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AFFIDAVIT OF JOSEPH J. LIPINSKY

My name is Josepn J. Lipinsky. I am employed by 0.B.
Cannon & Son, Inc., 5600 Woodland Avenue, Philadelphia, PA
19143. A statement of my educational and proressional qual-
ifications is attached to this affidavit.

On July 26, 27 and 28, 1983, I visited Comanche Peak
Steam Electric Station to evaluate certain aspects of the
Applicants' coatings program. After that short site visit,
I prepared a Trip Report. I understand that a copy of the
Trip Report has been submitted to the Board in this proceed-
ing. Because the observations and conclusions in the Trip
Report no longer represent my views or the views of 0.B.
Cannon & Son, this affidevit will discuss in some detail

each of the areas menticned in the Trip Report.



CIRCUMSTANCES OF MY VISIT
TO COMANCHE PEAK

I understand that Applicants retiained C.B. Cannon
during the summer of 1983 to evaluate certain aspects of the
Comanche Peak coatings program, including observation and
analysis of production, work procedures, scheduling, train-
ing and painter qualification, quality assurance, manage-
ment, and specifications. In early July, the president of
0.B. Cannon, Mr. Roth, instructed me to become involved in
Cannon's efforts and to visit the site to provide additional
input.

My initial visit to Comanche Peak was July 26 through
July 28, 1983. On July 26, I met Mr. C.T. Brandt and sever=-
al other individuals involved with the coatings program. We
briefly discussed the purpose of my visit and I described
how we would proceed. I then proceeded to tour the site and
observe various activities related to the coatings program.
I talked with several individuals to familiarize myself with
the activities. We discussed the job status, project condi-
tions and work activities. The majority of my time on July
26 was spent in the containment building for Unit 1.

On July 27, I returned to the site and corntinued with
my review of the containment building for Unit 1. I
observed work on the polar crane and dome. I then had about

a 10-minute meeting with Messrs. Tolson and Brandt.



On July 28, I met with Mr. John Norris, who is an 0.B.
Cannon Vice-President in Houston, to discuss my observa-
tions. I then reviewed the FSAR commitments and other docu-
mentation. Finally, I participated in an exit interview. I
expressed a few concerns reyarding material storage, painter
qua.ification, compliance with ANSI requirements and
possible coatings integrity. Mr. Tolson asked me to provide
specifics on these points, and I told him that I was unable
to do so without conducting an in-depth review. The meeting
was then concluded, and Mr. Norris, Mr. Merritt and T met
with Mr. Joe George, the TUSI Vice President in charge of
construction. (I mistakenly identified Mr. George as Mr.
Church in my August 8 memorandum.) Mr. Merritt summarized

the exit interview for Mr. George.

THE TRIP REPORT

Or July 28, I returned to my office in Philadelphia and
drafted Trip Report OBC Job No. H8301 (Comanche Peak
Unit l--Glen Rose, TX). After the report was finalized on
August 8, I provided copies of it to Mr. Roth and Mr.
Norris. This document was intended for use strictly in-
house, by 0.B. Cannon. To my knowledge, Applicants did not

become aware of the existence of my Trip Report until mid-



October, when Mr. Merritt called Mr. Roth and asked for a
COpy. Mr. Roth sent Mr. Merritt a copy of the Trip Report
on October 12.

When I prepared the Tiip Report, I was not aware that
the Report would be distributed public'y or that it would be
submitted a= evidence in hearings before the NRC. Had I
been aware of the pendency of this case and the ramifica-
tions of my Trip Report, I would have more carefully and
zggressively pursued the concerns I expressed in that report
vefore memorializing those concerns in writing. I also
would have been more assertive in my dealings with site
management so that my concerns were known and addressed to
my satisfaction at that time. Finally, had I known that the
Trip Report might be considered to be my final views on the
adequacy of the Comanche Peak coatings program, I would not
have prepa.ed the Report because I did not have sufficient
information to make final judgments. In fact, at the time I
received my assignment to visit the site in late July, I
believed that three days was insufficient time for me %o
evaluate adequately the coatings program.

I do not know how my Trip Report became public. I
understand that the NRC has concluded that it was "surrepti-
tiously" taken by someone who provided it to the NRC. I
assume that the word "surreptitiously" taken means that it

was stolen. If the Repor* was taken from me it was so taken

without my knowsledge or consent.
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COATINGS INTEGRITY

My August 8 Trip Report indicated possible concerns
with coating integrity. My specific concerns are listed in
Paragraphs £ and F of Page 4 of the Report, which address
Applicants' practice of power grinding CZ-11, and applying
new Phenoline 305 over old Phencline 305 without extensive
surface preparation. These observations were not based on a
a study of the specifications for the coatings systems, and
were simply my observations based upon what I saw in the
field. I now understand from Mr. Brandt's affidavit that
Applicants have raised each of these issues with the coat-
ings manufacturer, and I note that the manufacturer has
approved these practices in writing. The manufacturer's

approval of these practices satisfies any concerns that I

might have had.

MORALE PROBLEMS

The basis for my concern that morale problems existed
at Comanche Peak was my discussion with several QC inspec-
tors. !anagement at the site acknowledged that morale was
not high, and stated that they were taking steps to rectify

the matter. I have no basis for concluding that morale at
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the site was detrimental to quality. I believe that the
most important thing is that management is aware of the

situation and is taking steps to rectify it.

MANAGEMENT'S COMMITMENT

When I prepared my August 8 memorandum, my impression
was that Comanche Peak management was disinterested in qual-
ity and actually attempted to discourage efforts to report
quality problems. I have concluded that my initial impres-
sion was based on misinformation and was erroncous.

I had a brief discussion with TUGCO's quality assuranc:
manager, Ronald 5. Tolson, on July 27, 1983. I attempted to
discuss with him a few concerns regarding quality matters.

I learned later that he understood my comments to relate to
licensing questions. Mr. Tolson stated that he was not
concerred with licensing questions, but my impression was
that he was expressing disinterest in quality matters. I
was frankly very surprised with his comment (as I then
interpreted it) but did not pursue it with him at that time.
Subsequent discussions with Mr. Tolson convinced me that my
original impression (as reflected in the Trip Report) was
incorrect and that he is in fact sincerely concerned about

the quality of the project without regard to the licensing

proceeding.
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My impressicn that management at Comanche Peak discour-
aged efforts to report quality prograns was principally
based on my understanding (from what I was told by QC
ins_ectors) that coatings inspectors were not permitted to
use non-conformance reports (NCRs). As noted above, I
firther believed at the time that the IRs used at Comanche
Feak did not adequately document non-conformance conditions.
I 4id not review the Comanche Peak quality procedures to
verify the inspectors' claims. I now understand, however,
based on Mr. Brandt's affidavit, trhat inspectors are not
precluded from using NCRs in appropriate c.rcumstances, and
further that the IRs used at Comanche Peak are fully
adequate to document non-conformance conditions. In my
judgment, this approach is acceptable from a quality
assurance standpoint. Indeed, 0O.B. Cannon & Son uses a
similar program in iz work at other nuclear plants.

Based on my discussions with site management subsequent
to August 8, I now believe that management is concerned and
dedicated to maintaining quality as to the project coating
program and that management encourages the reporting of

non-conforming conditions or any other quality concerns.
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BROWN AND ROOT'S
EOSTILITY TO AUDITS

wWwhen I wrote the Trip Report, I perceived that Brown &
Root was hostile to the idea of an audit and that no action
would be taken by Brown & Root even if problems were
detected in an audit. This impression was largely based on
comments made by Mr. Tolscn in an exit interview on July 28,
1983, during which he repeatedly stated that an audit by
0.B. Cannon would be redundant. I took this to mean that he
was hostile to an audit.

I should explain, first of all, that I was under the
impress.on at the time that Mr. Tolson was employed by Brown
& Root. I now know that he is empioyed by TUGCO. Thus,
references to Brown & Root should have been references to
TUGCO, with respect to audits.

I now understand more fully the basis and intent of Mr.
Tolson's statements that an audit by me or by C.B. Cannon
would not be productive. He has reconfirmed his view to me
as recently as November 10, 1983. The basis for his belief,
I now know, is the fact that during the period 1981 to 1983,
the Comanche Peak QA/QC program has been subjected to
repeated internal and external audits. 1In particular, as
discussed in Mr. Brandt's affidavit, Texas Utility's corpo-
rate QA (e tment has conducted several audits, and the
program has been audited further by external agencies,

including the NRC itself. Provided that these audits were
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of sufficient scope and depth, and in view of the ongoing
NRC review of the coating program, I agree with Mr. Tolson
that an additional audit at this point would be redundant

and unnecessary.

COMPARISON OF COMANCHE
MM

My August 8 memorandum stated that "to some extent a
parallel can be drawn with Comanche Peak and Zimmer." This
unfortunate observation was my feeling at the time, based on
my limited familiarity with the program, that Comanche Peak
might be developing into a Zimmer-type situation. The poor
guality of the coatings at Zimmer would have required a
complete rework of that plant's coatings. Based on the
information with which I have been provided by site person-
nel subsequent to my Aigust 8 memorandum, I believe that
this conclusion was in error. Based upon my understanding
of the program and the procedures in place at Comanche Peak
I now believe that there is no parallel between Comanche

Peak and Zimmer and I reqgret having made such a comparison.
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site management, which acknowleged that morale was not high
and stated that they were taking steps to rectify the
matter.

My Trip Report also discussed air supply problems
experienced by the craft. The craft was experiencing prob-
lems on site with the air supply for spray painting or sand
blasting. The air apparently contained water or oil, and
the crarft was spending a great deal of time correcting the
problem, without being able to sandblast or apply coatings.
Mr. Norris later provided site managemert with a description
of equipment that would solve the problem, and my under-
standing is that the equipment was purchased. I have no
reason to believe that the air supply problem adversely
affected the quality of applied coatings because management
was aware of it and took appropriate steps to rectify it.

The summary of my Trip Report includes the statement
that Brown and Root wanted to "buy the 'right' answer."
That statement relates back to my initial impression that
Mr. Tolson was disinterested in quality matters. Again, my
reference to "B&R" in the Trip Report was erroneous.
Further, I am now convinced that my original impression of

Mr. Tolson's attitude was also erroneous.
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of me or my company. It was merely input to the broader
diliberations that my company needed to undertake in order
to fully evaluate the adequacy of the Comanche Peak coatiags

program.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this |éf«"‘amf of
September, 1984.

: OANIEL . (CXMAX. ROTART Pys
; PHILADELPHIA, PHILADELPYIA coo‘fn
KT COMMISSION EXPIRES APRIL 2. )37
luquhnqhu-hmunh-MQNMu

Thicz is a telecopy facsimile.

The original will be sent
under senarate cover.



RASUNE
for
JOSEPH J. LIPINSKY

ROUCAZION Peannsylvania State University

Associate Degrec - Lideral Arts, 1974
Bachelor of Science - Biclogry, 1977

Oliver B. Cannon & Son, Iunc. - 1978=Present
Pniladelphin, PA. 19143

1981 -Precent  CORPORATR QUALITY ASSURANCE DIRBCTOR -

Responsidble for daveloping, implementing and
coordinating all aspects of the Quelity
Assuragce Program acd Quality York Procedures
an related to ANSI N101l.4, Class I and I1I
Service Levels. Also reaponsible for
pon=-guclear work with regaed to Quelity Work
Procedure development aund implementation. Ia
additioa, responsibilities include inaspector
teaining and qualification, providing technical
directioa an needed for nuclear and
couventional work, providing continuity and a
point of intnrface between aanufacturers,
clients and technical representatives.
Currently certified as a Level IIT Coatings®
Inspector ia accordance vwith ANST N45.2.6.

CORPORATR QUALITY ASSURANCE AUDITOR -
Responsible for satinfying the internal and
external audit requircements relating to all
nuclear contracta., Cartified us a Lead Auditor
in accordance with ANSI ¥45.2.12 and ANSI
R45.2.23.

1979-1990 QA/QC MANAGER - Reaponsible for all quality
activities and the supervision and direction of
¢ield persoanel on the WNP-1/4 and WHP-Z
nuclear projects, Richiand, Vashington. In
addition, functioned as the OBC quality
agsurance representative oo these aites.

19781919 LRAD PIRLD QUALITY CONTROL INSPECTOR (Level I1)
- Responsidle for the implementation ol the 0OBC
Quality Assurance Program and Quality Work
Procedures on the Three Nile Inland and Perry
Nuclear Power Plant projects. Raspoosible for
the quality acsurance teating of surface
preparation and coating \pplication of Clase I
nuclear coatings applied oa these gites,

PROPESSIONAYL, AFFILIATIONS Ameriocan Nuclear Jociety - Meaber since 6/82
. I . National Association of Corrosion Engineers -
Meader sioce 4/81
American Society for Quality Control - Membor
sioce 4/81




