
2 | area. This is a a cood time to take a break,
24 JUDGE SMITH: All riaght. Let's break for fifteen

25 | minutes.

.EnleSY 26| (Recess.,)
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JUDGE SMITH: The Board has determined that
we would like for the Staff to present Mr. Forney as a
witness, and that his testimony would be limited to the
explanacion of the affidavit, and limited also to any
appropriate incguiry into the design of the Reinspection
Program. And that is, Mr. Little's testimony concerning the
definiteness of the acceptance criteria for the program.

We would expect that to be a very iimited
inguiry because of its limited importance.

MR. MILLER: Excuse me, Judge Smith. Might I
ask that we set a time certain for Mr. Forney to take the
stand, and I would suggest first thing tomorrow morning.
That way, I can prepare my examination of Mr. Forney with
some expectation of making it shorter and more to the point
than it would otherwise be.

JUDGE SMITH: You don't want it before tomorrow
morning?

MR. MILLER: That's correct.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is that satisfactory?

MP. LEWIS: That's fine.

One other consideration we have is .(hat
Mr. Kepoler is coming in this evening and would be prepared
te testify early tomorrow morning. I would like to
accomodate his schedule as much as possible.

On the other hand, I don't know exactly whether
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we will be in the midst of some panel as of the adjournment

today, and if we are in the midst of some panel, I would

| bropose to finish with that panel before we vroceed

| either to Mr. Keppler or to Mr. Forney.
JUDGE SMITH: What is scheduled after this panel?
MR. LEWIS: The next panel would be Mr. Hayes

and Connaughton on the =--
JUDGE SMITH: On the allecations. ‘
MR. LEWIS: Yes. |
JUDGE SMITH: That seems it would orobably work

out rather well for the time. I think the normal course

of events would give you the time that you reauire,

Mr. Miller.
MR. MILLER: Jusc while we are talking about

schedule, is it anybody's anticipation that we will begin

with the Applicant's systems control witnesses today?

MR. CASSEL: Should we go off the record, Judge. |

JUDGE SMITH: VYes. Off the record.

(Ciscussion off the record.)

JUDGE SMITH: Back on the record.

BY MR. LEARNMER:

Q Mr. Muffett, did you find any safety-related

discrepancies -~ excuse me; I want to rephrase,

Mr. Muffett, did you find any discrepancies in

your review to have safety-related imolications?
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A (Witness Muffett) That is not the terminology
that I would typically use. I think what we said was
safety-siognificance. And definina that term, it is a
discrepancy that would not allow a compmonent to perform its
function.

Q And did you find any discrewancies to have
safety significance?

A No.

Q Isn't it true that your opinion is, unless you
had a very, very disastrous discrevancy or flaw, that it
would not have safety sicnificance?

MR. GALLO: Objection.

MR. LEWIS: Disastrous? Objection, Your Honor.

MR, GALLO: I yield to my colleagque.

MR. LEWIS: My objection would be to "disastrous."
"Disastrous"” is a term that I have not heard in this
proceeding before. To me, it is a rather inflammatory term
to introduce into a discussion of technical issues, and I
would object to its use.

JUDGE SMITH: Well, this exarple -- I think that
the witness is probably capable of handling himself and the
answer .

But what is the basis for you to pose the question
on those terms?

MR. LEARNER: Let me lay a foundation, Your
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Honor. It could be helpful.
BY MR. LEARNER:
Q Mr. Muffett, do you have your deposition

testimony of June 21, '984?

B (Witness Muffett) No, I do not.
Q I will show you a copy of that to refresh your
memory.

MR. LEARNER: If I could direct Counsel's
attention to page 127, and I will show this to Mr. Muffett,
and I will also bring this to the Board, if that would
be helpful.

(Document distributed to Board, parties and
the witness.)

BY iIR. LEARNER:

Q Would you review the top of page 127 and pass
it un to the Board when you are throuch?

(Pause.)

MR. LEWIS: Upon review of this, I withdraw my
objection.

JUDGE SMITH: I would like to hear the guestion.

MR. LEARNER: I will rephrase it again.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Mr. Muffett, isn't it true that in your opinion
only a very, very disastrous discrevancy or tflaw would have

safety significance?
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A (Witness Muffett) Yes, and I would like to
explain that answer.

Q Go ahead.

A When I used "disastrcus" there, it probably
wasn't a really well-chosen word, but what I meant was
due to the conservatism of the codes, due to the conservatism
of the analytical methods, due to the conservatism of the
materials allowables, the whole structure that is in place,
it has been my experience in reviewinag discremant items
that it takes a rather gross error by an inspector to
overlook a safety-significant item.

Q And threrefore when you said earlier that you
did not find any discrepancies that aopeared in this
reinspection procram to be safety-significant, did you mean

to say that you did not find any very disastrous

discrepancies?
A No.
Q Did you find any discrepancies you reviewed as

beinc not very disastrous, but just major?

A The standard that I reviewed theg2 discrepancies
against was the applicable code. There were none of these
that violated the applicable code. When I go in as an NRC
inspector, that's the standard I measure acairst, regardless
of my opinions.

Q Isn't it true that Sargent & Lundy found a number
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of the discrepancies to have violated the code?

A Thev violated a code in a sense in that oftentimes
there's a chart or a table or a number listed, "This
dimension needs to be a quarter inch; this dimension needs
to be three-eighths."

Oftentimes, these tables will have a footnote that
the individual case can be evaluated, and i* is always a
flavor, particularly in the ASME Code, that a more detailed
analysis of the situation can allow you to violate these
simplistic rules.

Q Thank you.

Was it “he NRC Staff's concerns that led to
Edison's conductinu the supplemental reinspection program?

A I can't speculate as to what would force them
to do something. I know that we had a meeting, I believe
it was in January of '84 at t!e woliday Inn in Glenn Ellyn,
where we raised a number of concerns about issues, and these
things are reflected in the back of the reinspection report
as answers to our cuestions.

Q Whose idea was it that Saraent & Lundy should
review highly stressed welds?

A It was at least partially mine.

Q And did you view welds as havino areater than a
10 vercent reduction in strength as beina sort of a critical

factor?
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A

Q

I think that that would be an appropriate

breakpoint for how you looked at the welds.

And of the welds that were found to have a

greater than 10 percent reduction in strenath in the

supplemental reinspection proaram, did you independently

. review any of those for safety sionificance?

A
Q

: A

Q
A
*)

answered,

I believe that I did, yes.

And how many of the 50 Hatfield highly stressed

. welds were listed in Category B-2, those greater than 10

percent strength reductions, did you indepei.dently review?

I couldn't tell you at this time,
Do you know, was it more than five?
I would assume it was, yes.

Do you know, is it more than ten?

MR, GALLO: Object. The witness is straining

to give an answer to the last question. He said he

couldn't recall the exact number, and it has been asked and

JUDGE SMITH: Overruled,
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WITNESS MUFFETT: Could I have the guestion
again?

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Do you know if you reviewed more than ten of
the Fatfield highly-stressed welds that were found to have
their strength reduced by more than 10 percent?

MR. GALLO: Objection. Your Honor, this is the
kind of problem t hat these witnesses have had to cope with
throughout this cross examination.

JUDGE SMITH: That is the same question I
overruled you on,

MR, GALLO: No, it is not,

The question you overruled me on was highly=-
stressed welds in the reinspection == inthe supplemental :
program, ;
Now he has asked a question with respect to hithy#
stressed welds generally, including the 50 highly-stressed
welds that were reviewel in the reinspection program,

I don't believe the record is being ailed one bit by
confusing these two concepts, these two types of examinations,
It may be uninte.t'onal, but that is the result, ‘

MR. LEARNER: I believe my questionwas directed
towards the same welds. If it will help Mr. Gallo, I am
referring to those welds, 50 Hatfield highly-stressed

discrepant welds listed i1 Category B=~2 in the Supplemental
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Reinspection Program.

WITNESS MUFFETT: I would like to change my
answer with that clarification.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Please do.

A (Witness Muffett) After the inspections that are
detailed in 8413, we had reached the conclusion that Sargent and
Lundy had a» effective program for dealing with strength
reductions in welds, we did not review those added
populations of welds subsequently.

Q S0 with respect to Edison's June 1984 Supplemental

Reinspecton Program, it refer. to 59 Hatfield highly-stressed'
welds that were above that 10 nercent strength reduction
threzhhold, you didn't independently review any of those?

A That is my recollection at this time.

Q And with respect to the highly-stressed welds
for the ten Hatfield inspectors whc were cutside of the
reinspection program referred to in the Supplemental Program
at page 4, you didn't review any of those welds either, did
ycu?

A That's my recollection at this time.

Q Do you have a copy of the Supplemental Reinspection
Program befnre wou?

A I have updated my copy of the Reinspection

Program, so that it contains the corrections.
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Q Do you know how many of those 96 welds in
Category B2 had their strength reduced by more than 50
percent?

A No, I don't.

As I stated, I have not reviewed these welds.
What I would like to clarify is that we reviewed extensively
Sargent and Lundy's system for dealing with discrepant
welds and reached the conclus . on that the system was valid.

Q Then of all the welds referred to in the
Supplemental Reinspection Program, is it true that you have
conducted no independent review?

MR. GALLO: Objection. That has been asked
and answered at least twice. I don't know why the witness
has been badgered on this point. He has been quite
straightforward and candid that he didn't review it. Why
do we persist in covering the same ground?

MR. LEARNER: I have asked him about different
categories of welds in here. I don't believe I touched all
cof them.

Rather than go through those seriatim, I am
asking this overall question.

JUDGE SMITH: Overruled.

With your explanation we have overruled it.

BY MR. LEARNER:

Q Mr. Muffa:tt, do you have my question in mind?
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A The NRC doesn't require people to be certified.
We attend various schools, such as NDE schools -- nondestruce
tive examination, which is NDE. They have sent me to
in-service examination schools which NDE is involved. Also
welding schools. And, approximately every three years the
Commission sends us to these various schools to upgrade us
in the latest state of the art.

Q The last time you were certified as a Level III,
nondestructive test examiner, I believe you testified when
you were working for Bechtel, how were you so certified at
that time?

MR. CASSEL: Objection, relevance, Judge. This
line of inquiry has gone on for some time now and I haven't
raised any objection. But the Reinspection Program does nct
include NDE, nor do I believe the Staff testimony included
NDE.

MR. GALLO: It is my understanding, your Honor,
that visual weld examination is a form of nondestructive
test examination, and therefore I am laying a fcundation to
determine this witness' qualifications to have done exactly
what he did de, which was review the weld inspections
performed under the Reinspection Program.

MR. CASSEL: I will withdraw the objection.

BY MR. GALLO:

Q How did you become certified as a Level III
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inspector when you worked for Bechtel?

A (Witness Ward) By written examination, in
accordance with the document SNT-TC-1lA.

Q What is the -- is there an organizationthat
gives this examination?

A The organization does not give the examination --
I'd like to strike that, because SNT does give an examina-
tion which is only a written examination.

They also write this document which various
companies have as a recommended practice to use in
certifying their people, such as radiographers, visual
examination, ultrasonics, various other methods of NDE.

Q What is SNT?

A Society of Nondestructive Testing.

Q Is that a professional organization?

A Yes, sir.

Q And they provide the means for this examination

that you took when you were with Bechtel?
A It was in accordance with this document that they

supplied, which is Nation/Worldwide Used.

Q Did you pass the test?

A Yes, sir. I became a test examiner.

Q Was I correct in my comment earlier, doces
nondestructive -- strike that.

Does a nondestructive test examiner inspect for
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Q Is this a full listing of weld defects?
A Yes, sir.
Q I am going to ask you a series of guestions. We

have had a lot of testimony in this proceeding using these
terms. I don't believe they have ever been defined.

Could you tell me what arc strike is?

A That is when an individual has an electrode in
his welding handle and he accidentally strikes -- he starts
the weld and he accidentally strikes either the weld, the
site of the weld, the pipe or whatever. Because, he has
this helmet on, and he somewhat locates the location where
he is going to weld, nods his head, the helmet goes down
and then he starts to weld. 1In éome cases he might
accidentally hit -- his hand might move one way or the
other, and that makes an arc strike.

Also, when he has been welding and he pulls away,
he might accidentally hit the pipe or something, and that
will make an arc strike.

Q What is the effect of the welding instrument
striking the pipe as you indicated? What is the effect of ;
that?

A In a pipe it could cause corrosion in time, and
it could cause stress. I am not a metallurgist, ut I have
heard this for years.

Q Is this from the heat of the weld rod that causes
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this?

A Yes, sir.

Q What does undersize mean? Let's take the first
part of it, undersize leg.

A Just like 1t says, there is undersize. There
isn't enough metal in the groove itself.

Q Clarify for me, what is the leg of a weld?

A It is the part that is =--

MR. COLE: Are you talking about a fillet weld
now?

WITNESS WARD: Yes, sir. I am trying to relate
this to the hangers, and the leg is, just like it says, it
is when you start up the pipe, that is ordinarily the leg.

It is called various terms; the throat, the leg.
It is right in the groove. i

BY MR. GALLO:

Q Between the base metal -- you say in the groove.
What is the groove?

A (Witness Ward! I am thinking about a hanger
where they are crying to put the hanger up against a
bulkhead or what have you.

Q Can you explain what nonfusion is?

A Nonfusion ordinarily is when the base material --
when a weldment is not fused to the base material. Most of

the time it is generally caught with ultrasonics. The best




mm8

22

23

24

25

way, like in a pipe, on the inside where the weld has not
fused to the base material.

Q Is nonfusion also discernible through visual
weld inspection?

A About the only way you can find nonfusion is on
the corner at the very end where it starts. Sometimes on the
edge where the metal is not fused you might see it just lay
up against the side of a hanger.

But again, you might call that cold lap, too.
There is so many variables on these various items.
Q When you say cold lap, do you mean overlap?
A Overlap.
Again, cold lap, overlap --
Q Is that the fifth item on this list that I am

referring you to? i

A Yes, sir. |
Q What is undercut?
A Undercut is, ordinarily when a welder starts out,

sometimes he does not hesitate long enocugh on the sides to
fill up his original undercut somewhat when he is welding.
He might be going too fast, his welding rod might be at
the wrong angle, and he forms a somewhat gouge into the
side of the base material. That is an undercut.

Q What is profile?

) Profile is the general appearance of the weld.




o
<

. MMmocl3-1' | In general, you see how it looks, to be uniform. looking
|

2| at the profile, you find other problems which may arise,

o

such as the overlap and what have you.

4 Q What is porosity?

W

Endl3
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look like slag when everything is welded up. And this is
spots of small metal sticking to the pipe.

e You mentioned crater. What is crater?

A When a welder is welding along and instead of
hesitating and making a small puddle prior to his rod
leavince the weld, he might pull his weld rod too fast, not
filling up his puddle, making a crater.

Q And would I be correct that excessive lec is
just the opposite of undersize leg?

A Yes, sir.

Q The next item, I believe there is typvoaraphical
error in the word. 1Is it "convexity", "excessive

convexity"?

A Yes, sir.
Q Can you explain what that defect is?
A I always get this confused with concavity.

It's when there is too much weld -- no, the other way --
JUDGE COLE: I think you have it confused.
WITNESS WARD: The other way.
MR. GALLO: No, take your time. ;
WITNESS WARD: No, I had it richt the first time. |
(Laughter.)
MR. CGALLO: That was a test cuestion.
(Laughter.)

WITNESS WARD: When there is too much weld, and




.mgc14-3

20

21

22

23

24

9771

the opposite is convexity when there isn't enough weld --

MR. GALLO: You mean concavity?

WITNESS WARD: Concavity. I'm sorry.

? BY MP. GALLO:

Q So that the record is clear on this point, let's
ao over it again.
Excessi re convexity is what, again?
A (Witness Ward) When there is excessive weldment
| in the middle of the weld than it should be.
Q And the opposite, where there is less than

adequate weld in the weldment is called what?

A Convexity =-- concavity.
i (Lauchter.)
| Q What is overweld?
A When there's too much weld. There's just too
much weld all the way around. 1It's overweld.

Q Finally, nonpenetration. What is that defect?

’ A Nonpenetration is somewhat like nonfusion.
i In fact, some pecple call even nonpenetration nonfusion.
But ordinarily that is found in the root of the weld where
it is not completely fused, ard the best place, the way

you find that on visual -- well, about the only place would
be at the very end where the welder stopms ind starts, where

you can see that the weldment is not fused to the base

material. That would be nonpenetration.
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Q Are these all weld defects, examnles of weld

defects -- strike that.
Are these all types of weld defects that were

found in the course of the reinspection orogram?

A Yes, sir.

Q) And in your experience as a Level III inspector,
have you found these kinds of defects in welds yourself?

A Yes, sir.

Q Can you tell me whether in your experience arc
strike and spatter are considered the type of defect that

affects weld integrity?

A Not for hanagers.
Q Not for hangers.
A No, sir. And weld spatter for pipe, my opinion

would be, is mostly appearance. But for hangers, that
wouldn't affect the hanger, no.

Q Are these two defects what are commonly called
cosmetic weld defects?

A Yes, sir.

Q Now let's have a few questions about the activitiesi
that you undertook in reviewing the welds that were reviewed
during the course -- reviewed by you durinag the course of
the reinspection program.

Mow if you know, if you can recall, how many welds

did you examine yourself when you were conducting your review
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under the reinspection program?

A Approximately 800 welds documented and thousands
of welds that I 4id not document. As an example, I would
be looking for certain weldments, and at the same time would
be looking at what other weldments would be around. And
the reason is, if I would have found a problem, I would
have investigated why that weld was unaccentable.

Q Did you conduct this review by going to the
Byron plant?

A Yes, sir.

Q And that's where you looked at the welds, right
there at the Byron pl.nt?

A Yes, sir.

Q And what ' as the purpose of lookinc at these
welds, these thousa'ds of welds that were not documented by
you? What were you looking for?

MR. CASSEL: Objection, unless the cuestion is
specific to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL.

MR. GALLO: All right. 1I'll rephrase the
question.

MR. CASSEL: We don't know at this point whether
the preceding answer related to Hatfield, Hunter and PTL

or all the contractors.
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Q

BY MR. GALLO:

Mr.

Ward, of the 800 welds you examined and

documented, how many of those welds -- to the best of vour

recollection --

A

(Witness Ward)

I believe 330.

That's the number in your testimony.

Yes,

sir.

were Hatfield, Hunter and PTIL welds?

Do you have a further breakdown of how many

were Zatfield and how many were Hunter?

them up tc see --

A

Q

A

In my report,

84~-13, I would have to count

Just order of magnitude.

I believe Hatfield was approximately 200, and

I really don't know about the other =-- the split among the

others.

welds?

0

» o0 >

Q

I don't know without counting.

But ycu think Hatfield was approximately 200

I believe so.

These were AWS welds?

Yes,

sir.

Of these approximately 200 weldsg, were some of

the welds hichly stressed welds that had been identified

as such by Sargent & Lundy?

or not.

A

Do vou know?

I 3oen't know if they were hichly-stressed welds
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Q Of these approximately 200 welds, were any of |
them the welds that were identified by the Level III third
party inspector as the worst welds? Did you look at any
of those?

A I did.

Q How many of the 200 welds, Hatfield welds, that
you looked at included the so-called worst welds?

A I'm not sure. Altogether I believe I lcoked
at 54 of their worst welds. And I don't remember if they
were all or part of Eatfield.

0 Now, when you looked at the apwroximately 200
welds for Hatfield, what were you looking for? What was
the purpose of your examination? |

A To satisfy myself that the Reinspection Program
was going in accordance with the program. And also, of those
approximately 200 welds, I wanted to get a feeling that the
people performing the reinspection were calling the welds
correctly. I wanted to satisfy myself that the third party
looking, reinspectinc the reinspector's unacceptable welds,
that they were calling the welds that they said were
acceptable -- that they really were the welds that they
accepted. In my mind, I felt that they were acceptable.

I also wanted to satisfy myself that the

welds that were called acceptable, that the third party




. ' Q All right. Let's look into each one of those.

When you reviewed the reinspectors' results of their

weld examinations for Hatfield, did you ever disagree with

a2 call macde by a reinspector?

5 | A Yes, sir.

o
D

What was the nature of that disagreement?

Because they were beina over-conservative.

What do you mean by that?

®
» O »

In my mind, I felt that they were acceptable,

'o! and they were calling them unacceptable.

Q You mean that the weld was acceptable, in your

opinion, that the reinspector had called unacceptable?

A Yes, sir.

at for Hatfield, do you have a recollection of how many fell

r
|
9 |
"{ 0 Of the approximately 200 welds that you looked
|
|
| into this category?
l

o A No, sir, I don't. I would like to 2dd that

'8 | s&L, the third party, was doing a very good job in making

' | the welds that they found to be documented as unacceptable,
e acceptable. But in some cases, I found that they were beinc
2! | over-conservative, too.

2 Q Let me see if I -- ¢go ahead, I'm sorry.

23 A And in askina the people why, you know, ==

ol ordinarily, 1t's the other way around. And because of this
3 orogram, I tclked to supervisors and inspectors themselves

i
!
| -
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on why they were so conservative, and the reason is because
they didn't know what welds I would be looking at. They
didn't know how many audits Commonwealth would be
performing, and they might find this, also.

0 So tnat I understand this process, you looked
at Hatfield welds that were inspected by a reinsvector, ané
disagreed with the call made by a reinspector in terms of not

believing that it was actually a defective weld. 1Is that

correct?
A Yes, sir.
Q Now let's take that particular example where _Lhe

reinspector found a weld he believed to be discrepant. What
role then, if any, did the Level III third party inspector
play with respect to that weld? Did he review it?
A They reviewed all the unacceptable ones, and --
Q So under my example, he would have reviewed

that weld?

A Yes, sir, he would have.
Q So what was the purpose of that review?
A To verify that those welds were really

acceptable.

Q If he disagreed with the reinspector, what

| was done?

A He overruled that inspector, which is documented

in their reports, in my reports.
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Q Did you review that activity of a Level III
third party inspector in this respect?

A Yes, sir. I went with them several times in
his performance, as well as several reinspection personnel,
looking at welds.

o Did you disagree with any call made by the

Level III third party reinspector? I'm sorry, third party

inspector?
A Once in a while I would, ves,sir.
o] What was the nature of the disagreement?
A Again, being over-conservative.
0 Over-conservative.
A Yes, sir.
0 Does that mean that you didn't believe the

weld was defective?

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you look at any Hatfield welds that were
the subject of the Reinspection Program but were not
determined to be defective by the reinspector?

A Yes, I did. This is documented in my reports,
also, where I looked.

Q Did ynu disagree with any call made by the
reinspector during that review?

A No, sir.

Q So does that mean that you agreed that the welds
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JUDCE SMITH: Mr. Gallo, was there =-- there may

be a place there where I lost the thread of his testimony.
Your questioning along this certain line began, did you look
at Hatfield welds which were the subject of the Reinspection
Program. And he said yes.

MR. GALLO: But were found not to be discrepant.

JUDGE SMITH: And found not to be discrepant.
And he said yes. And then you said how many.

MR. GALLO: I ultimately asked that question, ves.

JUDGE SMITH: VYes. Well, there's confusion in
my mind as to whether he understoocd your initial -- whether
the end of your cuestioning was -- . Did there come a point
in your cuestioning when you went to a different question
which produced the "thousands of welds" some of which were
Hatfield's?

MR. GALLO: Yes. As I understood the witness'
answer, at one point he interpreted my guestion to mean
welds generally under the Reinspection Program, and he said
"thousands of welds." Then I broucht him back to Hatfield
cenly, and that's when he said he couldn't give me the exact
number.

JUDGE SMITH: Right. So his original answer was
probably incorrect.

MR. GALLO: 1I'm sorry, sir?

JUDGE SMITH: His original answer was probably
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incorrect.

Q

MR. CALLO: Well, I'll ask that question again.

BY MR. GALLO:

For Hatfield, did you review some Hatfield

welds that were the subject of the Reinspection Program,

which welds were not found to be discrepant by the reinspector?

A

Q
A
Q

(Witness Ward) Yes, sir.
Now, my cuestion is clear in your mind?
Yes, sir. You are speaking --

All right. I guess where the confusion arose is
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