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PROCEENINGS
JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will please come to
order.

First, Mr. Gallo's motion to defer the start of the
opening of testimony on December 3, until 1:00 p.m. for
personal reasons, is granted. We will decide later in the
week -- we will decide later in the date with other
matters related to this part of the case.

On the other side of the case, there was a motion to
reconsider our decision on multiple filings, and 1in
response to that motion, we will take some action to
clarify and extend the decision we previously made. The
principal action we are taking is that we will require a
showing, consistent with the multiple filings decision,
for third round filings as well as fourth round, so that
when Applicants respond to CASE responses, they will have
to do the same thing to justify new information that they
include in their motions, that we had imposed upon CASE.

In addition, we will state that it was never our
intention in allowing responses by Applicants to CASE
answers to permit wholesale filing of new information that
should have been included in the first instance, so we
will, in each case, be examining answers that may have
been made by Applicants to see whether there was

information lacking the first time around that should have
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1 been there, rather than having been included in a response.
2 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, will there be a
. 3 written order to that effect?
4 JUDGE BLOCH: No. I think given the specificity
& of the multiple filings motion that there's no need to
6 explain further why we are extending it to third round
7 decisions. It just fits.
8 We had earlier allowed, wholesale, applicants would be
9 allowed to respond without application. We do notice an
10 improvement in the filings of the CASE filings and believe
11 that the wholesale permit to respond to CASE answers
12 should no longer have special applicability and of course
‘ 13 that means that there is also no wholesale right to
14 respond to Staff answers, either. The same multiple
15 filings considerations would respond to third party
16 filings with respect to Staff answers.
17 Mr. Watkins, your witness.
18 MR. WATKINS: We call George W. Chaney.
19 Whereupon,
20 GEORGE W. CHANEY
21 was called as a witness and, having been first duly sworn,
22 was examined and testified as follows:
. 23 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, I would like to advise
24 you this is a hearing befor=s the Nuclear Regulatory
25 Commission which is of course a branch of the United
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1 States Government. The matters that we are hearing may
. 2 affect public safety and the economy of the area near
3 Glenrose, Texas.
4 The testimony that you are about to give should be the
5 truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth and the
6 obligation to testify in that way is supported by possible
7 penalty for perjury.
8 Do you understand and accept the warning that I have

9 just given to you?

10 THE WITNESS: Yes, your Honor.
11 CHAIRMAN BLOCH: Please be seated.
12 DIRECT EXAMINATION
.‘ 13 BY MR. WATKINS:
14 Q Mr. Chaney, do you have with you a document

x5 consisting of nine pages of questions and answers with

16 pages of attachments?

17 A Yes, 1 do.
18 Q Is your microphone on?
19 A I guess not.
20 Q Is that document your prefiled testimony in this
21 case?
22 A Yes, eir, it is.
. 23 Q Do you have any corrections to make in your

24 testimony?

25 A No, sir.
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Q Is your testimony true and correct?
A Yes, sir.

MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, Applicants move the
admission of George W. Chaney's prefiled testiimony with
attachments.

JUDGE BLOCH: There being no objections, it is
received into evidence and may be bound into the record at
this point.

(The document follows:)



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of:

TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric

Dockets Nos. 50-445-2 and

(Applications for

)
)
COMPANY, et al. ; 50-446-2
)
)

station, Units 1 and 2)

Ql.
Al.
Q2.

A2.

Q3.

A3.

Operating Licenses)

PREFILED TESTIMONY OF
GEORGE W. CHANEY

Please state your name.
George W. Chaney.
By whom and where are you employed, Mr. Chaney?
I am the principal Questioned Document Examiner of
James L. Lewis and Associates,‘5934 Royal Lane, Suite
255, Dallas, Texas 75230.
Please briefly describe your employment backgrouna.
I was a Special Agent with the United States Secret
Service from 1954 to 1977, and worked in the San
Antonio, Dallas, and Washington, D.C. field offices.
From 1963 to 1969, I was Assistant Special Agent in
Charge of Personnel and Training. From 1969 to 1974, I
was Assistant Special Agent in Charge of the Dallau
Field Office. From 1974 to 1977, I was Special Agent in
Charge of the El Paso Field Office. 1 retired from the

Secret Service in February, 1977.

R l
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Have you had any training in the examination of
documents?

Yes. As a Special Agent, I attended 120 hours of the
Secret Service's Questioned Document School. I later
taught at the Questioned Document School, in the
Training Division.

Did your employment with the Service include work with
questioned documents?

Yes, I worked with documents extensively as a Spe~ial
Agent. My duties included the investigation of
forgeries and alterations of United States Treasury
checks, Savings Bonds, and the counterfeiting of United
States currency and other obligations. I also investi-
gated anonymous and th:,. atening letters to the
President and other dignitaries. As Assistant Special
Agent in Charge of the Dallas Field Office, and as
Special Agent in Charge of the El Paso Office, I was
directly responsible for all forgery and other document
investigations assigned to those offices. During my
work as a Special Agent, I reviewed and examined
thousands of documents for forgery or alteration.

wWhen did you begin working with James L. Lewis and
Associates?

In March, 1977.

Please describe your work with Lewis and Assoclates.
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As a Questioned Document Examiner, I examine documents,
such as deeds, wills, promissory notes, checks, leases,
and anonymous writings, for forgery, alteration,
verification of typing, and other attributes. I have
examined thousands of documents during my employment
with Lewis and Associates.

Have you testified regarding documents in any judicial
or administrative proceedings?

Yes. As a Special Agent with the Secret Service, I
testified numerous times in criminal cases as a
document expert. More recently, I have testified in
State and Federal courts in numerous cases involving
questioned documents.

Mr. Chaney, I show you two documents marked as
Attachments 1 and 2 to your testimony. Have you been
asked to examine the originals of those documents?

Yes. On October 2, 1984, I examined the originals of
these documents under a microscope. I also directed
the photography of aspects of two of the documents.

Did you add any markings to the documents identified as
Attachments 1 and 2?

My photographer made certain marks on the documents,
which are copies of the originals, to identify the
frame numbers of the film. On Attachment 1, for

-~

example, next to lines 5 and 6 on the right-hand side,
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my photographer wrote "42" and "43" with arrows, to
identify the frame number and item that he
photographed.

Ql) . Mr. Chaney, please identify Attachment 3 to your
testimony.

All. Attachment 3 is an enlarged print of part of frame 43,
showing a portion of lines 5 and 6 of the original of
Attachment 1.

Ql2. Please identify Attachment 4 to your testimony.

Al2. Attachment 4 is an enlarged print of part of frame 22,
showing an area on the left-hand side of the original
of Attachment 2. i

QlL3. Mr. Chaney, were you given any other documents in
connection with your examination?

Al3. Yes. I also examined Attachments 5 and 6 to my
testimony.

Nl4. With respect to the original of Attachment 1, what were
you asked to examine?

Al4. I was asked to examine the area on lines 5 and 6 of the
document where the dates "1/14/84" had been corrected
to read "1/17/84." Specifically, I was asked to
determine whether the 'l17" appearing above the
crossed-out "14" on each line was made by the same
person who wrote the full entries on those two lines,
and whether the "17" above the crossed-out "14" was

made with the same writing instrument as the other
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entries. I was also asked whether the initials and
dates appearing immediately below the signatures and
dates on lines 5 and 6 were in the same hand, and by
the same writing instrument, as the entries on lines 5
and 6. Finally, I was asked whether the line-out of
the "14" on each line was performed with the same
writing instrument as the other entries on those lines.
Mr. Chaney, do you have an opinion as to whether all of
the writing appearing on lines 5 and 6, as enlarged on
Attachment 3, was performed by the same person?

Yes. Based on my microscopic and visual examinations,
it is my opinion that all qf the writings on lines 5
and 6 as shown on Attachment 3 were made by
"JSstanford," assuming that this is the person who made
these entries. By "all of the writings," I mean the
original dates of "1/14/84," the cross-out bar through
the "14s," the "17s" above the "l1l/s," the initials
"JS," and the dates "1/17/84" next to the initials.

On what do you base your opinion?

The signature "JStanford" on lines 5 and 6 is
distinctive, and is repeated at several other places,
both on Attachment 1 and on Attachment 5. The initials
"J8" that appear immediately below lines 5 and 6, as
shown on Attachment 3, conform to the "J" and "S" of
the signatures. The intials "JS" also appear at other

places on Attacament 1, in the same handwriting.



As to the dates, toth the "8" and the "4" of the

"84" in this individual's writing are distinctive. As
clearly shown on Attachment 3, each of the "8s" is
formed similarly, especially as to the opening in the
upper right-hand corner in each of the "8s," top to
bottom. The "8s" at other places next to the signature
"JStanford” or initials "JS" elsewhere on Attachment 1
and on Attachment 5 reflect the same similarities. The
"4s" are also similar, consisting essentially of a
check mark with a downstroke to complete the "4."

The "7s" also share pointc of similarity.
Referring .tc the "7s" on Attachment 3, each "7" tends
to come to a point, or sharp angle, where the writer
makes the downstroke. This characteristic also appears
in the "7s8" on Attachment 5. The top three "7s" on
Attachment 3 also show a tic at the point where the
writer began the figure; the tic is a short downstroke
in the upper left-hand corner of the figure. This tic
is more apparent from microscopic examination than in
Attachment 3, the enlargement.

The same tic appears in more pronounced fashion in
the bars that cross out the "14s" in the "1/14/84"
dates on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 1. These tics

clearly appear on Attachment 3, ‘he enlargement.
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Raferring to Attachment 1, the same tic appears in the
bottom bar of the Roman "II" appearing to the right of
the signatures and dates on lines 3, 4, 5 and 6.

Mr. Chaney, do you have an opinion as to whether the
signatures, initials, dates, and cross-out bars on
lines 5 and 6 were written with the same instrumant?
All of these markings were made with a ball-point pen.
The color is uniform for each of the writings. I
cannot, however, determine whether all of these
writings were made by the same pen.

Are the bars through the "14s" and the "17s" above the
crossed-out "1l4s," significantly different from the
other writings on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 1?

As shown on Attachment 3, the bars through the "14s"
and the uppermost "17" are somewhat darker in shade
than the other writings on lines 5 and 6. This was
caused by the writer's bearing down more heavily when
he made these entries. This can be seen from the back
side of the original of Attachment 1, where the
indentation of the bar through the "14" on line 5 is
plainly visible. The bar through the second "1l4" is
not as apparent. The "17" above the crossed-out "14"
on line 6 is not that much different from the "17"
immediately above it. In my opinion, the principal

differences between the bars through the "l4s" and the
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"17s" above them and the other writing on lines 5 and 6
is that the writer pressed down more firmly as to some
of these markings.

Is there any reason, based on your experience as a
document examiner, why the writer pressed down more
firmly in marking through the "14s"?

Yes. Almost anyore who is crossing out something on
any document tends to do so firmly, more firmly than
that person normally writes.

Mr. Chaney, what were you asked to examine with respect
to Attachment 4?

I was asked to examine the crossed-out "13s" and the
“14s" immediately above them on lines 3 and 4, and to
decermine whether the writing instrument used to make
those entries was the same instrument used on lires 5
and 6 of Attachment 1. I was also asked to determine
whether the handwritng is the same.

Mr. Chaney, do you have an opinion as to whether the
writing instrument used in the entries you have
described on Attachmewnt 4 is the same instrument used
in the entries on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 17

Yes, I do.

What is your opinion?

As I have testified, all of the entries on lines 5 and
6 shown on Attachment ]l were made with a ball-point

pen. The bars through the "13s8" and the "l4s" above
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them shown on Attachment 4, which is an enlargement of
Attachment 2, were made with a fluid ink pen. The
entries on Attachment 4 were made with a fountain pen,
a felt-tip pen, or a pen with a similar point, such as
a Pentel. The differences are apparent by comparing
Attachments 3 and 4. Attachment 4 also shows that the
edges of the bars and the "l4s" are not sharply
defined. This feature, which is even more apparent in
a microscopic examination, is caused by the fluid ink
soaking into the paper. All entries in Attachment 3,
in contrast--including the bars--are sharply-edged.
That is characteristic of a ball-point pen.

Do you have an opinion as to whether the bars and "14s"
on Attachmenc 4 were made by the same person who made
the entries on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 17

In my opinion, the individual who made the entries on
lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 1 was not the same person
who marked through the "13s" and wrote the "14s" on
Attachment 4. I base that opinion principally on the
differences between the "4s" on the two documents.
Attachment 3 reflects a uniform formation of the
numeral "4," which appears there numerous times in the
same hand. The "4s" on Attachment 4 are formed
differently.

Does that conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, at a couple of
ooints in Mr. Chaney's motion, he indicates that the tics
to which he refers in blowups are more easily visible in a
microscope. Mr. Chaney brought his microscope with him
this morning but any opportunity for the board and parties
to look through it is precluded by apparent damage on the
airplane. The microscope isn't working. I will note that
Ms. Ginsberg brought the original date about weld data
cards.

I have a copy of the testimony for the reporter.

JUDGE BLOCH: Before Mr. Chaney starts, I would
like to state for the record that we have raised
informally that before we start the weld data card section
of the hearing, that the parties may wish to make brief
summar;es of their positions in light of the statements of
position on the part of the other party. 1I'm not going to
ask for a response on that, but I would like the parties
to think about that and respond whether that's a good idea,
later in the day.

I would also ask of Mr. Roisman whether he has read and
whether he will be able to respond orally later in the day
for the motion for discovery concerning CASE's alleged
investigation into the liner plate documents.

MR. ROISMAN: What motion for discovery?

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Mr. Watkins, that may be



21189.0 20474
BRT
1 something you may like to repair. He apparently hasn't
2 seen your motion.
. 3 MR. WATKINS: We haven't filed a motion. We
4 filed a request for interrogatories from the Intervenors.
5 JUDGE BLOCH: It's a request for =--
6 interrogatories.
7 MR. ROISMAN: I have never seen it.
8 JUDGE BLOCH: You may want to make a copy
9 avalilable as soon as possible so Mr. Roisman won't have

10 that problem.

1 ! MR. WATKINS: 1I'll make one available right now.
12 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, I also didn't
‘ 13 understand what you were saying about the weld data card

14 and a discussion later in the day.

15 JUDGE BLOCH: That was >t the weld data cards.

16 That was about the liner plates.

17 MR. ROISMAN: 1I'm sorry, I thought you had said

18 weld data cards.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: I well may have. 1 was talking

20 about the liner plates. There have apparently been an

21 exchaunge of information three times where people were

22 cross each other and intersecting and I would like to know
. 23 later in the day whether the parties would discuss with us

24 whether we ought to start that portion of the proceedings

25 with a current summary of the positions of each of the
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1 parties.
Please proceed with cross, Mr. Roisman.
. CROSS~-EXAMINATION
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Chaney, when you were originally made aware

of the weld data card and information about which you

testified today, what was your understanding of what you

were supposed to do with the information that you received?

¢ O N o v e W

A I was informed that I was to make a
10 determination regarding the deletions or the alterations
11 on the weld data card and the numerals that had been
12 placed above it and the initials; and 1 was to advise
. 13 Mr. Watkins what my opinion was, whether these initials
14 and the altered dates were in fact written by the same
15 person who had written the other entries on that
16 particular date.
17 Q Did Mr. Watkins explain to you the nature of the

18 controversy?

19 A No, sir, he did not.
20 Q Did he indicate to you what result it was that
21 favored his client?
22 A No, sir.

‘ 23 Q When you did your investigation, did you look
24 for dissimilarities as well as similarities between the

25 various markings on the paper that you were trying to
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1 determine the authenticity of?

2 A Yes, sir, I did.

. 3 Q What dissimilarities did you note between the --
4 let's start with your Exhibit Number -- attachment 3 to
5 your testimony. What dissimilarities did you note between
6 the markings that are crossed through, through number "14,"

7 and a writing of the number "17" directly above it, on the
8 one hand; and the writing of the date "1/17/84" with the
9 initials "JS" next to it. What are the dissimilarities

10 between those two?

11 A None.
12 Q There are no dissimilarities at all?
. 13 A No, sir. Not in my opinion.
14 Q Well, let's take a look at what is the fourth

15 line of attachment 3. Do you have that?
16 A Yes, sir.
Q If you look at the number "1" next to the "17"
18 in the full date, "1/17/84," it would appear, at least to
19 my untrained eye, that the bottom of the number "1" is
20 curved slightly to the right, whereas the same number "1"
21 in the "17," written above the "14," the "1" ends straight
22 down. Do you notice that?

. 23 A Yes, sir. But this is what we consider a
24 variation in the writing.

25 1f you'll notice, in all of the "1s" on that particular
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1 exhibit, attachment 3, you'll notice that on "Stanford
2 1/14/84," before the first deletion, the "1" -- both of
. 3 the "1s" in "1/14" are both curved to the right:; and also
in the "Stanford," before the deletion was made, the "1"
and then the "14" were both curved to the right. A person
has variations in their writings. In my estimation, in

the variation in the first one where there is no curve to

the right, the "1" is the reason for the fact that there

© O N o0 O s

was such heavy pressure used on the pen when this
10 particular "1" was placed down. Also on that and the "7."
11 Q So that it's your testimony that a person who
12 bears down will not follow the same track as they would
. 13 follow if they were not bearing down?
14 A Yes, sir. Because you don't have the fluidity
15 of movement. You are writing so heavy, your indentation
16 is so heavy, that you don't have that little upward tic
17 that you normally have when you are writing when it's very
18 fluid.
19 Q Why, then, is there an upward tic on the cross
20 lines between the "14s" and on the upper part of the "7,"

21 the left-hand side of each of the "7s" written above the

22 "148"?
. 23 A Well, if you'll notice the "7" is not as heavily
24 written as the "1" == in the first "1," in the "17." The

25 "7" is not nearly as heavily indented as the "1." The "7"
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1 is more heavily indented. Of course the tic on the "7" on

2 the first deletion or alteration is -- does appear there,
. 3 does appear down below where it's initialed on "1/17/84"

4 and also in the altered "17/84," in the last one.

5 Q I'm not sure that answered my question. Why is

6 it on the "17" -~ instead of calling them first and second,

7 let's refer to the line that they are on on attachment 3,

8 if that will be all right with you.

9 A Yes, sir.

10 Q On the fourth line, the "17" that is written

11 immediately above the "14," why is that "17" -~ which

12 appears if anything that the "7" is darker than the "1" --
. 13 why does that "17" have a tic at the beginning if your

14 premise is right that when you bear down, you don't put in

15 your tics?

16 A In my opinion, the fact that there's no

17 difference -- he makes "7s8" differently throughout the

18 exhibits. 1If we look at other exhibits, attachment 5 and

19 6, attachment 5 in particular, you'll find "7s8" that do

20 not have a tic. 80 in my opinion, this is a variation of

21 this type of writing.

22 Q Did you take blowups of attachment 5?
. 23 A Yes, sir, I d4did.
24 MR. ROISMAN: Are these able to be put in?

25 MR. WATKINS: I think you have multiple copies,
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1 don't you, Mr. Chaney?
. THE WITNESS: I just have the one copy of each.

These are blowups of different portions of attachment 5.

MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, we can put these in.

LU A

They do Xerox quite well. Or alternatively we can supply
6 the board and the parties with additional copies later.
7 MR. ROISMAN: I don't care. Xeroxes are all
8 right, as long as we mark so the record will show what we
9 are talking about. At this point we are talking about an

10 unmarked document.

11 Let's start with this and --
12 JUDGE BLOCH: I'm not sure that a Xerox of this
. 13 will do. The pictures are going to be a lot clearer on

14 the kind of detail that we are talking about than a Xerox.
15 MR. ROISMAN: At the moment, I would just like
16 to get the reporter to mark this as Exhibit 1 to the
17 witness' testimony so that we'll be able to call it
18 Exhibit 1.
19 MR. ROISMAN: Okay. We'll mark it on the back,
20 please.
21 MR. ROISMAN: And I take it you are going to
22 talk about this one also?

' 23 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. All of these, These
24 are all from attachment 5.

25 MR. ROISMAN: But these are the only two that
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have "7s" on them?

THE WITNESS: No. This one here also.

MR. ROISMAN: I'm going to give the reporter to
mark with the board's permission Exhibits 1, 2, and 3.
Exhibit 1 is an attachment of portion 5, which is a
phntograph, and has on the right-hand side of it, page 1
of 1, is a noticeable marking on that.

Exhibit 2 is also a photograph of a portion of
attachment 5, and has on the upper part of it: "1 inch JLL
document examiner" which appears to be superimposed on the
document.,

And Exhibit 3 1s a substantially larger photograph
which shows the signature "J Stanford,"” and a date, "1/17/84"
on it, and I would ask the reporter simply to mark those
three and then I will examine the witness as to them.

(Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 identified.)

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, do I understand your
earlier statements to be to the effect that you had no
idea at all, one way or the other, whether you were --
whether your client wanted you to conclude that you would
find that these handwritings were the same or different?

THE WITNESS: That's true., That's right, sir.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Chane,, 1'm now going to give you back what

now has been marked by the reporter. Would you identify
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these -- identifying these, now, tell me what you said
before about attachment 5 so we are clear on it, please?
A Yes, sir. Attachment 5 has a number of
exemplars, or what we call "standards," of the writing of
Mr. Stanford, which were used on that one document. In
addition to his signature and the writing of the word
"“sat," there were several numerals on there that were used

as standards of his writing on that particular document.

At least they were given to me as writings -- Mr, Stanford's

writing.
Q All right.
n If you'll notice, in the upper portion of the

attachment 5, the first item appearing on there, with the
"007" the "AF-1-SB-007."

JUDGE BLOCH: This is on attachment 57

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. The Brown & Root
Quality Assurance Department --

JUDGE BLOCH: Thank you,.

THE WITNESS: -~ Visual Examination Checklist.

The second "7" appearing on that document appears on

the next line, which says "room 72." Then the third "7"
appears at the bottom where it's signed "J Stanford, I1I
Level, 1/17/84."

BY MR. ROCISMAN:

Q These photographs that we have marked Exhibits
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1, 2, and 3 are blowups of these three pcrtions of
attachment 5 that show where the "7s" have been written;
is that correct?

A That's correct, sir.

Q And it's your testimony that in these, the tic
at the beginning of the "7" does not appear, and thus that
it's not surprising that Mr. Stanford did not have a tic
on the "7" that he wrote, according to your testimony, on
line 4 of attachment 3 immediately above the crossed-out
"14"; is that correct?

A That's correct, sir.

Q Do I see chat in looking at what has been marked
as Exhibit 3, that the "17" there has a tic on the bottom
right of the "7"; is that correct?

A That's correct, sir.

Q And that the "17" that appears on line 4 of
attachment 3, immediately above the "14," while it has a
tic at the beginning has no tic on the bottom right; is
that correct?

A That's correct, sir.

Q S0 you are telling us that Mr. Stanford
basically produces an uneven writing style? That it does
not have a common characteristic with regard to the "7"
that varies throughout all of his writings of the "7"; is

that correct?
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r 1 A That's correct, sir.
2 Q Does that make it more or less probable that you
. 3 would be able to determine whether a particular "7" was in
Rl fact written by him or by somebody else?
5 A It makes it more probable that, because he does
6 have variations in his "7" -- no person writes the same
7 way the second time -- that he does have variations, that

he puts a tic -- on occasior; he doesn't put the tic on

° ®

occasion. But the style of the "7," the style of the
10 numeral is similar in all respect to the "7s8" that are in

11 question on attachment 1.

12 Q I'm just talking now abont the tics?
. 13 A Yes, sir.
14 Q Given that he has one sometimes, in your

15 testimony, and sometimes he does not, does that make it
16 easier for you to use the tic as a characteristic for you
17 to identify his "7" or less easy for you to use the tic to

18 identify the "7" as being his "7"?

19 A It's easier for me to identify with the tic.

20 Q Even though sometimes he doesn't have a tic?

21 A That's true,

22 Q I'm not sure I understand that. Can you explain
. 23 that a little bit?

24 A Yes., 1If you'll notice on his writing on

25 attachment 1, on the items in question except for the
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first --
Q I'm sorry, attachment 1 or attachment 3?
A Attachment 3. I'm sorry. The blowups --
Q Right.
A The fourth line there, the first "7" == "1" ==

appear to have no tic. If you'll notice the "17" --
“1/17" =~ directly opposite the initials, opposite that
first alteration, you'll notice that the "7" at the bottom
has a tendency to lean to the right which 1s indicative of
the fact that there is probably or would probably have
been a tic at the end.

Also, on the "7" immediately below that, you see where
it leans to the right, the bottom portion of the "7." And
the “7" at the end there, where the initials “JS 1/17/84,"
it bends to the right, which is indicative of the fact
that it would be a tendency to have a tic there for some
reason but you can't see it to the naked eye or through
the microscope.

Q But then, when you don't see the tic, doesn't
that confound the problem, as you don't on the "17" that's
written directly above the "14" on the fourth line?

A Not necessarily; because of the standards that
we have where he doesn't have the tic., 80, you have to be
prepared, if he does use a tic or if he doesn't use a tic,

that you have to have standards of known writing of his
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where he dces or he doesn't. And there are standards in
here which show that he does use a tic on o¢casion -- most
of the time. But some of the time he does not.

Q Well, then, if you had another person who was
writing the "7" instead, and that was a person who never
used the tic, and you saw a "7," and all we are looking at
is the existence or absence of a tic; that wouldn't be
able to tell you whether just the existence or the absence
of the tic =-- wouldn't be able to tell you whether it was
Mr. Stanford or this other person who doesn't ever use a
tic when they write the "7"; isn't that correct?

A Partially. But mainly when we use the "7" in
this fashion, if a person were writing a "7" or trying to
simulate his "7" to look like his "7," they would be
drawing it rather than -- they would have pen lifts or
they would have stops in the numeral -~ what we call a "pen
1if." is where they have to stop the pen, and when you try
to simulate somebody's writing you have to pick up the pen
because you don't know which way you are going when you
are copying some feature of the handwriting or somebody
else's numeral. You are copying somebody else's writing
80 you don't have the fluidity or you don't do it
automatically as Mr. Stanford would do, which would be
indicated because this person would have a break or a stop

in the writing of the numeral which would be indicative of
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the fact that it was not Mr. Stanford's "7."

JUDGE BLOCH: That was interesting, but there is
actually no suggestion that anybody was trying to imitate
Mr, Stanford's writing.

THE WITNESS: 1I'm sorry, Judge, but I thought if
he suggested if someone else were writing the "7" --

JUDGE BLOCH: Exactly. But he said if somebody
else were writing, not imitating.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q If you had somebody whose natural style of
writing a "7" did not have a tic at bottom and they had
written a "7" on the page and all you were looking at was
the tic part, to distinguish it, or the non-tic part, and
you are looking.at Mr. Stanford who sometimes uses a tic
and sometimes doesn't, how would the absence of the tic on
that "7" tell you that it was Mr. Stanford who had written
it?

A Because of the similarity in the "7s." It would

be very unusual ==

Q You mean other aspects of it?

A Yes.,

Q The tic would become irrelevant then; wouldn't
it?

A In some regards; yes, sir.

Q Not in some; in all regards it would be
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irrelevant and you would have to look at another feature
of the "7" to match it up to Mr. Stanford; isn't that
correct?

A That's true. That's why you have variations in
the writing of the numeral. Yes, sir.

Q Now, we started off by asking about whether
there were any differences between any of the writing.
And I be.ieve you started by first telling me, no, there
were no differences. But now I think we have already
identified one, that is that some of the "7s8" do have the
tic and some don't. Although in your opinion they are all
written by Mr. Stanford; correct?

A Yes, sir. 1 don't call it a difference. I call
it a variation.

Q Okay. Would you give us your definition of
"difference"?

A A "difference" is where there is no similarity
to the writing of the "7," or between the "7s8" that
Mr. Stanford makes and the "7" on the document.

Q All right., Then let me rephrase my question.
What variations did you find between the "17" written
above the "14," on line 3, and the "17" written above the
"14" on line 4 of attachment 3; and other "17s" that you
believe were written by Mr, Stanford? Either the "1" or

the "7"?
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A The variation would be that he uses a tic at the
beginning, sometimes at the end. These are the variations,
at the beginning of the "7" or at the end of the "7," or
at the "1" -~ the beginning of the "1" or the end of the
"1." So these are indicative of the fact that these -~

these are called variations in writing.

Q And that's the only variations that you
identified?

A Yes, sir. But they are not differences in my
opinion.

Q Okay. I didn't want to get into a semantic

struggle with you.

Now, what about looking at the "17" on line 4 right
above the "14," and then look at the "7" written
immediately above that "17."

Isn't the top line of the "17" that's on the lower part
of the line substantially shorter than the top bar of the

“7" that's written in the upper portion of line 4 of

attachment 37

A Yes, sir.

Q And isn't that a variation?

A Yes, sir.

Q S0 that's another variation that he has in his
style?

A Yes, sir.



21189.0 20489
BRT

1 Q Now, looking at the "17" that appears on what

2 has been marked as Exhibit 3, the large photougraph to your
. 3 right that we just marked a few moments ago -=-

4 A Yes, sir.

5 Q -- the "7" that's written there has a certain

6 swoop up, doesn't it? From the cross bar, before it goes

7 to the down stroke?

8 A Sort of a curve; yes, sir.

9 Q Yes, sir. Now that's a variation also on the "7,"

10 isn't it, that we don't see on the "7s8" that appear on

11 attachment 37

12 A Yes, sir.
. 13 Q S0 that's another variation?
14 A A variation of his "7."
15 Q When, in your opinion, does a variation rise to

16 the dignity of being a difference?

17 A When it's written completely differently from

18 the "7" of the individual. That's why we have to look at
19 as many known standards of the individual whose writing is

20 in question, to be able to be sure that there are -- that

21 he does have these variations in his writing.
22 Q How many samples of Mr. Stanford's writing did
. 23 you look at, other than what is actually attached to your

24 testimony?

25 A All of the standards that are attached -- are
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the only standards that I had to examine.

Q In your normal work, would you normally seek
more samples of the person's signature, or writing as the
case may be, in order to more carefully pin down your
opinion?

A On occasion; yes, sir. But there appears to be
a sufficient number of standards of his writing for

comparison here on these documents.

¢ O N o v & w N

Q Well, as I understand it now we have, looking at

—
o

your attachment 5, it would appear that on attachment 5,
11 that the “7" in the upper left-hand corner, which is

12 marked Exhibit 2, I believe --

13 A That's correct; yes, sir.

14 Q Okay. == that that "7" is written with the

15 cross bar of the "7" pretty much horizontal, with a much
16 longer vertical line in comparison to the horizontal line.
17 That on Exhibit 1, which is the blowup of the next "7"
18 that appears on attachment 5, the cross bar is slanted

19 downward, is longer by some substantial margin than the
20 first "7"; and that the third "7," which is on Exhibit 3,
21 the third "7" on actachment 5 has an upward curve before
22 the down stroke and has a short cross bar before the down
23 stroke; and that no -~ that those three "7s8" are not the
24 same, That they are all, at least, variations if not

25 differences?



21189.0
BRT

[V S T

o

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

20491

A They are variations. Yes, sir, that's true.
These are variations of his writing.

Q Don't you reach a point with someone where their
writing is so varied that you're not able to say with any

confidence that a particular mark that you find is made by

them?
A No, sir, I haven't,
Q You have never experienced that?
A No, sir, I haven't,
Q And would you say that the "7" that appears on -=-

looking at attachment 3, now =- that the "7" that appears
on line 3 and the "7" that appears on line 4 immediately
above the crossed-out "4s," that those "7s8" represent

Mr. Stanford's predominant "7"? The one that he most
frequently writes?

A I would say so; yes, sir.

Q Can you show me other places where a "7" with
the same characteristics appears on the documents that you
looked at? Let's start with the "7" that appears above
the "4" on line 4, That's a "7" with a tic at the
beginning, no tic at the end, and a certain ratio and
slant to the horizontal and vertical lines?

A Yes, sir. The "7" on Exhibit 2, which is taken
from attachment 5 at the top, the "007"; the tic appears

under the beginning stroke rather than at the top of the
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"7" -- appears at the bottom.

Q That's a variation; correct?

A That's a variation of his writing. But other
than that, the "7" there appears strongly similar to the "7"
on Exhibit 2; in my opinion.

Q Is it the slant, if you will, the angle between
the vertical part of the "7" and the horizontal part of
the "7" -- isn't it substantially narrower? 1It's a
narrower angle on the "7" that appears on line 4 of
attachment 3 than the "7" that appears in Exhibit 2, which
is the Attachment 5 "7"?

A Somewhat., But not enough to be disturbed as far
as I'm concerned.

Q But it's a variation; correct?

A It's a variation.

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, have you ever
participated in any double blind determinations of the
accuracy of your observations?

THE WITNESS: Dou*le blind, Judge Bloch?

JUDGE BLOCH: Yes, sir. Dc you know what that
is?

THE WITNESS: No, sir, 1 don't.

JUDGE BLOCH: Have you ever had an experimental
method applied to determine the extent to which you were

able to accurately differentiate handwriting samples from
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a basic sample?
THE WITNESS: No, sir.
BY MR. ROISMAN:
Q Mr. Chaney, when you undertake the task of doing
a handwriting analysis, is there a standardized set of

procedures that you go through in order to make your

determinations?
A Yes, sir, lhere is.
Q Would you please describe those to us in as much

detail as you can?

A Yes, sir. Where the original document in
question is available, we examine the original document
under the microscope -- I'm sorry it's not working today.
And -~ to look at the items that the naked eye cannot see.

After you examine the item under the microscope, you
then compare the initials or dates or numerals, or
whatever is in question, with any known standards, to see
whether or not -- or any pen lifts, tics, or whatever may
occur in that particular writing. And then past that, we
make our photographe, and then we develop our film and
make our enlargements, and make a further comparison,

Q And do the photographs give you something that
you don't get out of the microscope or do they just give
you a record of what you were seeing in the microscope?

A It gives you a pictorial record of what you've



seen, because the microscope only covers a certain area.

Q But it's not -~ the process of photographing it

doesn't give you another dimension of detail; is that

correct?

L

A No, sir. It just shows you what you've really
seen under the microscope. It's four times larger than
the regular document or the item itself.

Q Now, how do you decide whether you are going to

o ® ~N o

get 20 standards, which I take it is your term for meaning
10 samples of the signature or samples of the writing of the
11 particular person; whether you want 20 of them or two of
12 them or 200 of them, in order to make your analysis? What
. 13 factors enter into that consideration?
14 A vhere you find wide variations or differences
15 that you have to either prove or disprove.
16 If you have one difference in handwriting, you have to
17 assume it was written by somebody else. 1If there's one
18 difference -- significant difference -- that you can't
19 account for in handwriting examination, you have to assume
20 it was written by some other individual.
21 Q Is the presence or absence of a tic a difference
22 in that sense?
. 23 If you only had two things to look at, one where a
24 person had written a "7" with a tic, and another where a

25 person had written a "7" without a tic, would the absence
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1 of the tic, just looking at those two, be at that point a

2 difference that would require you to have to look further?
. 3 A Yes, sir.

- Q And the way you would do that is look far enough

5 to see if you couldn't find that this individual sometimes

6 used this tic and sometimes didn't, in order to make the

7 difference become nothing more than a variation? 1Is that

8 the process you go through?

9 A Yes, sir.

10 Q So the more variations that you discover, the

11 more samples you have to get so that you can make sure

12 that the variations fit within the universe of writing

‘ 13 styles that are used by the person in question; is that
14 correct?
15 A That's correct, Yes.
16 Q Now, how can you -- I take it that if we get

17 enough variations in one person's writing style, it ranges
18 over a wide enough area that we could, then, overlap the
19 writing style of another person who writes the same way,

20 or within that range of variations; isn't that correct?

21 A It's possible; yes, sir.
22 Q In other words, that person A's natural way of
. 23 writing a "7" includes so many variations that person B's

24 natural way of writing a "7" is at least similar to one

25 way of writing a "7" that person A has; isn't that correct?
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Q How do you know whether you are in that realm
when you are doing your examination? How do you know that
you haven't in fact got, within the variations of person A,
a style which is the same as person B?

A By other items which are in question on the same
document. The "84s" -- the items that are in question and
the items that are standard -- in other words, you just
don't go on one, identification of one "7." It would be
difficult because two people could write it very similarly.

Q But looking here, now, let's take a look at our
attachment 3 for a moment.

Now, on attachment 3, the only numerals in question are
the "1" and the "7" that are written above each of the two
crossed-out "14s"; and the other mark that's in question
is the cross-out itself of the "14."

A Marked in.

Now you and I have been just focusing on the "7"?2
The bar.
The bar?

Yes, sir.

o » ©O » ©

All right. Now, my question to you is: How can
you know == let's just focus on the "17" -« on the "7" for
a moment =- how can you know that that "7," which is one

of a variety of "7a8" that are written in your judgment by

Mr. Stanford, that that "7" is not a "7" actually written
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1 by someone other than Mr., Stanford who happens to fall
. within Mr. Stanford's wide variation of "7" writings?

A My only opinion in that regard is that I know,

based on previous experience of previous numerals of this

v e W N

type, that it would be extremely rare for someone to come
along and 'rite a "7" similarly, that works with an
individual, that would write it so similar to the other

individual who is writing unless they were simulating the

e O N o

“7," trying to copy the "7."
10 Q Let's look at the two "7s" that are written
11 directly above the crossed-out "4s" on lines 3 and 4 on
12 attachment 3.

. 13 Isn't it a fair statement that those two "7s8" are more
14 similar to each other than those two "7s" are similar to

15 other "7s" written by Mr. Stanford?

16 A Somewhat; yes, sir.

17 Q Well, go ahead and explain to me what you meant
18 by “somewhat."” 1Isn't it exactly the case that those two
19 "78" are more like each other than either of them are like

20 the "7s8" that appear on attachment 5 and that are shown in

21 the blowups of exhibits 1, 2, and 3?

22 A Except the second "7" on the second jitem that
. 23 was stricken out, the third -- in the third "17," it bends
24 to the right where the one -~ the one at the beginning,

25 the "7" does not bend at all. 1Tt is very rigid.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: I couldn't tell which ones you
2 were referring to.

. 3 THE WITNESS: Sir? This is, item 4 is the first
4 cross-out.
5 MR. ROISMAN: Just a moment. The first line
6 that has a cross-out on it is the third line of attachment
7 3?
8 THE WITNESS: That's line 5, I think, on the =--
9 MR. ROISMAN: Let's just use the line numbers as
10 they appear on attachment 3.
11 THE WITNESS: It would be line 3, then.
12 BY MR. ROISMAN:

‘ i3 Q Looking at line 3 on attachment 3, what do you
14 want to tell us about that "7"?
15 A That "7" does not bend at the end. It has no
16 room -- it comes rigidly and comes straight down without

17 any kind of bend or any kind of curve to the right.

18 Q Now tell me about the --
19 A And the "7" on the item 6 does, just above the -~
20 Q You don't mean item 6. I'm sorry. Line 4 of

21 attachment 3?

22 A Line 4; yes, sir.
. 23 Q I'm sorry to keep interrupt.ny you, but it's
24 going to be so hard to follow -- 2ra you talking about the

25 "7" that is immediately above the "“14"?
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1 A Yes, sir.

2 Q And now what do you want to say about that "7"?
. 3 A The ending "7" bends to the right, curves to the

4 right.

5 MR. ROISMAN: Ms. Ginsberg, may I have the

6 original, please?
7 (Discussion off the record.)
8 JUDGE BLOCH: Let the record reflect that during

9 the break Mr. Roisman handed the witness a copy of the

10 original document involved.

11 MR. ROISMAN: Not a copy. "The original."

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Excuse me. The original document.
‘ 13 BY MR. ROISMAN:

14 Q Mr. Chaney, what I wanted to ask you is, with

15 regard to the "17" that appears on line four of attachment
16 3, looking now at that line on the original, how is it

17 possible to tell, since the end of the "7" runs into an

18 upward line coming from the 14 below it, whether what

19 appears to be a bend to the right is caused by the writer
20 or is caused by the blurring of the line from the "4" and

21 the "7" together?

22 A By the heavy indentation of the ink that was
‘ 23 used in the movement of the "7" going down to the "4."
24 Q Have you looked at the rear of that?

25 A Yes, sir.
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Q Does the rear impression of the "7" also show
the slight curve to the right?

A it's hard to tell without having the side
lighting on the document, which we had with the microscope
before, as to whether -- but you can see the heavy
indentation of the "7" going down. But I can't see the
bottom part of the "7"., But I can in the face -- the face
of the document.

Q So that there is that variation between the "7"
that appears on line 3 of attachment 3, and the "7" that
appears on line 4 of attachment 3; is that correct?

A In my opinion; yes, sir.

Q And is it also your opinion that that variation
is a more significant variation than the variations
between either of those two "7s8" and the three "7s" that
appear on attachment 5, and are shown in the blow ups,
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3?

A It 1s just significant in the fact that he does
make these variations. He has variations.

Q I know. But my question is, is that a more
significant variation between those two "7s8" than between
both of those "7s" on the one hand and the three "7s8" on
attachment 57

A In my opinion; yes, sir.

Q Can you explain that to me a little bit?
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Looking -- let's look at the "7" that appears on Exhibit 3,
which is the last "7" on attachment 5. That's the one
that has the upward swoop to it. Do you have that in

front of you?

A Exhibit 3?

Q Not attachment 3 but Exhibit 3.
A Exhibit 3.

Q It's the big photo, Mr. Chaney.
A Here. Yes, sir.

Q Isn't that upward swoop a very significant
variation, compared to a tic? Or a tendency of a line to
move slightly 1o one side or the other?

A I don't think -- it's a variation. I wouldn't
call it any more significant. He just has that variation
in his writing of the numeral, either straight or curved --

Q But -~

MR. WATKINS: Would you let the witness finish,
please?

JUDGE BLOCH: Sustained.

THE WITNESS: Either straight or curved,
evidently this is one of his variations in writing.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q All I'm saying is it takes more -- more movement
of the hand to a different position in order to make that

variation in that "7" than it does to have or not have a
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slight curve at the bottom of the straight line of the "7";
doesn't it?

A Yes, it does.

Q And, by the same token, looking at the Exhibit 1,
which is the -- one of the blowup photographs of the "7"
on attachment 5, making a "7" with such a long vertical --
excuse me -- horizontal line, as compared to the length of
the vertical line; that, too, requires substantially more
hand movement by the writer than does slightly curving or
not curving the vertical line of the "7"; doesn't it?

A Yes, sir.

Q And looking at the "7" which appzars on Exhibit
2, which is a blow up of the first "7" on attachment 5,
making the vertical -- excuse me -- making the horizontal
line more parallel to the line on which the "7" is written
also involves a larger amount of change in the way in
which the writer writes it than a very small change at the
very end of the "7," as it appears on attachment 3; isn't
that true?

A Yes, sir.

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, is the variation in
handwriting reduced when people press hard?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, because the heavier
pressure they put on, of course they don't have the

fluidity of moveirent., It is more of a straight -- it's a
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drawing type thing. And it makes it heavier. And just,
for whatever reason, whether it's what they are writing on
or their mental attitude, of course the mind guides the
hand, tells what you to write, what you are doing, stress,
whatever --

JUDGE BLOCH: So if you felt stress at a
particular time you would expect less variation in the
"17s" that you were writing?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Just one last question, or at least I think one
last question on these "7s," I was noticing that there's a
"7" that appears on attachment 5. Do you have attachment
5 there in front of you?

A Yes,; sir.

Q Down near the lower right-hand corner that I
believe you have testified was written by your

photographer or your assistant, as a way of identifying

different photographs -- isn't that correct?
A Yes, sir, that's correct.
Q Now, I take it that that "7," which has -- it

looks to me like a little curlicue at the beginning of it,
a down stroke, a circle, and then out to the "7" -- that's
a fairly distinctive "7"; is it not?

A Yes, sir.
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Q I mean 1f that person normally wrote all of his
"7s" that way, you would spot that rather obviously if you
were looking at a writing, trying to find out: Did he
write the "7"; isn't that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q Isn't it true that the kind of "7s" that
Mr. Stanford writes, doesn't have anything quite so
obviously distinctive about it? 1It's more =-- everybody
writes "7s" pretty much like that; don't they?

A I'd say about half the people. Although a lot
of people use a little -- a little downward stroke at the
beginning of the "7," before they go to make the upper bar
of the "7," and coming down.

Q Right. But his is a fairly common "7," in terms

of just the basic style of it; isn't it?

A Yes, sir. As far as I'm concerned it is very
common .
Q In your work do you regularly have occasion to

try to develop a level of confidence as to the accuracy of
your opinion? 1Is that a standard part of your work?

A Yes, sir.

Q And how do you go about determining what your
level of confidence is, once you have reached an opinion
and you say: Okay, my opinion is this; how do you give it

a confidence level?
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A Before I reach a final -- first -- final
decision, I look at it two or three times before I reach a
final decision. And once I get -- make that decision, I'm
pretty confident in my own mind that this is the item I'm
looking for, or that this person wrote this item, or
whatever,

Q My question was, among the different opinions
that you have over the course of your work, not just this
particular situation, are there some in which you have a

greater degree of confidence that you are right than

others?
A Yes, sir. Some are more obvious than others.
Q How would you rank this one? That is, how would

'rou rank your opinion that the "1" and the "7" were
written by the same person vho wrote the "1" and the '7"
which appears next to the initials? High? Medium? Low?
Average? What?

A Because of the variation in the writing, I would

rate it high. I was confident. I have confidence.

Q Because of the variations?
A Yes, sir.
Q I would have thought that if there were no

variations in writing and a person always wrote their "7"
the same way, that that would give you a higher confidence

than it would if there were variations; why isn't that so?
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A Yes, sir, I'm sure it would be higher. But you
are talking about high levels. 1 feel pretty confident
with this.

Q But you would use the qualifier "because of the
variations you had high confidence"; and it seems to me
that based upon what you have said, that the more
variations there are the lower your confidence level
should be; isn't that true?

A If you can't prove that he has these variations
or you don't find the variations in his writing; yes, it
would be.

Q No. I didn't mean that. Assuming that you've
got a person and he writes "7s" 11 different ways. And
you find a "7." And you find in all of his writing that
that “7" is one of the kinds of "7s" that he writes.

Don't you have a lower degree of confidence that he
actually wrote that "7" than you would have you had an
individual who always wrote the "7" exactly the same way,
and you found the "7" matched all of their other "7s"?

A Possibility; yes, sir.

Q Isn't it not possibility -- it is the case,
isn't it that you would have a lower degree of confidence
when a person had 11 different ways of writing their "7"
than if a person had only one way of writing their "7"?

A Yes, sir, it's probably true.
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Q Not just probably true -- it is true; isn't it?
A Well, I don't know. There again you are dealing
with cases -- if I can prove -- if there are 11 variations

in the way a person does his "7" and I can find where he
does this in all of his writing, then I would say I was
100 percent sure. If I can only find one "7," and the "7"
in question doesn't match one of his variations I wouldn't
be very confident. 1I'd say he didn't do it.

Q I understand. I'm talking about the case where
he has 11 different ways of writing a "7" and you have
found the "7" that is written and it matches one of those
11 different ways. And I'm asking you isn't there going
to be less confidence that that "7" was written by the
person who has the 11 variations than in another case, all
other things being equal, where you have a person who
writes all their "7s" exactly the same and you get a "7"
and you see that it matches the way they always write
their "7s"?

A In that case I would probably say you are right.

Q I would like to direct your attention to page 7
of your testimony, please?

A Yes, sir.

Q In particular, answer "17." You are being asked
whether or not you can tell whether the same instrument

was used to write the "17," and the cross-out, as is used



21189.0 20508
BRT
1 to write either what is being crossed-out or what's above
‘ 2 it where the initials appear. And your answer is: I

3 cannot, however, determine whether all of these writings

S

were made by the same pen.

wm

Do you mean there is no technique available that you
6 cculd have used? Or that you didn't use the technique
7 that was available?
8 A We don't have -- we don't test inks. 1It's a
9 very difficult process. And the only ink testing document
10 examiners are with the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Unit here
11 in Washington, D.C. and of course they only work on
12 criminal cases or this type. So we don't have the
. 13 feasibility to submit ink tests to them to test the inks
14 to see whether it's the same type of pen.
15 Q But there's -- I'm sorry, go on?
16 A There's so many different types of ballpoint pen
37 it's difficult to tell. Any pen you get, it may be the
18 same type of pen but it may have a different filler or
19 different refill-type pen in it, which might give it a
20 different color of ink.
21 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, are you looking for
22 the original?
. 23 BY MR. ROISMAN:
24 Q But I take it, it's not an unheard-of process to

25 take a rcraping of the ink off of the paper and subject it
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1 to chemical analysis and determine whether or not it is
2 the same ink, is it? I understand you didn't have it but

& 3

it's not an unheard-of process?

4 A No, sir, it is done.

5 Q And it doesn't only get done by alcohol tobacco
6 people, it could be done by any sophisticated chemical

7 laboratory, couldn't it?

8 A Yes, sir. If they had the proper equipment.

9 Q When you say it can't be done you mean that

10 given what you have available as tools, you don't have the

11 ability to do that?

12 A Yes, sir. I can't. I don't have the
‘ 13 feasibility or the money for the equipment.
14 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, can you tell whether

19 the cross-out and the "17" above the line was written with
16 the same backing under the sheet as the other one? With
17 the initial next to it?
18 MR. WATKINS: Could you explain? I'm not sure I
19 understand the question.
20 JUDGE BLOCH: Do you know whether the document
21 was resting on the same material when the two marks were
22 made? That is, the cross-out in the "“17" above, as

. 23 opposed to the initialing and the date underneath.
24 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, we'll stipulate he

25 doesn't know. I believe your question should be: Does he
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1 have an opinion?
2 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. Do you have an opinion as to

‘ whether they were made with the same backing under the

3

B document?
5 THE WITNESS: I have no reason to believe that

6 they weren't, sir. I can't say for sure but because of

7 the heavy indentation that appears on the back of the card
8 itself, it is indicative of the fact that it was probably
9 cone at the same time, But I can't tell that for sure,

10 JUDGE BLOCH: You say you have no indication

11 that they were different? Do you have any indication that

12 they were the same?
' 13 THE WITNESS: No, sir.
14 JUDGE BLOCH: And so do you have an opinion as

15 to whether they were made at the same time?

16 THE WITNESS: No, sir. There again, I can't

17 tell for sure whether they were made at the same date or

18 at a later date or what.

19 BY MR. ROISMAN:

20 Q Mr. Chaney, at the bottom of page 7 and the top

21 of page 8, you are testifying about the bars through the

22 "14s" and the "17s" above them and the other writings on
. 23 lines 5 and 6. And you indicate that in your opinion the

24 Aifference between them is that the writer pressed down

25 more firmly as to some of those markings as opposed as
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opposed to others.

Now, if the writer was pressing down with the same
pressure, rather than more firmly, but was writing with
different substances under the paper -- in one case softer,
in one case harder -- would that also produce a variation
in the darkness of the color and the extent to which there
would be an indentation on the paper being written on?

A No, sir.

Q That would not change the indentation, if you
were writing on a softer as opposed to a harder backing?

A Not with this heavy card; no, sir. This is a
pretty heavy document itself. The card itself is heavy
material. It's not -- if you were writing on a piece of
bond paper; yes. But not on a heavy card of this nature.

JUDGE BLOCH: I don't understand that. The
extremes of course are I hold the card up in my hand and I
write on it and the other is I put it down and a hard
surface and write on it. You say there would be no
difference in the impressions?

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, sir, even if 1 pressed
the same degree of hardness --

If you put it up, held it up, and tried to make the
same indentation you couldn't do it. You don't have the
streng.h in your hand to make the "V" indentation onto the

document as you have where you are sittiig and writing in
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1 this fashion. When you are standing up -- unless you are

2 writing against the wall where you might have the pressure.

ll 3 JUDGE BLOCH: What about if you are holding a

S

bunch of documents on the one hand as opposed to putting
it down on a firm surface in the other, would there be a
difference in the degree of impression?

THE WITNESS: Possibly. Yes, sir.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

e O N o0 ou

Q Even though the same amount of pressure was

10 being applied?

11 A Yes.
12 Q Even with that card?
. 13 A Even with this card.
14 Q What about in terms of the darkness or lightness

15 of what would appear? 1Is that directly a function of what
16 kind of resistance you get to the pressure you apply to

17 the paper?

18 A Or the pen; yes, sir.

19 Q Or the pen?

20 A Yes, sir.

21 Q So that either of those cou'd vary. Writing

22 against a very hard surface with the same pressure, and
. 23 writing as you write against a very soft surface, might
24 give you a different darkness --

25 A Different -- darkness.
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Q -- as well as pressing harder one time than the
other?
A -- than the other -- yes, sir.
Q Now, you also did a comparison of the line outs

that appear on attachment 4 to your testimony. And I
believe you indicated that when one looked at attachment 4
in its original, it was apparent that it had been written
with an entirely different kind of writing instrument than
the writing instrument that was used on the crossed-out
portions on attachment 3. Is that correct?

A Yes, sir. That's correct.

Q And if I understand it, the essential difference
between the two kinds of writing instruments was that
whatever the particular one that was used on attachment 4
was softer, and tended to make a more indistinct edges to
the writing than the kind of ball point that was used on
attachment 3. 1Is that sort of the essence of what the
difference was?

A Yes, sir, because of the fluidity of the ink
that was flowing onto the document.

Q But things like tics, those would tend to appear
if you made that little extra mark equally on either type
of pen; is that correct? If that was the writer's style?

A They could. It depends. A felt tip pen covers

up a multitude of sins because it covers up -- it makes
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you a better writer than what you ordinarily are and it
covers up a lot of things that you ordinarily do in
writing, a felt tip pen. 1It's broader and it covers up
the little idiosyncrasies that you might have in your
handwriting.

Q So idiosyncrasies that came through when you
used the felt-tip pen would be significant in the sense
that whatever came through would have had to be fairly
distinctive not to have been, in effect, disguised or
masked by the kind of pen you were using?

A Yes, sir.

Q Now, looking at the third line on which writing
appears on attachment 4, the cross-out for the 13. I
notice that that cross-out has, or appears to have a tic
at the beginning of it; is that correct?

A Yes, sir, it does.

Q Okay. And looking at the cross-outs that appear
on attachment 3 on lines 3 and 4, those cross-outs also
have a tic; do they not?

A Yes, sir.

Q Do you have an opinion as to whether those
cross-outs were made by the same person? The attachment 3
cross-outs and the attachment 4 cross-out, where the "13"
is crossed out on line 37

A No, sir. I don't.
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Q Did you attempt to form an opinion on that?
A No, sir, I didn't.
Q Is it possible t- form an opinion, if you were

to go back to your lab and use your microscope and the

other techniques that you use?

A No, sir.
Q Why is that?
A Because they are made with a fluid ink pen.

There's no way of telling. 1It's just one idea by itself
you can't determine, like a cross bar, whether one
individual did all three of these or four of these cross
bars.

Q Is that equally true for the cross bars on
attachment 3?7 That is you cannot say with any confidence
who actually made those cross bars? Whether it was
Mr. Stanford or anybody else?

A In my opinion, they are made similar to the way
he makes his cross bar. And in my opinion, based on the
numerals, the cross bar, and the other numerals appearing
in the "/84" of Exhibit 3, that there is no reason for me
to believe that it is not his writing.

Q Where were the other cross-outs of his that you
looked at to get a sense of how it is that he did his
cross-outs?

A The Roman numerals that appear throughout -- on
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1 the document in question. Exhibit attachment 1 and
2 attachment 3, of course they don't appear on attachment 3

r

but they do appear on --

4 Q On attachment 1?
5 A Yes, sir.
6 Q Under the column listed, "NDE CERT. level"

7 there's a whole line of those. That's what you are

8 looking at?

9 A Yes, sir.
10 Q But I take it that that cross-out, or that bar --
11 I take it, because there nothing is being crossed out, but

12 that those bars, they are not any different, are they,

. 13 than the bar that crosses out the 13 on line 3 of
14 attachment 4?
15 A Not really; no, sir.
16 Q So that you also don't have any basis to say

17 that he didn't do the cross-out on -- of the "13" on

18 attachment 4; do you?

19 A I couldn't say whether he did or not. No, sir.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Let's take a break.

21 (Recess.)

22 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will please come to
. 23 order.

24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

25 Q Mr. Chaney, in your testimony there are a number



21189.0
BRT

F A S

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

20517

of places where you talk about the distinctiveness of
Mr. Stanford's "8s" when he writes "84" and also the way
he writes his "4s."

A Yes, sir.

Q And I take it that that's a factor which was
important in your evaluation?

A Yes, sir, it was.

Q I'm not sure I understand what role it played,
at least as to this question. The question that I
understood was of interest here was: Who wrote the "17"
that's above the crossed-out "14s"; and who crossed out
the "14s"; was it Mr. Stanford or was it somebody else?

How does the fact that Mr. Stanford has a very
distinctive "8," and a certain style of writing a "4,"
give you any clue as to that?

A The combination of all of them together were

what was used in making the opinion altogether at one time.

The way the "8s" are made, the "4s," his "7s," and his "1s" --

the "1s" are not a very distinct characteristic by itself,
but "7s" and "8s" and "4s" are very distinct in trying to
make a comparison. And that was used -- I used all these
numerals in comparison.

I was asked to not only identify the "17s" that were
added or altered, placed on the document, but also the

dates and the initials of the person who had, underneath,
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1 underneath the document -- or underneath the items that

2 had been altered.

. 3 Q Well tre "/84," that is the special
- characteristics of Mr. Stanford in doing the "8" and doing
5 the "4," I take it, is really only relevant to the
6 question of whether the initial -- initials and the date
7 that follow those initials were written by the same person
8 who wrote the signatures and dates that appeared elsewhere
9 on attachment 1; isn't that right?
10 A So far as I know; yes, sir.
11 Q So it doesn't really help us to know whether it

12 was Mr. Stanford who did the "7" or somebody else who did

. 13 the "7"; does it?
14 A It does. In my opinion it does.
. Q Then explain it to me because I don't think I

16 understand why it is helpful for you to know that it's
17 Mr. Stanford who did the "8s" and "4s" that appear
18 throughout these documents in deciding whether it was
19 Mr. Stanford who did the "1s" and the "7s" in the cross-out?
20 A The "7s" that were altered, that are on lines 4
21 and 6, on the weld data card, and the "7s8" that appear
22 immediately below those two lines, were used in addition
. 23 to the "84," as -- for my comparison, to determine whether
24 the "7s" and the "8s" and the "4s" were all in fact made

25 by Mr. Stanford.
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1 Q But what 1is it == I'm sorry?
2 A I'm sorry. Go ahead, sir. That's all right.

# R

What is it about the way he makes an "8" that

5 helps you know whether it's he who made the "7"?

5 A The small portion of the loop of the "8" and the
6 openness of the "8" at the top, to where it doesn't close,
7 the top of the "8." 1In this particular instance they are
8 all consistent. They may be varied a little bit but they
9 are consistent in what he does in his "8s."

10 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, I don't understand

11 either. The openness in the loop of the "7" helps you

12 have confidence that he also made the "7"? 1Is that what

. 13 you are saying?
14 THE WITNESS: No, sir. That he made the "8s."
15 JUDGE BLOCH: But is that isn't the question in

16 the proceedings. The only gquestion is that he made the

17 "17s."
18 HE WITNESS: 1In my opinion the "7s" are his and

19 the "1s."

20 JUDGE BLOCH: But it has nothing to do with the

21 way he made the "8s"?

22 THE WITNESS: No, sir. But that was done in
. 23 conjunction with it.
24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

25 Q So that was answering a different gquestion?



21189.0
BRT

N

~N O v e W

© ™

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

20520

A Yes, sir.,

Q Did you ask for or did you get samples of
handwriting of people, other than Mr. Stanford, who might
have been thought to have written the "17s" and done the
cross~-out of the "17," if Mr. Stanford hadn't done it?

A No, sir.

Q Wouldn't you need to have that if you were to
say with confidence that those were not done by Mr. -- by
someone other than Mr. Stanford?

A I probably would have liked to have had it. But
then as far as I was concerned, I didn't need it.

Q But, if we had a finite number of possible
authors of the strike-through in the "17," other than
Mr. Stanford, I take it that, if you had had their sample
handwriting and could have either clearly excluded them as
possible authors of these numbers, that that would have
tremendously increased the confidence level that you have

that these three marks were made by Mr. Stanford and not

by somebody else?

A I'd have to say "yes," sir.

MR. ROISMAN: I have no further questions for
Mr., Chaney.
JUDGE BLOCH: Staff?
CROSS~-EXAMINATION

BY MR. BACHMANN:
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1 Q Mr. Chaney, earlier a question was asked you

2 about the number of samples of handwriting that you might
. 3 look at to determine whether or not a person had written a

4 particular handwriting specimen. I believe you testified

5 that the only samples that you looked at for Mr. Stanford

6 would be contained on attachments 1, 5, and 6 of your

7 testimony; is that correct, sir?

8 A That's correct.

9 Q How do you determine, on any given handwriting

10 analysis, whether you have a sufficient number of
11 handwritina specimens to be able to make a determination?
12 A By the number of variations that appear in the
. 13 writing. 1In other words, if there's an item or a
14 signature or whatever is in question, your determination
15 is made as to whether or not you can find the variation
16 that might appear in the item in question that would
17 appear in the individual's writing.
18 You write differently each time that you write a
19 numeral or a signature, and these things don't always
20 appear in every signature, every numeral that you make.
21 Some -- most of the time they do, but not all of the time.
22 You write them differently.
‘ 23 Q Now, bringing it back to Mr. Stanford's
24 handwriting, how did you determine that you had a

25 sufficient number in this case? That is, just the ones
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contained on those three attachments I named earlier.

A I felt that the variations in his initials and
his signatures were sufficient enough on the document
itself, and document 5 and document 6, for me to make my
determination; that there was consistency enough that I
could prove ttre variations in his writing and his
signature ard his initials.

Q Earlier some questions were asked about the
timing of various dates. And just to make the record
clear, was it your testimony that you have no opinion as
to whether or not, on attachment 1, whether the original
date, 1/14/84, and the date, the changed date, to the 17th
and then the "“1/17/84," with the initials, that you had
not formed an opinion as to whether or not these were done
at the same time or at some other time?

A Yes, sir. That's true. I did not form an
opinion as to whether they were done at the same time or
at a later time.

Q Generally speaking, would there be a difference
in the handwriting if a particular number, in this case
the dates, were made on different days?

A Yes, sir. Possibly a variation might appear --
of course the pen pressure, a different pen -- such as the
darkness of the "17s" on the items in guestion which is

indicative of heavy pen pressure or a different ball type,
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1 ball point pen, were used.

2 Q I guess what I'm trying to get at is, if there
. 3 would be a difference, given the fact that a date was

B written at one time followed up and then written again,

5 such as we have here, is there a particular reason why or

6 why not you cannot form an opinion as to whether these

7 were written at the same time or, say, separated by a day

8 or two?

9 i Well, in the first place I can't -~ there's no
10 way I can tell because I -- I don't think anyone can tell.
11 Because it's just an item that is not -- you just can't
12 make an opinion as to that point. Because it could have

. 13 been made any time: Same day or two days later. And
14 there's no way I can arrive at an opinion as to when they
15 were made,
16 MR. BACHMANN: Staff has no further questions.
17 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, on page 9 of your

18 testimony?

19 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Will you read question 237

21 THE WITNESS: "Do you have an opinion as to =--"

22 JUDGE BLOCH: No. No. To yourself. I wasn't
. 23 testing your reading ability.

24 THE WITNESS: Oh.,

25 JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is this the first time, when this
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1 question was asked of you, that you learned that you were
2 to make a comparison between attachment 4 and the other
. 3 documents we were looking at, x«ttachment 1 -- attachment 4
B and attachment 3.
5 THE WITNESS: No, sir. Mr. Watkins told me on
6 the day -- at Fort Worth, when I picked up the documents
7 to look at.
8 JUDGE BLOCH: Please continue.
9 THE WITNESS: He asked me at the time to
10 determine whether those dates on Exhibit 4, or attachment
11 4, were in fact made by the same person who made the
12 alterations on attachment 3.
. 13 JUDGE BLOCH: So the words he used when he gave
14 you the first assignment were about the same as the words
15 he used on page 9, question 237
16 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.
17 JUDGE BLOCH: Doesn't that gquestion assume an
18 answer, as to who made the other marks?
19 THE WITNESS: Are you talking about the marks on
20 document, attachment 2?
21 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. If they were made by
22 different people you wouldn't be able to ask the question
‘ 23 in those words, would you?
24 THE WITNESS: No, sir.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: But he asked in those words when
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he first gave you the assignment?

THE WITNESS: No. Possibly he asked me in the
office that day. Just asked me to make my comparison and
see whether these numerals were similar to the writing
altered "17s." Maybe I misunderstood the question. But
as I understand it, he did ask me to make my comparison
and find out: Were trese "14s" on attachment 4, if they
were in fact made by the same person who made the "17s" on
attachment 3, the altered portion.

JUDGE BLOCH: Maybe you can clarify thise,

Mr. Watkins?
REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. WATKINS:

Q Mr. Chaney, what document did I ask you to

examine first when 1 first asked you to examine the

documents, the weld data cards -- well, the package of
materials?

A Lines 5 and the alterations.

Q Did you provide me with an opinion?

A No, sir. Not at that time.

Q In evaluating handwriting, do variations in the

handwriting amount to similarities sometimes?
A Yes, sir.
Q With reference to attachment 3, lines --

JUDGE BLOCH: Is he going to explain that? I
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don't understand how a variation amounts to a similarity.
Mayb»> he can explain that.
BY M. WATKINS:

Q With reference to attachment 3, lines 3, 4, and
5, is that the case here?

A Yes, sir. I was able to prove that the
variations in the way that he makes the "7s" appears in
his standards of writing which are similarities to his
writing. So a variation is a similarity. 1It's not a
difference.

If can you find the variations in the writing.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Similar to another sample?
It doesn't mean that the two variations are similar to
each other?

THE WITNESS: No, sir.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1It's similar to the other sample?

THE WITNESS: Nc, sir. Saimilar to the other
standards of writing

JUDGE BLNACH: Okay.

MR. WATKINS: We have nothing further.

JUDGE BLOCH: Thank you, Mr. Chaney, you are
excused. Thank you for your testimony.

THE WITNESS: Thank you, sir. 1I'm sorry about
the microscope. 1 apologize.

JUDGE BLOCH: Those thincs nappen. Thank you.
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1 Mr. Watkins, was this the only handwriting expert you
2 consulted?
. 3 MR. WATKINS: Yes. For the record we did
B explore the possibility of chemical analysis but we were
5 told that, first, it's very difficult; second of all, it
6 would have destroyed the originals; and third, you can
" rarely be conclusive. I mear we could have shown that all
8 of the ink on the weld data card was ink from a Bic pen.
9 But it wouldn't have told you whether it was ink from two

10 different Bic pens.

11 MR. ROISMAN: I assume none of that is
12 evidentiary and has nothing to do with -- if the Applicant
‘ 13 wants to put in testimcny on the questions that were

14 raised --

15 JUDGE BLOCH: 1It's argument only. It is not

16 testimony.

17 MR. WATKINS: 1 agree.

18 Your Honor, I wonder if I could have a brief recess to

19 consult with Mr. Chaney about copies of the exhibits.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Sure. How much time?
21 MR. WATKINS: Three minutes? Five?
22 JUDGE BLOCH: Let's make it five minutes.
. 23 (Recess.)
24 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will please come to

25 order. Mr. Watkins?
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1 MR. WATKINS: We have Cecil Manning.
2 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman? I thought we were

. 3 doing Mr.

Brandt. I didn't know we were doing

= Mr. Manning now. And I would also like to address this

5 interrogatories question.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Well, before you get to the

7 interrogatories question, do you have a problem with going
8 with Mr. Manning?

9 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. We are prepared to do Brandt

10 and not to do Manning at this time. In other words, we
11 are not prepared to do the Corry Allen stuff now. We are
12 prepared to do the liner plate matters now.
‘ 13 JUDGE BLOCH: HNow you have a real problem
14 because Mr. Watkins told me that they are prepared to
15 start with Mr. Brandt on the Corry Allen matters.
16 MR. ROISMAN: They never talked to us about it.
17 We have our people here up from Texas specifically to do
18 the liner plates and that's where we focused our attention.
19 I don't know what the Staff's situation is. But I mean,
20 up until now, my assumption had been that the order of
21 things was that we would do them in the order in which
22 they have arisen. Mr. Chaney we tock out of order at the
. 23 Applicant's request because they wanted to get him in and
24 out and so forth, and that was fine. But we expected that

25 we would do Mr. Brandt on the items which were still, if
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1 you will, his direct testimony on the liner plates and not
2 rebuttal testimony on a witness called only relatively
. 3 recently.
B JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Watkins, does this
5 misunderstanding pose a serious problem for applicants?
6 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Manning has come up from Texas
7 to be here this morning and he is going back this
8 afternoon. If we have to send him back, I guess we'd want
9 to know when he's going to have to come back and when we
0 are going to do the Corry Allen cross.
11 Our situation is different. Perhaps it wasn't clear
12 from the colloguy. My understanding was we would go with
. 13 Mr. Manning and then with Mr. Brandt's Corry Allen
14 rebuttal. That's what we are prepared to do.
15 JUDGE BLOCH: The Court isn't clear on what the
16 understanding was s0 I can't side with either side at this
X7 point.
18 JUDGE GROSSMAN: What was the Staff's
19 understanding?
20 MR. TREBY: There were not discussions. I don't
21 recall that we had any discussions amongst the parties.
22 We assumed that the travelers was going to be the first
. 23 order of business after Mr. Chaney; based, I guess, on the
24 conversation last week when the board inquired as to

25 whether we would go forward with these matters or continue
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to go forward with the 0.B. Cannon. The Intervenors said:
No, they wanted to do the travelers. So I assumed that
was going to be the first order of business. But that was
just my assumption. It wasn't based on any conversations
with any of the parties.

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Watkins, what would you
suggest?

MR. WATKINS: A five-minute recess so we can
consult with the Intervenors.

JUDGE BLOCH: Granted.

(Recess.)

JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.
The parties have reached an agreement that we can go
forward on the liner plates at 12:30 today, having
completed our lunches. Mr. Roisman would like to address
the interrogatories.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, we have not received
a copy of these until this morning and in looking at the
service list it appears that we were never served with a
copy either. I would like to move to strike the document.

JUDGE BLOCH: The service list we have it on
page 2.

MR. ROISMAN: Yes, but if you look at
introduction of the service list it says that there are

two classes of people on that list who got service. One
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1 got it first class mail who have a single asterisk.

2 Others who got it hand delivered, they have a double

. 3 asterisk. If you look next to our name, we have neither.
4 Which is consistent with the fact because we didn't get it.
5 JUDGE BLOCH: It seems to me the proper remedy
6 is declare it served now rather than strike it.
7 MR. ROISMAN: Well, it seems to me that we have

8 a sworn statement here by an attorney from the applicant
9 that indicates that they didn't make service of this on us,
10 or indicates that they did when they didn't. One or the

11 other. And so I want a remedy.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: It appears there's a deficiency.
. 13 The remedy is right now.

I MR. WATKINS: Every service list that I have

15 seen doesn't have an asterisk. 1I'm trying to track down

16 whether this was served last Tuesday. 1 thought it was.
17 I apologize for the lack of the asterisk, but I think the

18 chairman's point is well taken.

19 MR. ROISMAN: 1It's the lack of service, not the
20 lack of the asterisk that we are complaining about.
21 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. I see you leafing through

22 it, you have it now --
’ 23 MR. ROISMAN: We have it here. I would like the
24 responses to the discovery to be three days after it was

25 allegedly served -- I would like to move now that it have
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¥ the normal discovery response time to it and not anything

2 like this. We certainly can't begin to look at it or

3 address it between now and the end of next week, since we
4 have got nothing but hearings or other commitments between
5 now and the end of next week.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Watkins?

7 MR. WATKINS: The reason we requested a response
8 by last Friday is that so we could use, attempt to use the
9 materials in connection with Mr. Brandt's testimony which

10 has now been filed. So the request makes sense.
11 JUDGE BLOCH: There appears to be a problem of

12 not having served the document. It seems strange to speed

. 13 up the answer to a document that hasn't properly been
14 served.
15 MR. WATKINS: Perhaps you misunderstood. 1I'm
16 not suggesting that the answer be speeded up. How much

17 time are you requesting?

18 MR. ROISMAN: I think under the rules it's 30

19 days from service so we would want 30 days from today.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that because the rules provide

21 that or because you need that much time? After all, the

22 purpose that the board has in setting deadlines is to do
. 23 what's fair and necessary.

24 MR. ROISMAN: I understand. 1 see 15 questions,

25 most of it subparts. And, if I understand -- and I have



21189.0 20533
BRT

1 not read it but I glanced at a couple of the questions --

2 the thrust seems to do with us giving full bases for

. 3

4 information came from. It will involve =--

certain statements and full explanations of where various

5 JUDGE BLOCH: It's complex. 1 agree.

6 MR. ROISMAN: As I said, I think the next two

[ ; weeks are out for us, so we don't even start on it until
8 at the end of two weeks from now. And I've got ==

9 Ms. Garde is still attending law school and they expect

10 exams to be taken sometime around the end of this year.

11 JUDGE BLOCH: You want 30 days from today?
12 MR. ROISMAN: Yes, please.
. 13 JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that a problem, Mr. Watkins?
14 MR. WATKINS: Yes, please.
15 JUDGE BLOCH: The expedited deadlines are struck

16 and the 30-day deadline in the rules is reinstated. The
17 hearing is adjourned until 12:30 p.m.
18 MR. ROISMAN: Thank you.
19 (Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the hearing was
20 recessed, to reconvene at 12:30 p.m., this same day.)
21
22
‘.' 23
24

25
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AFTERNOON SESSION (12:30 p.m.)
Whereupon,

GEORGE W. CHANEY
was resumed as a witness and, having been previously duly
sworn, was examined and testified further as follows:

JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.
Just after the break, the chairman approached CASE and
Applicants separately and asked whether opening statements
would be appropriate this afternoon, and the last we heard
Mr. Roisman could make a brief opening statement if he
chooses and Mr. Watkins has said he would not respond --
or at least probably wouldn't,

MR. WATKINS: I have a response but it's
nonsubstantive -- I have a statement and it's nonsubstantive.

JUDGE BLOCH: Do you choose to make an opening
statement, Mr. Roisman, or would you rather pass that?

MR. ROISMAN: As I understand it, the board had
asked the parties the question, in light of the testimony
that has come in and the statements that were made by CASE
and the responding testimony from the Applicant, did we
want to indicate, sort of, where are we now? Where does
that stand? And if that's what the board wishes, I'm
prepared to do that.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1I'd appreciate that.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In some generalized way and not
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1 intended to represent a definitive statement.
The liner plate issue started because Susie Neumeyer
. indicated that she was forced against her will to sign off
on certain liner plate documents; that a fit-up and

cleanliness had taken place on a date substantially

earlier than the date on which she was asked to sign off,

~N O 0 s wWwN

and that she didn't want to do that and eventually she did

it with the asterisks as we have seen on the document.

° ®

And the Applicants disputed that and they said she was not
10 forced to do it. And one of the reasons that we got into
31 the liner plate issue was to determine whether it was
12 reasonable to assume that Susie Neumeyer would have signed
. id off these documents, without having complained; and that,
14 in turn, depended on whether the documents were in proper
15 order or not. And so we started that process.
16 I think with respect to that issue, the record is now
17 fairly clear that Ms. Neumeyer was right; that there were
18 a lot of things wrong with the documents, not only the
19 ones that she was signing off but others, and that a
20 skilled QC level inspector, of her level of competence,
21 would have been extremely concerned about signing them off
22 and that therefore there's at least credence to her
. 23 statement that she did it only under duress and not
24 voluntarily.

25 The record shows that the utility's principal witness
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on this matter, Mr. Brandt, has conceded that there were
problems not previously identified with the documents;
that there have now, even as recently as within the last
couple of weeks, been new NCRs written with regard to the
documents, and of those some 18 or 20 of the documents
were ones actually that Ms. Neumeyer was signing off on
that night.

So, on that -- for lack of a better term -- somewhat
narrow question, I think that CASE has made the point that
it set out to make and that the -- that there's probably
relatively little additional that further testimony is
going to shed on that, at least through Mr. Brandt.

Presumably, Applicant could bring back another witness
and we tried to say, well, we told her all those problems
and she said: Gee, I'm glad to sign it. But at this
state in the record =-

There was a second question which was also part of this
proceeding but admittedly didn't start off to be part of
what got us into the whole liner plate question, and that
is: What is the role of documents and procedures in the
QC program at Comanche Peak? And documents are intended
to be freestanding documentation, if you'll pardon, the
representation, of the existence of certain events, which
is why we started off by saying here are the documents,

and anybody can read them and draw their own conclusions
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of an ability to establish that fit-up and cleanliness
were done on the outside wells by saying that on second
look it was determined that it was not safety-important to
know whether fit-up and cleanliness were done -- if you
can do that after the fact then the existence of the flaw
in the original procedure can be ignored. It doesn't
matter.

And, related to that, it seems to me, are two questions:
One, just is that approach right? And, again it's not an
evidentiary question, it's a quasi-legal question based on
documentation -- do the regulations permit that kind of,
if you will, documentary backfitting? And secondly, what
is the Applicant's response with respect to the discovery
that, with respect to the liner plates there were
breakdowns, that there were proper procedures that were
not followed. If Mr. Brandt is correct, even if this --
they were innocuous to the question of safety. And that
goes to a question constantly occurring in these
proceedings, and that is: How does the Applicant treat
bad news? Does it do damage control or does it look tor
the root of the problem? And again, I think the answer
here is fairly clear. Applicants, with many opportunities
to do so, have never shown us that we went back and did
anything remote like a thorough investigation to find out

how and why these various problems arose in the first
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place and how widely did the problem reach?

We have just looked at a snapshot, a piece of the whole
liner plate issue at the plant. Because we've only looked
at reactor cavity, unit number 2. We haven't looked at
transfer canals, we haven't looked at the fuel pool
building, and we haven't looked at reactor number 1. And
even there applicant's testimony, if we take it as
complete at this point, stops the investigation well short
of even the whole reactor cavity in unit number 2.

It goes to the limits, essentially, of what my team
here points out and Mr. Brandt then proceeded to
investigate up to the point that my team has investigated.
His investigations and the company's investigations don't
appear to go beyond that,

The third thing that comes out of this, which is == and
at this point I think it's fair to say that we begin to
rub against the edge of, if not actually intrude upon, the
other side of the hearing -- is the disclosure of specific
subsequent problems with the liner plates as revealed by
these documents,

And there's quite a number of these on which the
testimony of the utilities is, in a sense, a concession
that the problems were there,

Farly on Mr. Brandt admitted that the proper form was

never used during a discrete period of time back in '78
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for the recording of this material. He has indicated that
there were forms on which the word "sat" apparently was
written before any inspector ever got to the form. And of
course, that means that there is no wav for the inspectors
to record "unsat," so we have a trending problem. Every
time an inspector views a weld, if the form said "sat" on
it, he didn't cross that through and write "unsat," he
said, "I can't sign yet." That's the best we can say of
what happened, 8So we don't have a trending situation. We
don't have reports of unsat conditions, because these
forms that were used didn't seem to lend themselves to
that, They weren't like the traveler that we looked at
this morning in conjunction with weld 40 C ==

JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sorry, you interpret
Mr. Brandt's testimony as substantiating that statement in

that the inspectors, when there was a form already marked

sat, would initial it or not do it, but never indicate unsat?

MR. ROISMAN: I would say it was a concession by
omission rather than a concession by admission. Unlike
the first point which I made, in which I think there's a
concession by admission.

I would note, by the way, that a similar kind of
inability to record unsat conditions, and only to be able
to report sat conditions, was the source of $§120,000 fine

to the Midland nuclear plant some years ago, 8o it's not a
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matter of insignificance in our judgment.

Third, there is the problem of the chit, and the use of
the chit.

Here again, I think there is essentially no doubt, by
looking at the procedures, that chits had a very
specialized way in which they were to be used. The
documents were required to be maintained in the millwright
office. The chit was to go to the field. It was to have
the inspection reported on it and then the chit was to be
brought back to the office. And when it got back to the
office that same day, the information from the chit was to
be recorded on the form and then the chit was to go to the
vault. And this was apparently a way that the company
devised for dealing with the problem, that you didn't take
the traveler to the field and yet you had to have some
record that you made when you were in the field that was a
true document,

Well, we note that didn't happen. We know the chits
didn't reach the vault. We know the chit's information
didn't get recorded simultaneously on the forms and that's
apparent throughout the forms.

Now, in addition, we show that we have forms that were
signed on the days that certain chits were dated. And yet
similar chits, ostensibly dated the same day, don't show

for a signature: This is the step 1, the fit-up and
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cleanliness line, where there was a chit and a date for
that chit; and then lines 2 and 3, we have another chit
for the line 2 and 3 inspection, and a signature c¢n lines
2 and 3 for the same date that appears on all three chits.
But no signature on line 1. And it is that that creates
an unexplained anomaly, which there's nothing in the
record here to indicate that it's anything other than what
it appears to be, which is that the inspector did not do
the inspection on the same dav, contrary to what it says
on the face of the chit. Or that he did it on the same
day, and followed procedures for steps 2 and 3 and ignored
procedure for step 1.

Either way, it's a choice of which improper procedure
was done. But in either event, there was an improper
procedure,

The fourth problem is the problem of whether we are
dealing with ASME or non-ASME matters here,

At some places in his testimony, Mr. Brandt is very
clear that he says: This is not an ASME system, and thus
we did not have to and did not follow ASME code, except to
the extent that we used it for welder qualifications.
Beyond that it is not a relevant document.,

We have cited the regulations of the agency, and
procedures, to indicate that the liner plates in the -~

throughout, for wherever you are going to have spent fuel,
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seismic verification,

and the like.

controversy at this point is not explained.

20543

in fact, ASME components; that they have to have

That point of

It remains.

Our case is based upon the documents and now Mr. Brandt's

essentially admission, although he feels it's not an

admission that causes him tirouble,

it wasn't being done under ASME.

but his admission that

JUDGE BLOCH: Can I take it that the case where

it's required to be under ASME is based on NRC standards

and codes?

MR. ROISMAN: That's correct.

JUDGE BLOCH: And it really doesn't have to

depend on evidence?

MR. ROISMAN: No.

And that's our point. Either

we have the correct view of those regulations and

standards or we don't.

It's not that we are putting on

someone's opinion that says that they think it is or is

not .

I would note that in his testimony Mr. Brandt does

proviae us with a number of documents that reference ASME.

For instance,

in the early procedures for the liner plates,

the procedures that were in place up through the early

part of '79, they all use as a reference point the ASME

code,

Mr.

Brandt has added to it.

But there again,

and they use it without the qualifiers that

it's not so
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1 much what he thinks the code says or what we think it says,

2 it's what you think it says. He's not an expert to tell
. 3 you how to read those. That will be something for the

K board to decide.

5 But I think it is important to note that basically the

6 battle lines are drawn on those. There is no more

7 evidence to be had. It is or it is not in. There's a

8 concession that, if we are right about what the codes say,

9 then the company has violated them,

10 Mr, Brandt doesn't say that he reads the code

11 differently, he just says, essentially, that Gibbs & Hill
12 decided that, in their judgment it didn't make sense to
. 13 apply the code to that part cular thing, and so they wrote
14 up procedures that excluded it. And that's apparently
15 true for procedures after '78 and early '79. But in '78
16 and '79, the documents in question reference the ASME code
17 specifically.
18 JUDGE BIOCH: Do we know about the application
19 documents? Whether they required ASME or not?
20 MR. ROISMAN: Do you mean the PSAR and FSAR? No,
21 we do not. I mean that's knowable, but we don't know have
22 that information.
. 23 Now, in point number 5, Mr. Brandt, during his October
pL 3rd testimony, which is prefiled, and transcript pages 345

25 to 360 and 361, tells us that he has gone through the
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documentation and he has -- that is, the liner plate
documentation for unit 2 -- and that all the problems in
his judgment have been identified and that deficiency
paper written on it.

We now know from his current prefiled testimony that at
least five additional NCRs had to be written on some 30 or
40 liner plate documents.

That's not just a "aha, we caught you" sort of thing.
It's more important because Mr. Brandt has, on a number of
occasions, testified at this hearing that he's done
something and he's satisfied and therefore you should be
satisfied that it's okay because he's checked it. And it
appears that the nature of that check and the thoroughness
of that check is brought into substantial question by that
very question that we have here.

Six, Mr., Brandt has indicated at the same transcript
pages -- I'm sorry, yes, I'm sorry -- the same transcript
pages -- and this is sort of a variation on, again, what
1'1l call the Brandt theory =-- and that is that the
procedure i=s only of concern to him if he subsequently
finds that there was a substantive reason why full
compliance with the procedure would be important. And, so,
on numerous occasions we wi'l have: Yes, we did violate
the procedure where that is undeniable, but not to worry

about it because it is not structure -- is one of the
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answers that we get -- or we checked the cleanliness and
fit-up on the inside after we've done it on the outside
anyway, and if there was a problem with fit-up we would
have picked it up -- and those sort of explanations, post
hoc rationalizations, seems to me, are again not a
matter on which we need more testimony. It's still a
question that, given that, was it a proper or improper
procedure to be taken in the case?

JUDGE BLOCH: I take it because there's two
issues: Was there a violation of procedures? And the
second one is, what's the significance of that? Was there
either a total breakdown in the area which would be a
concern, or did it safety significance?

So, even 1f there was a breakdown we would still have
to inquire further into the significance, so that
Mr. Brandt's testimony on safety significance would be
relevant although it may not explain why the procedure was
violated,

MR. ROISMAN: It would be relevant in the sense
that once you learn that, let's say a particular
cleanliness and fit-up had not occurred, whether you would
feel that unless it did occur you would have to flunk the
plant for the safety, not procedure, for the safety
problem. But it wouldn't bear == it wouldn't help on the

general question: Did the company meet 10 CFR part 50 B?
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One of the important points that we are making here is

that appendix B is not merely a make weight on the
question of whether the plant is safe, It is a
freestanding NRC regulatory requirement; and that even if
one could explain every single defect that a particular
procedural glitch was designed to have detected at an
earlier date, away as an insignificant safety matter, you
would not have passed the 10 CFR part 50 appendix B test.
You would have yourself still having to establish -- now,
admittedly if you had 10 isolated examples would you have
to weight that and decide how important was that in the
overall question of how demanding was the 10 CFR 50 B.
But it's not enough to answer that I don't have to go back
and redo the fit-up and cleanliness tests bhecause I can
write it off.

And of course, I'll mention in a moment there's still
controversy over whether you could write it off. But, I'm
trying to establish what we are not really debating about
any more,

Next, With regard to the existence of a substantial
time period between when fit-up and cleanliness tests were
done and when welding was done, essentially on transcript
45,373, 45,394, and 45,400 <= and when I'm talking about
transcript, I'm talking about transcript page numbers put

on Mr, Brandt's prefiled testimony, which is the way the
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Applicants helped identify it, just as we did with the
depositions this summer in Glenrose.

That here again, the gap is explained by the untested
hypothesis that if a welder came back to do the weld four
years later and cleanliness and fit-up had been done in
the first instance, he would check or should we check and
make sure that it was still clean and that the fit-up was

still proper and that they would never weld if it wasn't

e @ N &0 v e W oN

all right., And thus you didn't need the inspector.

—
o

Obviously, that line of logic would extend to all the

—
—

inspections. Ali the inspectors are doing the work that

—
LS

is a follow-up or a test of the work of presumably

competent, well-qualified well-intentioned welders,

-
w

14 electricians and the like, Nevertheless, the requirement
15 is there,
16 JUDGE BLOCH: They said the fit-up and
17 cleanliness are not required at all for the line?
18 MR. ROISMAN: For some they have said that the
19 fit-up and cleanliness is not required for the -« well ==
| 20 they said that cleanliness is not required as a safety
i 21 matter, now. Not that it wasn't procedurally required,
| 22 But that after the fact you could ilgnore it because it was

only relavant (f structure was the function of the weld,

&~
—

vl
-

[f the weld was to be leak tight, that could be tested

o~
o

with the vacuum box test and the hydrostatic tests, and
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that would allow you to ignore the cleanliness problem, if
there had been one that was undetected.

On the fit-up question, I think there's a little bit
more ambiguity about that. On the one hand, if the fit-up
appears to be something that's important and yet it's not
always clear that the first fit-up is verifiable -~ but 1
believe Mr, Brandt's position is that when they get to the
inside of the wald they recheck the fit-up. And thus, if
it's still okay it must have been okay in the first
instance., Or, if it's okay now, it doesn't matter whether
it was okay in the first instance,

Now, that disputes the fact that there are two separate
fit-up tests for the two sided welds,

Next ==

JUDGE BLOCH: Is there going to be any evidence
that that's wrong? I understand that it's required twice.
But 1t is wrong, physically on that?

MR. ROISMAN: You mean on the question of
whether or not you can ignore the cleanliness because they
Are not structure?

JUDGE BLOCH: No. On the question of whether a
fit-up inspection on the inside necessarily entails
satisfactory fit-up on the outside?

MR. ROISMAN: We have no evidence to offer at

this point, in an affirmative nature, on that, We may
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have some questions for Mr. Brandt but we don't have an

independent expert that we are offering at this point on
that question.

Next, there's the question of whether chits were
available for all of the inspections. And there's a
concession that -- this is on pages 45,369, 45,376, and 45,39),
that there were instances in which there weren't chits.
But there is a signature on the appropriate line of the
form, of the traveler form; and, thus, that is a
verification that the inspection was done.

And, again, I *hink all the testimony needed is in on
that. The real question is, given what we know about what
the procedures were, is that a legitimate way to conclude
that the inspections wer: done, The traveler had to stay
at the millwright shop and could not go to the field by
procedure. The chit was the record of what took place in
the field, If there's no chit and there's just a
signature on the line, there are two equally plausible
explanations: One 18 the signature was put on the line
after looking at a chit which subsequently got lost ==
which is the one that Mr. Brandt would have us follow; and
the other is the signature was put on the line without any
c¢hit having been lcoked at and either the document was
taken to the field in violation of procedures, since it

was a control Jdocument and not to go to the field, or (t
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was assumed that the inspection had been done, but it had
not actually been recorded in any way and thus this was
done as a post hoc recordation of the inspection.

Fourth == I'm sorry =-- next, hardly fourth, and this is
a point which was explored by Judge Grossman during the
hearings in September, there is the problem of the
handwriting on some of the inspection lines.

There is not any question but that on some of the lines
the word "sat" and the date and the signature are in
different handwritings. There's a question regarding
whether that has any significance. But tnat it happened
seems now to be generally conceded and it's just a
question == Mr. Brandt gives us his explanation of that at
45,379 and 380,

JUDGE BLOCH: Did the explanation involve the
issuance of any deficiency paper to investigate what
happened?

MR. ROISMAN: No. No, it does not., 1 believe
Mr. Brandt's statement is, and I'm sure at an appropriate
time he or his counsel will correct me if 1'm wrong =~ but
I believe his explanation is that the signature is the key
and that the person who signs it won't sign it whether “"sat"
is there or not, It's unsat unless it's "sat,” and unless
that date is the right date. Thus, even if the signature

was put in after the "sat" was in and after the date was
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there, the signature is the documentation, if you will.
JUDGE BLOCH: Just like the form was preprinted
with "sat," and it just doesn't matter.
MR. ROISMAN: Precisely. That is correct.

Next, there is what I'll call the Brandt hypotheses.
In a number of instances we have identified events which
seem to have no explanation., Mr. Brandt hypothesizes an
explanation, not surprisingly an innocent one, in which
nothing wrong has occurred.

An example of that would be at transcript page 45,476,
where we've identified the fact that a form was signed on
the wrong line, for purposes of doing the inspection. And
he looks at some extraneous events and testifies about
them, and says that he believes that it was nothing more
than just a mistake, that it was signed on the wrong line
and that the failure, in effect, for the documentation to
match the events is just an innocuous glitch,

The problem with that, of course, is that the
hypothesis is not testimony and that we are left -- and
will, of course, in our proposed findings give you several
other hypotheses that will equally well fit the fact
situation and are substantially less innocent. The event
remains there and there is no real evidence that rebuts
the more sinister hypotheses that one might draw from it,

The next point <~ and I'm having a little trouble
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reading my notes here -- has to do with the use of
different inspections for different welds. Mr. Brandt has
told us that certain types of welds -- that is, plate to
plate, on angle to plate, on angle to angle -- those give
you a different set of inspection procedures which you are
to follow. And thus the absence of a certain type of hold
point sign-off as to one of those is irrelevant, because
there is nothing to worry about.

What's difficult for us to follow is that there is nc
documentation of that.

It would appear that in the documents which have been
provided of the procedures for inspections, that the early
procedures -- the CP-QCI procedures, which were the ones
that were in existence up until '79 -- that these documents
covered QCI, which is a QC inspection. My understanding
is that there is also in existence a QCP, which is a QC
procedure,

If there is a set of procedures which allow you to
disregard certain hold points for certain types of welds
and not for others, that the QC procedure would include
that. That has not been provided. The document would be
KP-QC P-2.1, which would match CP=QC I1-2.11. == the first
one should have been two "ls" == 2,11,

JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that a document that you think

you should have had or we should have had? What's the
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1 status of that one?

~N

MR. ROISMAN: I think in the scope of what the
. board asked for, that to have had all the inspection
procedures, that only the inspecticn i1nstructions was
inadequate and that the inspection procedures should also

have been included.

e S - Y

JUDGE BLOCH: But you would infer that the

inspection procedure was in full effect if there was no

¢ @

instruction for not using it?
10 MR. ROISMAN: That's correct. The instruction
11 alone does not tell you you can treat the different types
12 of fit ups or different types of welds differently. It
. 13 tells you with some minor exceptions which are not
14 pertinent here, that they are all to be treated the same.
i5 JUDGE BLOCH: And on that score Mr. Brandt's
16 testimony would not be the best evidence? Would have to
| precede the QCP?
18 MR. ROISMAN: That's correct. We are surmising
19 what we think it shows because we haven't seen it, but
20 you'll note in the subsequent documents, you remember they
21 changed the lettering and we later got a document that has
22 lettering such as QI-QP-11.14.
. 23 Now, that appears to be a merger of the QI instruction
24 and QP procedure into one document. That, again, is also

25 just a surmiee, that that's what all those letters really
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1 stand for and that it's not just randomly selected letters.

2 Lastly we have in this category, is the Cole paper, and
. 3 its relevance on the entire issue.

4 Certainly the first explanation of Mr. Cole's discharge,

5 given under oath by Mr. Purdy, is inconsistent with the

6 actual paper produced in the other side of the proceeding --

7 well, I guess in this side of tne proceeding. The

8 deficiency paper was in the other side. And that is,

9 there was some irregularity about how he dealt with

10 documents that caused his discharge. The paper does not

11 on its face tell us whethar that was because of

12 falsification or simple error, and there are no examples
. 13 attached of which were the things that he does that were

14 wrong.

15 Our point, as you remember, was that if Mr. Cole's

16 reason for discharge was such that it cast doubt upon the

17 work that he did at the plant, then one should have to go

18 back and re verify all the work that he did at the plant.

19 I think it is not relevant for that inquiry,

20 particularly, whether the work was in error because of

21 falsification or an error because of incompetence, which

22 seems to be at least on its face what the Applicants were
‘ 23 claiming was the reason for the discharge. The same point

24 is made.

25 I would note -- ask the board to take official notice
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1 of the document in the other side of the proceeding, that
2 the absence of deficiency pape:, of course, means that

. 3 there was no trending and thus no way for anyone to even
4 be notified outside of those immediately involved, that
5 maybe we should spotcheck the Cole documents given that
6 he's been making a mistake. If it seemed to be a bunch of
4 random mistakes that didn't seem to be repetitive, you
8 might draw one conclusion; if all the mistakes were in one
° way, you might draw other conclusions about the adequacy
10 of training or Mr. Cole -- apparently that has all been lost,
11 since there was no record kept of it at all. That's
12 pertinent to our part of the case either way.

. 13 In addition to those, I don't mean to suggest that
14 that's exhaustive but more illustrative points, where I
15 think we really don't have much more that this record
16 needs to say.
17 There are four major unanswered questions. Again, I
18 think these unanswered questions, even more so does the

19 overlap between the issue in our proceeding and the issue

20 in the other side of the proceeding occur.

21 First, we have the question which was raised by

22 Ms. Neumeyer and on which there is no complete answer, and
' 23 that is whether or not the words "fit-up and cleanliness"

24 were written on the chit sometime after Ms. Neumeyer saw

25 the chits. All we have is the reality that most of those
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chits were written in one of two hands, where "fit-up and
cleanliness" was written, and on its face where they
appear they were not written by the same person who wrote
the other information on the chit, either ordering the
inspection or the inspector himself or herself.

JUDGE BLOCH: We have exhibits by which we are
to conclude that through our own examination of the
handwritings?

MR. ROISMAN: Well, yes or no, absent the
originals to see whether it's the same pen, same color pen
or something. You don't necessarily have the most, but
you do have enough, I think, on itu face, to show -- and
that the words "fit-up and cleanliness" were basically
written by one of two people on most of the chits which
are attached to these travelers.

JUDGE BLOCH: So, if we were to conclude that,
would we have to request that the evidence -- request the
evidence directiy? Or would we be able to see that
without seeing the originals of the chits?

MR. ROISMAN: You can conclude that, without
more, that they were all written essentially by one of two
people. What you can conclude without them in front of
you is that Ms. Neumeyer concludes, sometime after she did
the signing of the liner plate documents or before that

date, and presumably contemporaneously with the production
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1 of the chits, which I believe Mr. Brandt has said. That's
2 a nonresclved question at this point. We siwply have
. 3 contrary testimony of two people.
4 I would say that on balance Ms. Neumeyer is giving us
5 eyewitness testimony. Mr. Brandt is giving us testimony
6 based on a variation of hearsay and confidence in the
7 process.
8 That is, he didn't see Ms. Neumeyer's chits, she did.
9 And she said they were blank. And he doesn't say: Oh, no,
10 I saw the same ones and they were written on. He tells us,
11 instead, that cleanliness and fit-up designation were on
12 there at an earlier date. And that is apparently hearsay.
. . 13 I don't believe his work would have brought him in touch
14 with it in a personal way.
15 All right, secondly, we have this unanswered question
16 of whether the inspections were ever actually performed,
17 irrespective of what documentation may show.
18 Here again, if the documentation were in order such
19 that the inspection would appear to have taken place at
20 the time that the work took place, and the documentation
21 was signed at the right place at the right time and all
22 procedures had been followed, I think it's fair to say
. 23 there's a presumption under the act and under the
24 regulations that we can assume, that therefore the work

25 was done as he said it was done when it was done.
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1 Here we have a set of documents in which the
2 inspections were done at one time, the signatures were

* ;

done at a second time in a variety of different ways; and

B even as to those on which there was no deficiency paper

5 written and on which the Brandt paper applies to explain

6 that, well, it looks like it is okay now, you don't really
7 know the inspection took place because the one mechanism

8 that was put in place to answer that question failed.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: I take it that you are requesting

10 that we basically find there's a pattern in the
11 documentation that would be rebutted only by direct
12 testimony that the inspections were done?
. 13 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. I think the documents
14 themselves do not substantiate that the inspections were
15 done; that they could have only done that if they followed
16 the procedures that were done; that they could have
17 demonstrated that only if it were done in minor and
18 irrelevant ways. Ms. Neumeyer was asked several years
19 after the event took place to sign the document and say
20 the event took place at an earlier date, is itself enough
21 to raicse all of those guestions. All that's happened
22 since Ms. Neumeyer's testimony is that in addition to her
‘ 23 140 or so travelers, we have now seen another 1100, that
24 we found that there was a lot more of that that went on,

25 signing on the lines on days different than when the
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1 inspections were done and not following the clearly laid

2 out procedure on that.
. 3 Third, there's still the question of: How did the
B procedural breakdown occur and what did the Utility do to
5 respond to that?
6 As early as June of 1979, an article appeared in the

7 Fort Worth Star Telegram quoting from a former welder by
8 the name of Dave from the plant, in which he says "the

9 concrete wall encasing the liners will absorb the

10 leakage." He says, "It will never leave the reactor

11 itself.” But the thing of it 1s, it was all done wrong.

12 If that's done out of procedure, 1 wonder how much else is?
. 13 And Butler was wondering about the welds done on the fuel

14 pool liners when he was there as a welder, according to

15 the article.

16 We know, beyond this newspaper, that in '81 and '82, J.R.

17 Dillingham was raising concerns about this.

18 JUDGE BLOCH: What would we make of the hearsay

19 reports through the newspapers?

20 MR. ROISMAN: Only that the company was on

21 notice that there was something in error and only a way of

22 you being able to test what kind of notice they had, what
‘ 23 was the nature of the response. It is not an effort -- no,

24 of course it could be -- to say that Mr. Butler was right

25 or even that Mr. Dillingham was right. But Mr. Brandt
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1 also was an early observer of this problem. As he
2 testified in 1982 when he first came to the site, he

. 3 became aware that the wrong form was being used for a

B number of these liner plate travelers and that's when he
5 revised the procedures and clarified that. But there was
6 no investigation done at that time to determine how did
7 that happen and how widespread was the problem.
8 JUDGE BLOCH: And you think that under part B --
9 appendix B, rather, there was a requirement to undertake
10 an investigation at tha£ time to find ont the cause of the

11 deficiency?

12 MR. ROISMAN: In order to be able to determine
. 13 the breadth of the problem; that's right. If it was a

14 single person or if it was a major problem throughout the

15 plant.

16 I would note that in the current testimony filed by

17 Mr. Brandt that was filed just last week, that a number of

18 NCRs have been written on documents which were already in

19 the vaults. And even now Mr. Brandt's testimony does not

20 tell us that the presence of documents which were in

21 violation of procedure to the point that an NCR could have

22 been written, has produced anything more than an NCR to
‘ 23 deal with the document.

24 We still, to this moment, there is no full scale

25 investigation being conducted by the Utility into the
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question of admitted breakdown -- forgetting about the
controversial ones -- the admitted breakdown in the
documentation and procedure for the plant.

JUDGE BLOCH: You are also suggesting a
breakdown in the documentary view process which allowed
the documents to go to the vault?

MR. ROISMAN: Sure. Absolutely. It went all
the way through the system and some of them -- I guess now
the NCR was written, they come out of the vault. Yes.

Here again I think the major question is: Utility
response to the breakdown, and what does that show us?

And, lastly, there is the question raised --

JUDGE BLOCH: What was three?

MR. ROISMAN: I'm sorry, three was that --

JUDGE BLOCH: The vault?

MR. ROCISMAN: Yes. Three was the procedural
breakdown on which they have had notice and still have not
done this investigation to find out why and how it
happened, to root out the root cause of it.

And lastly, using the hypotheses approach, what
hypothesis that neatly fits the facts of how it happened,
that you had so many signatures that looked -- that are
the same by the same people on the same day or very nearly

the same day, and that you had a set of forms that

apparently had "sat" prewritten on them, and that you had
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all of these people, like Dillingham, complaining that the
documentation may have been missing -- one explanation,
one hypothesis that fits all those facts, is that a
substantial number of control documents were lost at the
plant site sometime in 1978-80 time period; and that after
they were lost, a new set of documents was created,
applying the thesis that all that work wouldn't have been
done and approved if it hadn't been done right, so what we
are doing is morally acceptable even though procedurally
irregular.

And, what we show as an example of that is the Exhibit
Number 2 which is attached to our supplemental filing,
which is a copy of the proper form as required back in
1978 for doing liner plate inspections; the form which
Mr. Brandt had indicated had not been used.

Mr. Brandt's testimony here, his most recent testimony
says: Well, that's on the transfer canal and it's not on
the liner plate cavity for reactor number 2, and I have
never pretended to be testifying about that.

But the form which appears on page 2 of that Exhibit 2,
that is the same form which you'll find attached to the
original procedures which were in place in '78 and '79.
And most importantly, you'll notice that the signature
line in the "sats" are there by Larry Wilkerson. His name

also appears all over reactor cavity number 2.
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So Larry Wilkerson, according to Exhibit 2 on page 2,
on the 2nd of May of 1978, or depending upon whether he's
from Canada or not, the 5th of February, 1978, was --

JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sorry, I don't understand that
part.

MR. ROISMAN: 1In Canada they write the dates
differently than we do. When you are using only numbers,
there's an ambiguity when you are on a low month.

JUDGE BLOCH: They don't usually use that in
Texas.

MR. ROISMAN: I don't know which they use in
Texas.

In any event, Mr. Wilkerson knew very well what the
right form was when he was using it. How do we explain
that Mr. Wilkerson, when working on reactor cavity 2, was
using the wrong form, not raising any question about it
and not being bothered by it? One explanation is that he
wasn't. He w;s using the right form over there too, but
he lost it. Not he personally, but it got lost in the
transfer of the documents. That's where we have the
anomaly of the wrong form being used. In the millwright
shop it was discovered and the millwrights used a document
which followed their QCQP -- strike the QCQP -~ whatever
those construction procedures are called -- and that's why

that form shows up for this large number of documents.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: Three and four are really tied
2 together. You can't prove four. You think because of the
. 3 possibility of four there's a stronger case for
+ investigation being done under three?
5 MR. ROISMAN: Yes, and also I think it's
6 important to identify what we felt were the major open
7 questions that a reasonable mind would want to inquire
8 into, in our judgment, further, based upon what we now
9 know -- what have we learned.
10 JUDGE BLOCH: Did you learn anything from
11 Mr. Brandt's testimony that leads you to want to drop any
12 of the former allegations that CASE made?
‘ 13 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. Mr. Brandt's testimony at
14 page -- this is -- this is not definitive and I will
15 confess to the normal advocate's error of not looking for
16 things that contradict me -- I did go through the
17 testimony at least to the point where I found one major
18 one: Mr. Brandt explains beginning at question and answer
19 on page 15, at question 7 of his just recently filed
20 testimony, that "our concern as expressed in -- on page 5
41 of Exhibit 1 to our supplemental filing regarding the use
22 of an improper welding procedure was in error because, in
. 23 fact, the welding procedure had been modified in time to
24 fully accommodate that."

25 Our analysis indicates that Mr. Brandt is correct, that
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1 we were not aware of that change, and that with respect to
2 those items, that we, in effect, we don't withdraw it but
. 3 we concede that his explanation is valid.
- JUDGE BLOCH: Will there be room at the
5 conclusion of Mr. Brandt's testimony to file further
6 stipulations which may narrow the issues? It sounds like
f | you have some that you think are important. Can we get
8 rid of the unimportant ones? Are there others that you
9 may be able to stipulate away?
10 MR. ROISMAN: I would never say "no" to that
11 question.
12 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. So there's a possibility we
. 13 should consider whether that might be helpful later. I
14 would hope the parties might talk about that possibility
15 themselves and then we would have that happen if there's
16 room for that on both sides.
17 MR. ROISMAN: I think probably the key to it
18 will be whether and to what extent we are able to agree:
19 What are the items on which you are not seeking testimony?
20 But it's your decision to make, rather than us to put
21 somebody on who says something, or the Applicant to put on
22 somebody who says the opposite.
. 23 The more of that -- we may have a broader view of what
24 those are than the Applicant may, so that may narrov some

25 of the items that we can stipulate on. But I'm more than
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amenable to talking it over with Mr. Watkins and
Mr. Hoffman, for the Staff.

JUDGE BLOCH: Have you concluded your
presentation?

MR. ROISMAN: With one addition. Since there's
been so much discussion about independent investigations
that were conducted by us, I thought at least for the
record that I should introduce my team. Of course next to
me is Ms. Garde, and to her right is Ms. Meddie Gregory,
who did much of the document analysis work.

To my left and sitting further back is Dobie Hatley,
who was a document control specialist at the company and
has been a document control specialist of ours; and at the
table with me is Ms. Neumeyer who, of all the people here
in the room, I believe is the only one who is qualified as
an ASME QC inspector. Should the board have any questions
about ASME QC procedures, Ms. Neumeyer is willing and we
are more than happy to put her on the witness stand to ask --
to answer questions about technical matters of that nature
that she has special qualifications to be able to answer.

JUDGE BLOCH: First we'd have to find out that
the ASME code is applicable; right?

MR. ROISMAN: And I think she could certainly
give you the opinion of someone who is an ASME inspector

on that question. Since you may remember it was she who
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was asked out of the inspectors to come and sign these
documents. That would of course have been unnecessary to
get a QC, an ASME QC inspector to sign them if they were
not themselves ASME QC documents.

JUDGE BLOCH: I think we'll be consistent on
that and rely on the code themselves rather than rely on
testimony about the codes.

Mr. Watkins, you said you had no response. Have you
changed your mind?

MR. WATKINS: I would like to reintroduce our
witness, C. Thomas Brandt, and announce that he would like
a brief recess.

JUDGE BLOCH: Sure. We'll come back at half
past.

(Recess.)

Whereupon,

C. THOMAS BRANDT
resumed the stand, having been previously duly sworn, was
examined and testified further as follows:

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Mr. Watkins?

MR. WATKINS: Mr. Brandt has testified and is
here to testify as to the technical merit or lack of merit
in many of the allegations just summarized by Mr. Roisman.
And I'll leave chat technical testimony to our expert.

Precious few of the travelers and the majority of the
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1 issues about which we are now talking have anything to do
2 with the testimony of Sue Neumeyer. We are now dealing
. 3 principally with purely technical issues regarding these
RS travelers.
5 We don't think that many of the issues that the

6 Intervenors have raised have any merit. I say we don't

7 think because we are not sure what their bases are for
8 making some of the statements that they make, for example
9 in their most recent additional allegations. For that

10 reason we filed interrogatories so that that we can find
11 out what the bases are.
12 If they are, as we suspect -- and many of those issues
. . lack merit -- tne majority of those are identified in
14 Mr. Brandt's testimony filed last week. We now believe,
15 and the responses to the interrogatories may indicate
16 further, that many of these issues are appropriate either
17 for summary disposition or, as the Chairman suggested,
18 certainly stipulations by the parties.
19 Mr. Roisman identified one. There are others.
20 Mr. Brandt has identified limited instances in which we
21 agree with the Intervenors that there were some problems
22 with some of the travelers and some of the welds.
. 23 These limitad number of cases indicate neither a
24 quality control breakdown as the Intervenors would have

25 the board believe nor do they have any safety significance
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1 as the board inquired. That concludes our statement.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: We, I assume, are going to be
. 3 briefed on the codes themselves rather than testimony.
B MR. WATKINS: You are not going to be briefed by

5 me. Mr. Brandt is here precisely for that reason.

€ Do you want a legal brief?

7 JUDGE BLOCH: We prefer to know from the codes
8 themselves what apply. We said that in the other side of
9 the case. We mean it. The documents should speak for

10 themselves.

11 MR. WATKINS: I believe the answer to that,

12 subject to correction by Mr. Brandt, should be found in

. 13 the FSAR -~

14 THE WITNESS: Would a reference to the safety
15 commitments in the FSAR answer your question?
16 JUDGE BLOCH: That may be a full answer. 1I'm

17 not sure what other documents apply. But if you think
18 that's the controlling document, yes, we would like to
19 have the citation.

20 THE WITNESS: I won't say the controlling

21 document, but that's a clear indication that it's not ASME.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: What is the citation?
‘ 23 THE WITNESS: 1It's in table 17, A-1l.
24 JUDGE BLOCH: And it has been that way since

25 when?
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THE WITNESS: I won't attempt to guess. I know
of no changes with regards to safety classification on the
fuel pool liners.
JUDGE BLOCH: I assume if there were,
Applicant's counsel will inform us?
MR. WATKINS: Ncted.

Mr. Chairman, the witness has been sworn before. If

you want to remind him that he continues to be under oath?

JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. You are reminded, Mr. Brandt.
Thank you.
EXAMINATION
BY MR. WATKINS:
Q Mr. Brandt, do you have before you a document

consisting of 18 pages of questions and answers with

attachments dated November 21, 19847

A Yes, I do.

Q Would you identify that document, please?

A It's titled "Prefiled testimony of C. Thomas
Brandt regarding CASE's further 'evidence' of a quality
control breakdown in the construction, installation, and
inspection of the stainless steel liner plate."

Q Is that your testimony, Mr. Brandt?

A Yes, it is.

Q Do you have any corrections to make in your
testimony?
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1 A No, I don't.
2 Q Is this testimony true and correct?
. 3 A Yes, it is.
“ MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, Applicants move the

5 admission into evidence of prefiled testimony of
6 Mr. Brandt that I have just identified.
7 JUDGE BLOCH: There being no objection, it is
8 admitted into evidence and may be bound into the
D transcript as if read.
10 May I ask for clarification whether the exhibits are
11 being offered as evidence also?
12 MR. WATKINS: Yes, your Honor, with this

. 13 qualification. My review of my document indicates that
14 some of these are illegible due to duplicating errors, and
1% we will supply legible copies to the parties and to the

16 board as quickly as we can.

17 CHAIRMAN BLOCH: And to the reporter?

18 MR. WATKINS: And to the reporter.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that a clear copy?

20 MR. WATKINS: The attachments are not clear and

21 that's why we are going to have to supply them.
22 (Discussion off the record.)

. 23 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll bind these in and make
24 provision for service of the other document at a later

25 time.
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November 21, 1984

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Matter of

UTILITIES GENERATING Docket Nos. 50-445-2 and

50-446-2

che Peak Steam Electric
ion, Units 1 and 2)

(Application for
Operating Licenses)

PREFILED TESTIMONY OF C. THOMAS BRANDT REGARDING
CASE'S FURTHER "EVIDENCE" OF A QUALITY CONTROL
BREAKDOWN IN THE CONSTRUCTION, INSTALLATION
AND INSPECTION OF THE STAINLESS STEEL LINER PLATE

Mr. Brandt, have you had an opportunity to review the memo-
randum concerning the stainless steel liner plate filed by
the Citizens Association for Sound Energy on llovember 15,
19842

Yes.

Mr. Brandt, directing your attention to page two of that
memorandum, CASE contends that applicants incorrectly
assert that the liner plate is not safety-related. Do you
see that passage?

Yes. It is set out in the first three paragraphs on the
page.

Is that contention correct?
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No. CASE's contention shows a lack of understanding of my
testimony and the procedures applicable to the fabrication
and installation of the stainless steel liner plate. As I
testified before, the fabrication and installation of the
stainless steel liner have been designated safety-related
activities by the architect engineer. I would like to note
my testimony on this point appears at page 45,315 of the
transcript of this proceeding. Therefore, CASE is factu-
ally incorrect ~hen it asserts that applicants have testi-
fied that the liner plate is not safety related. what I
testified to, and what CASE appears not to understand, is
that the welds in question are non=-structural; this point
is Aifferent from, and unrelated to, the fact that the
fabrication and installation of the liner plate are
safety-related activities.

The significance of the welds being non-structural is
that the architect-engineer 4id not impose stringent
requirements such as those imposed by the ASME code, for
the fabrication, installation, inspection and testing of
the liner and the welding associated with these activities,
The architect-engineer's Only concern was that the welds
not leak. Accordingly, welding on the liner place is not
now, nor has it even been, under the Jurisdiction of the
ASME Code.

Only two matters remotely tie the liner plate to ASME
activities, but neither of these matters apply ASME fabri-

cation and installation requirements to the liner plate.
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First, the specification for the liner plate requires that
welders who work on, and welding procedures used in connec-
tion with, the liner plate be qualified in accordance with
Section IX of the ASME Code. This Section, however, is
limited to the qualifications of procedures and welders,
and it is not a fabrication code. Accordingly, the Code's
fabrication requirements simply 4o not apply to the liner
plate. Second, as an administrati e matter, the inspection
group originally assigned to perform these inspections was
the ASME group. In February 1982, responsibility for these
ilnspections w~as transferred to the non-ASME inspection
group: this transfer was alsoc an administrative matter.
Again, I want to emphasize that these assignments were
unrelated to the applicability of the ASME Code require=-
ments to the fabrication and installation of the liner
plate.

Mr. Brandt, directing your attention to pages two and three
of CASE's memorandum, CASE asserts that the correct
traveler form was used for weld no. 988, and that you
either w~ere wrong in testifying that all travelers were
initiated on the wrong form or that you knew that some
travelers were 1nitiated on the correct farm and your
testimony w~as deceptive. Do you see these allegations?
Yes, I 2o,

Is CASE correct?
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No. First, my testimony was that I could find no evidence
that the correct traveler form was used before April 18,
1979. My review of the travelers indicates that the cor-
rect form was used after that date. Second, all of my
testimony, as I have stated several times, is limited to
the travelers for the Unit 2 refueling cavity, which is
located inside the Unit 2 reactor building. All thirteen
hundred travelers at issue in this proceeding are for that
cavity. I would like to point out that I made this point
on pages 15,921-923, 15,927 of the transcript of this pro-
ceeding. Traveller 988 cited by CASE is not for a weld in
this cavity. It is for a weld in the Unit 2 fuel transfer
canal, which is located inside the fuel building. This is
not only a completely different cavity: it is for a cavity
located in a completely Adifferent building. Thus, CASE's
allegation is premised on a traveler that was not even
included in the travelers that were the subject of my
testimony.

Cirecting your attention to page 3 of Exhibit I to CASE's
memorandum, CASE alleges that certain welds lack QC veri-
fication of the fit-up and cleanliness »f the outside
~welds. In support of this allegation, CASE identifies a
total of 147 welds which it claims lack QC verification of
the fit-up and cleanliness of outside welds Do you see
those allegations?

Yes I do.

Have you reviewed the travelers for these welds?
Yes.
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What were the results of your review?

In each instance, I found that there was either a chit
and/or a traveler documenting QC verification of the fit-up
and cleanliness of the outside weld. Accordingly, CASE's
allegation is factually wrong.

CASE asserts on page three of Exhibit 1, "j¢ is evident
that the chits [attached to the 147 travelers] were not
intended to verify step 1, but was [sic] intended to verify
Step 3 and/or 2 only." Is this correct?

No. The chits themselves reflect that they document QC
verification of the fit-up and cleanliness of the outside
weld.

CASE also alleges on pPage 3 that 170 other welds lack QC
verification for fit-up and cleanliness of the outside
weld. Did you review the documentation for these welds?
Yes,

What were the results of your review?

With the exception of weld 326, I found that there was a
chit and/or traveler substantiating the QC inspection of
the fit-up and cleanliness of the concrete side of these
welds. Thus, with the exception of weld 326, CASE's alle-
gation is factually ~rong.

Have you determined why there was no documentation verify-
ing the cleanliness and fit-up of the osutside weld for
traveler 13267

Yes, I have.
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Why was documentation of the QC verification for this weld
not found during your review?

The weld has not been made. It is a weld between an angle
and the top plate of the cavity, which as of November 20,
1984, had not yet been fit-up.

CASE next states on page four of Exhibit 1 that five welds
lacked QC verification of fit-up and cleanliness for the
outside welds prior to welding which allegedly renders
their conditions indeterminate, contrary to procedure and
10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix 3, Criteria V. Do you agree
with this characterization?

I cannot agree with CASE's position. 1 do agree with
CASE's contention that, because of the dates of the signa-
tures, the chits attached to these traveliers do not
definitely establish that the five cleanliness and fit-up
inspecticns were performed prior the time the backing strip
was tack-welded to the plates. This is a violation of site
procedures, and I have directed that an NCR be written to
address this deficiency.

While I agree that there is a paper problem with these
five travelers, I cannot agree that the deficiency is tech-
nically significant. The fit-up of the plates associated
with the travelers identified by CASE was reverified and
documented and the cleanliness of the inside joint was
verified and documented prior to making the inside welds.
Under these circumstances, the verification of the fit-up

and cleanliness of the plates prior to tack-welding the
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backing Strip to the plates is not a technical concern.

The only purpose of verifying the cleanliness of the plates
prior to tack-welding the backing Strip to the plates was
tO assure that the backing sStrip could be securely tacked
on and would not become dislodged inside the leak chase
channel. The sole purpose for the inspection ig to ensure
that the backing Strip remains in Place until the time of
the inside fit-up. The reason for verifying fit-up prior
to tack-welding the backing Strip to the Plates was to
prevent difficult rework which would be required after the
attachment of the leak chase channel if the original fit-up
between the plates was out of tolerance. In any event, if
the backing strip had dislodged or if the fit-up have been
improper those deficiencies would have been noted when the
cleanliness and fit-up inspections vere performed for the
inside welds.

On page five of Exhibit 1, caAsp identifies a number of
~welds which were done using ~velding procedire 88023 and
claims that the correct procedure for those welds was weld-
ing procedure 88025. Do YOU agree with thi; assertion?

No. The welds CASE identified are embed to plate welds.
All welds made on the liner Plates between embeds and
plates are groove welds in ~#hich the deposited weld metal
thickness (joint thickness) is +1875" (the thickness of the
plate). The Proper procedure for making this weld in 1978
was WPS 88023, which was qualified for thickness ranges

.0625" through ,750", Prior to October 15, 1979, wpPs 88025
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was qualified for welds with thicknesses of 0.75" through
3.5". On October 15, 1979, WPS 88025 was revised and the
thickness range was expanded from 0.75" through 3.5" to
0.185" through 3.50". After this date either WPS 88023 or
WPS 88025 could have been followed when making the welds to
which CASE refers. Therefore, CASE is wrong in contending
that the wrong procedure was used in making the referenced
welds. To confirm my observations on this point, copies of
WPS 88023, WPS 88025 and 1977 ASME IX, QW 202.2 are append-
ed to my testimony as attachments 1, 2 and 3 respectively.
On page six of Exhibit 1, CASE identified 243 travelers
which CASE claims lack QC verificatic  for Step 5, fit-up
and cleanliness of the inside welds. Have you reviewed the
traveler packages for these welds?

Yes.

What was the result of your review?

It is difficult to understand CASE's allegations with
respect to the various welds included on the lists on page
6 of Exhibit 1 to CASE's memorandum. Initially, it is
important to note that CASE's list inclules five~line
travelers and eight-line travelers. With respect to the
five~line travelers, for example weld 6, the fifth line is
for the final V.T. inspection, not for a fit-up and clean-
liness inspection. Thus, CASE's allegations for the five-

line travelers ioces not make any sense. In any event,
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where the fifth line of the five-line traveler is unsigned,
it simply means that weld is in process, and it does not
reflect any paper or technical deficiency.

The eight-line travelers on the list fall into several
categories. First, many of the travelers are for welds
that are welded on one side only ‘welds 875, 896, 901, 908,
909, 910, 912, €82, 713, 714, 779, 783, 784, 785, 797, 798,
and 722,. ior tuese welids CASE'S allegation is wrong
because there is welding on only cne side of the liner:
consequently, there are no fit-up or cleanliness inspec-
tions to be performed on the second side of the liner.
Second, CASE is correct with respect to a small group of
eight-line travelers (welds 12, 51, 59, 65,66, 72, 73, 90,
923, 107, 147, 203, 709, 851, and 907), and I have directed
that an NCR be written identifying the welds for which the
inside fit-up and cleanliness insnections have not been
documented. Finally, mv examination of all of the remain-
ing eight-line travelers on CASE's list reveals that CASE
1s factually wronc bhecause the inside fit-up and cleanli-
ness inspections were performed and documented.

On pages 7-8 of Exhibit 1, CASE lists twenty-seven (27)
~welds which CASE contends are missing the final V.T. of the
inside weld. Have you reviewed this allegation?

Yes.

What conclusions have you drawn as a result of that review?
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This is another example of CASE's lack of understanding of
the fabrication and inspection process. CASE isg correct in
noting that a final visual inspection has Not been perform-
ed for these welds, but the final visual inspection has not
been performed because the welding/inspection process has
not been completed. My review of the travelers indicates
that no holdpoints have been bypassed and no violation
exiete For snc 2f thase ~ELus.

Mr. Brandt, CASE also lists twenty-two (22) welds on page 8
for which WFMLs are not in the package. Have you had an
opportunity to review this allegation?

Yes. However, the absence of WFMLs in these traveler pack-
ages does not constitute a violation of procedure or a
deficiency. There is simply no requirement specifying that
a2 copy of the applicable WFML is to be kept in each
traveler. I might alsn add, there is no requirement for
filler metal traceability on any of these welds.

On pages 9-15 of Exhibit 1, Ccase alleges that WFMLs are
referenced on travelers indicating that new welding was
done, but thefe is no QC verification or involvement when
the welding is done. Assuming this to be true, what
significance does this allegation have?

Although I have not reviewed all the travelers listed by
CASE on pages 9-15, I have reviewed enough to lead me to
believe that this is another instance where CASE does not
understand the requirements and/or the fabrication

sequence. In all travelers I reviewed, no inspection hold-



(]
9
(=1

A2l.

=ll=- 20584

points have been bypassed. 1If CASE is attempting to infer
that QC must perform some type of "verification" each day
welding is performed, this simply is not the case. All
required inspections are procedurally described, and there
ls no requirement for "verification" each day welding is
performed. From the sample I reviewed, I am unable to
detec:t any violation.

NE. Bpardt, %ursligd yueds aciencion to pages 16-20 of
Exhibit 1, CASE lists numerous welds for which welding was
dAone, but no QC verification or involvement is shown, and
that WFMLs are attached to, but not references on, the
travelers. What significance, if any, 1is there to this
allegation.

None. Once again, as I discussed above, this is apparently
another instance where CASE ls attempting to assert that
verification of welding must he performed on each day that
welding occurs. Of the travelers that I reviewed in
connection with this allegation, all welds were still in=-
process, 3;54. they had not vet received final inspection.
CASE's observation that WFMLs are attached to, but not
referenced on, the travelers is correct: however, the alle-
gation is without significance. This information is not
required by specification, and serves no quality function.
The millwrights are procedurally required to enter this
infcrmation but they simply have not done SO as of this

date.
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Mr. Brandt, CASE identifies 5 NCRs on page 21 of Exhibit |
which describe welds for which vacuum box testing was
imptoperly noted as not applicable. 1s there significance
to this observation?

No. It was an error made by the inspector, but was proper-
ly reported and dispositioned on an NCR.,

On page 22, CASE lists fifty-seven (57) welds which it
alleges are defimians Because flakl V.t, Nas been performed
without vacuum box and/or liquid penetrant examination
being performed. Have you reviewed this allegation?

Yes, I have.

What was the result of your review?

CASE apparently misunderstands the inspection testing
Sequence. The final v.T. Precedes the vacuum box testing
and the liquid penetrant examination. As these welds are
clearly still in process, no holdpoints have been bypassed
and no violation exists,

On the bottom of Page 22, CASE notes “the final v.rT. of the
inside welds were signed off on the following welds by
other inspectors." What is the significance, if any, of
this observation?

I am not quite sure to ~hom CASE is referring by the use of
the phrase "other inspectors." 1 assume CASE is referring
to the fact that the final V.T. has been performed by
inspectors other than those who performed the p.T. and/or

V.B. test. If this is CASE's allegation, it ig without
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merit because there is no requirement that the same inspec-
tor perform V.T. and P.T. and/or vacuum box testing. No
violation exists.
Mr. Brandt, on page 23 of Exhibit 1, CASE lists 131 welds
which it alleges are deficient because the "completion of
weld inspection block on attachment 1 signed off as
completed prior to the completion on welds prior to [(sic]
vacuum box testing and/or P.T. inspection being performed."
Have you reviewed this allegation?
Yes, I have.
What did your review indicate?
The welds listed fall into several different categories.
For a number of welds which CASE asserts that "completion
of weld inspection block on attachment 1 signed off as
completed prior to the completion on welds prior to [sic]
vacuum box testing and/or P.T. inspection being performed, "
CASE 1is incorrect as the travelers clearly indicate that
the weld is still in process. Welds 5, 7, and 8 are
examples of this category. As the welds are incomplete, no
violation exists. For a small group of welds, (weld numbers
1240, 1242, 1245, 1248, 1182, 1209, and 1210), CASE is
correct and I have directed that an NCR be written identi=-
fying the condition as nonconforming. For all other welds
listed on page 23, CASE is incorrect because the referenced

tests are not reguired: therefore, no violation exists.,
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CASE alleges on page twenty-four of Exhibit 1 that “[mlany
NCR's were written for welds that James Cole had N/A'd the
VAcuum box test on. The vacuum box test has been reestab-
lished on all but the ones below." Have you had an oppor-
tunity to review this allegation and the travelers involved
with this allegation?

Yes, I have.

What was the res;ls ¢ ¥OUL Leview:

Apparently CASE alleges that vacuum box was required for
these welds. CASE lists eighty-eight (88) welds which it
believe are deficient. As a result of my review, I have
determined that with one excpetion (weld 932) that CASE's
allegation is incorrect. All octher wleds are not pressure
boundary welds and therefore do not require vacuum hox
testing, and the step is properly marked not applicable
("N/A") on the traveler. 1 have directed that an NCR be
written for weld 932 noting that the vacuum box test for
that weld was improperly marked "N/A."

Mr. Brandt, CASE alleges on the bottom of page twenty-four
of Exhibit 1, that "PT test has been performed on these
welds but vacuum box has not". Have you had an opportunity
to review this allegation and the related travelers.

Yes I have.

What were the result of your review of these travelers?
CASE lists an additional forty-eight (48) welds for which
vacuum box has not heen performed. For four (4) of these

welds (welds 1230, 1232, 1235, and 1238), CASE is correct
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and I have directed that an NCR be prepared describinq this
condition. For all other welds listed here, CASE js
incorrect; the step has Properly been marked not applicable
as these welds do not require vacuum box testing.

Mr. Brandt, directing your attention to Page twenty-five of
Exhibit 1, in particular to CASE's discussion of NcR M-83-
01847 dated 7/7/33. CASE states that "The NCR was written
in 1993 and & hold tae applied. It has not been disposi-
tioned vet, and there is no copy of this NCR in traveler
l51. There is no RPS in Package for weld 154, 154 was
signed off by Don Vogt, S.M. McCoy, for sSteps 2, 3, and 4.
Jim Cole inspectedq 151 on 4/20/80 ang 153 on 4/24/80. "

What is the significapce, if any, of these allegationsg?
Tirst, CASE is incorrect in stating that ",,.jit has not
oeen dispositioned 7et." In fact, CASE describes the
Aisposition of this NCR on Page 25 of Exhibit 1. Second,
driginal NCRs are not filed with traveler packages, nor
ioes the lack of 4 copy of the NCR in package 151 consti-
tute a violation of any code, standard, specification, or
procedure. Third, CASE's observation th.t no RPS is in
package 154 is correct, but i+t is vithout significance for
twO reasons: first, the repair is not Yet complete, and
second, the repair, when completed, will be of weld 15],
not weld 154, and accordingly a COpY of the RPS will be in
package 151, not 114, Fourth, with Fespect to CASE's
observation that "Jim Cole inspected weld 151 on 4/20/80,

(actually 4/2/80] and 153 on 4/24/80," CASE is apparently
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speculating on Mr. Cole's ability as an inspector. There
is no indication that weld 153 was improperly inspected.
The NCR clearly states that the backing bar had been ground
through. No evidence exists which indicates that the back-
ing bar was not intact when Mr. Cole performed his inspec-
tion on 4/24/80, and, as Casc fnoles, the incident (grinding
through the backing bar) was properly reported as nonform-
ing. In the other incident Aescribed, L.8., the failure of
the tacking bar to continue for the full length of the weld
at the intersection of ~welds 166 and 153, CASE again seems
to allege that this weld was improperly inspected by Mr.
Cole. Although not extremely clear from the face of the
document, what Mr. Halcomb, the originator of the NCR, was
attempting to indicate by attaching the Chit for first
fit-up of weld 154, was that the "deficient" backing strip
was from weld 154, not from weld 151. Therefore, Mr. Cole
clearly was not involved with this deficiency. The defi-
cient condition becomes clearer after looking at the draw-
lng. Weld 151 is a vertical weld which attaches a plate
(A35) to a gate guide. Although the vertical weld contin-
ues on down the gate guide,. it is numbered differently for
each plate it attaches. Welds 151, 155, 157, and 159 al1
form the vertical weld which attaches a gate guide to
plates A35, B35, M35 and M35, respectively. This weld
(although 4 weld numbers) was fit up on 5/17/79. The back-
ing strip for this weld (weld numbers 151, 155, 157, and

159) was continuous for the length of the weld. The fact
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that the backing strip for weld 154 lacked 3/8" from
running the full length of the weld was properly reported
on an NCR, and is attributable to inspector error.

On page 26 of Exhibit 1, CASE refers to a numbering
discrepancy which was reported on NCR M-83-00907. What
significance, if any, 1s there for this allegation?

This allegation is correct, however without significance.
In thie ~age ths “whstiuction group which issued the
travelers, assigned séparate weld numbers for the welds
attaching the backing strip and leak chase to the gate
guide. Although clearly indicated on the traveler, the
millwrights were not timely in assignment of these weld
numbers to the markxed-up drawing which they were proce-
urally required to maintain. This condition was properly
identified by QC on an NCR and the situation was corrected.
In no way was this an inspection deficiency.

Mr. Brandt, on page 27 of Exhibit 1, CASE identifies two
nonconformance reports, NCR MB84-01969 and NCR MB84-00498,
flave you had a chance tOo review CASE's allegation regarding
these NCRs?

Quite frankly, I am unable to find that CASE alleges
anything with regard to these two NCRs. Both identified
problems, and both were properly dispositioned in accord-
ance with site procedures. CASE's note regarding the
absence of a copy of the NCR in all of the packages 1is not
a violation of any requirement. As I stated earlier, the

original NCR is filed in a location separate from the



- 20591
traveler package. All packages do contain the corrected PT
report and reference NCR M-84-00948. Other than the defij-
ciency which was reported on these two NCRs, I am not aware

of any deficiency in the way they were processed o dispo-

sitioned.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC
COMPANY, et al.

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric

Station, Units 1 and 2)

Docket Nos. 50-445-2 ang
50-446-2

(Application for
Operating Licenses)
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of a Quality Control Breakdown
and Inspection of the Stainless

delivery or deposit in the

Regarding CASE'

pPies of the foregoing "Prefiled
8 Further 'Evidence’
in the Construction, Inatallation,
Steel Liner Plate"”

postage prepaid, this 20th day of November, 1984:

Peter 8. Bloch, Esq.
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Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.c. 20555

Or. Walter H. Jordan
281 West Outer Orive
QOak Ridge, Tennessee 317830

Herber+ Srossman, Esq.

Us S, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Mr. Robert D, Martin
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Commission

611 Ryan Plaza Drive
Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 76011
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Licensing Appeal Pane]

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
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Mr. William L. Clements
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Commission
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Stuart A, Trevy, Esq.

Office of the Executive
Legal Director

Us 8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D. C. 20555

*Chairman, Atomie Safety and
Licensing Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.cC. 20555

in the above-
llowing persons by hand-
United States mail,* first class,
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*Renea Hicks, Esq. Anthony 2. Roisman, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General Executive Director
Environmental Protection Trial Lawyers for Public Justice

Division 2000 P. Street, N.W.
P.O. Box 12548 Suite 600
Capitol Station Washington, D. cC. 20036
Austin, Texas 78711

Ellen Ginsberg, Esq.

*Mrs. Juanita Ellis Atomic Safety and Licensing
President, CASE Board Panel
1426 South Polx Street U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Dallas, Texas 75344 Commissicn

Washington, D. . 20555

ce: Homer C. Schmide
John W. Reck
Robert Wooldridge, Esqg.
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WELD PARAMETERS
1 FiLLeA METAL | GAS/FLUX | ELECTAICAL DATA ' a L.
| " 2 et AAVEL
PASS | P e e i s
$3|PROCESS $2E A1 488 | Tveg Wi 2 A o N LRAGE TGu TS o M‘Q‘Yon
i GTA ]/.IQ' Ses .\otc :‘ Aresn ‘s °F= g <p 100 A
or ’ SLELIN [V C0 “ax, 11 Max, - | 38"
[ o4 -~ -
GTA 3/32" Sga Nate 7| Lrren & L
See Note 7 Argen 15 CFh |0CSP 100 Max. 11 Max.] - | 38"
2-3| GTA Sea Note 7 s & oa ewi
'+ l/lc - -2 Note / Argc 8§ (F4 :\.:r‘ ‘15 Max. ’1 Max . - 3/8"
v{n /1711 ¢ M - . —
L LA =22 Note 71Argon 15 CFW |0CSP 115 Max. 11 Max.| - | 3/8"
N|GTA 3/32" ' d 5 g (e .
%&00 -/ 3& ar <ee ‘Of.e / ’f‘rgoﬁ ’3 C - ccsp 14 yax. IO V.ax - 3/3"
GT4 178" a0 Lot8 Tlhirran 18 Sy Ir~ed 160 Yay 11 May - 99
. PREMEAT £0°F BACK GOUG NG METHOD H/A
INTERPASS TEMP §0OF - JE0%E CONTACT TUBE TOwoRk N _N/A
SINGLE CRMULTIPLE ARC Cirnlp SAIEICE OR CUP SIZE /0" Wia
SINGLE OR MULT #LE #4753 ruitioie | WEL3 PRCGRESSION Joward
SPECIAL INSTAUCTIONS
1. Preheat shall e estatlished prior to tha ctart of welling,
2. The interpass temceratura (adove 1503F) sna’! be checkes ysirg temperatyre
in¢icating criyens ar in sgproves ecual.
3. The nurter of weld beads may vary with s2ction thickness,
4. The starts and stoos of all tack welds srall Le tarcersed By jrinding so that
the initfal pass can be progerly consure the tacx
§. Tack welds which are used 3t the root cf (oints shall te _:*c‘ete.ge'etfsttc*
6. The non-consumable electroce for the Gas Tungstan Arc procass shail cermcmm
- : -y b} / - : - ~ e DL . 4 - :
o AWS AS5.12 Class EwTh=1 (1% Thoriatad Tungsten) or Class EWTh-l (2% Thoriatad
Tungsten). _ W L
7. The type of bare wire selescted for the base metil IC Ce we.ded snall -e as
follows:
. BASE “ETAL TYPE 8ARE WIRE TN 8BS LUSED
304 or 30sL to JU4 or 3Q6L LMLy Qr :3:1,-
316 or 316L to 318 or 3160 ;1;15} or ER3TSL
304 or J04L to 316 or 316L ER316 or ER3TGL
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PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION RECORD

030834203 2ay. 3

Page 1 of 3
20596
Material Spec. _A-_g_g_p’oz A-312 TP304 e
PNo. 8 __GeNol 07 No._ S Gore 1 ness und 0.0, 2290 31 TRiCinass x 5070
Welding Processes l. ggs Turgsten ~re AT
Maaual or Automatic ' "Jru,LL - S
Thickness Range l. - YA
Total Qualified Thickness Range Q 825" tapy &30
FILLER METAL WEILDING PARAMETEIRS
F-No. 2. N/A ,'Jul(TVpc Jin’;1° ee Grnove '."'Q]d_-
A-No. 1 ig 2. _N/"‘ Fusition CU Ur tward
SFA Spec. 1._5.9 2 _H/A Backing Lonsurbale Trsert [Tyne K
AWS Class, |, ER"OS 2 _vA Ureheat 600F
Fiiler Size ) 3/32" 2. /A I°T Pange __ LUCOF -
Trade Name 1. "“3'? :_ § et . nne
2. _N/A Passes/Side  1._Multiple 2. N/A
Describe Filler Metal if 1ot included | o Sectius 1X Nooofars 1 _Single 2 ___N/A
il X 3/32" Arc €05 _Lonsurable !nsapt Current 1. UCSP 2. N/A
\mps I, 70-1?0 2 N/A
FLUX OR ATMOSPHERE Voits 1. 8=10 3 A
Teavel Speed 1, __1"=2" 104 2 M/A
Trade Name |._= 2 _N/A Owcllation |, _3’3' Hax, - N/A
Shielding Gas l._i-f‘j:ﬂ . Bead Type . Slringer 3. H/A
FlowRate 1. _I16CF: “ja — "+ /%
Purge L 28CCH “tin, > /3
TENSILE TCST
, _ Dimer aons [ L I S 77T Lt Character of F. . ure g
No. Arg
SPCCUHCH . Width | nl.\r"‘..‘n ! Ard " T"‘J Stress psi And !A)Q(l.ln }
{ L LodLb
We462,1(5)#1 10,724 ‘f 9,203 l[ A 505 13,100 87,00 ' Wald
Qu-862 1 2 12,719 1 1.208 ',"-71 f 11,00 o . 200 \'ald |
GUILED BCND TESTS
o  fhumbe. | e ]
: —
QW-462,3(a) Face Satisfactary | Qu=482,3(a) Roat Satisfactory [
QW-462.3(a) Face Satisfactory | Cw=452,3(3) Feot satisfactory
Welder's Name ___ Jimmy E, Hito Clock No, _2314 Stimp No RAC
Who by virtue of these tests meots . elder periormance requirements Labo ratory Test No 2355360
Test Conducted by South ~°”>°"'1 Litoratories Address “*u,tO'i Texas
per Mr, Don SOPOu Mite 2=/
We certily that the statements in thus record sre carmect ind that the test welds prepared, welded and tested
accordance with the requirements of Section IN of the ASME C s,
Signed 320U & RI0T, INC,
(Manutacturer)
Dm_i‘ 7 78 By /[<

v - .‘/14(.:‘4
/
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SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS

Pge ? 2t 4
TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER
SIZE PER 20597
SPECIME' TEST NOTCH e ; DROE ST
LOFNTINICATION TE\P LOCATION FNLRLY FTLB LS LAT.FXP B SHEAR BRE \K o ———
|
|
| 1
|
¥ 11
| | 1 i
i | |
| |
HARDNESS YEST TYPE PER.

NO.

WELD METAL

HE AT A\FFECTLD ZONE

BASE METAL

FILLET WELD TEST

FIG

MACRU TEST RESLLTS

| FRACTURE TE ST RUSLLTS

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS ™ METHOD k2t Chanig PER G300 £230-72
\: G
UM | € wa P I < T L S < N . ch fe |
WELD | 023 1,76 .42 19,83 3,48 ,2¢ 2259 1.0 E
. - - S oa M Aq " 4
aoproxirate Dalts Ferrits Content: 2v (Scryafflape Dignrs= cap Edauwa 22731 |
of the A35i's Section [II Cods)
ADDITIONAL TESTS
Oelta-ferrite tests were conducted on the completed weld at 12:00, 3:00,
6:00, and 9:00 o'clock with a severn “arrita indicator, All positions
recorded a 7,5 to 103 delta-ferrite contant.

We certify that the statements in thy

POR No. _QUQS2A20L By, 23

Date

2.7.

Z2

fecrd are correct aod that the tests were conducted
a3id the requiremeits of

: HE ICCORJ 3ice wiih
/A

Signed BRON & ?00T. NG,
f,
By i ol Lot
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SUPPLEM'=NTAL TESTS

Pme 3 o 4§

TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER 20598
SIZE PER
SPECIMEN b | NOTON  eoinGY STLS] LS LAT. EXP * SHEAR SHOD WENNe
WENTINCATION | Trwe | LocaTion ' | WAL - BREAK N0 BRLAK
'
HMARCNESS YEST TYPE PER
.| WELD METAL HEAT AFFECTLD Z0NE BASE METAL
'
L
l
FILLET WELD TEST FIG
MACRG TEST RLSLLTS | FRACTURE TEST “LSULTS
CHEMICAL ANALYSIS ™ METHOD PER
LM T C \Ma P S M) “r Ny Mo Cy i fe
wWELD I
| 8asF 1
ADDITIONAL TESTS
Bend tests were examined at 10X 3grificition aftar berging to reet the
acleptance criteria of “Interm Regulatary Guide 1.21." Mo fissures
exceeding 1/G3" were present
Radiographic Report of lelder Qualificaticn: Taé'ﬂ*r*~~~f rencrs LIQRT
LJ,49 was run 1n aclordance with lectien [X, 1378, P drairaph Cll-142, The
<¢ptance criteria of Sec:ian ¢ill, Division 1 was rerein met,
We certify thac the statements i ths rec. rd are correct and thag the tests were tondected in accordance wil
PQR No. ':N‘;.tlfn 2oy, 2 and the r2 uirements of b
Sigred ——0nl % ROOT, INC,

Oste 22728 ! /’,/V.xu,.
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erosinér, Lh T aged e WENRTN, PRAAS 020842294 Rey. 3
MENMTAL T=¢T
SUPPLEMENMTAL TZSTS Coe & o 4 |
TOUGHNESS TEST . TYPE PER
SIZE PER 20599
SFECIMEN resT NOTCH r \ ‘xp * SHE DROP whic.yT
WENTIICATION | e | pocamioy |PYPROY FRLESE aiLs tar gx AR BREAK  NO 2R)AK
HARDMNESS VEST IYPE I'ER
T 1 ;
NO. | WELD MET AL ; HEAT AV FFCTED 70ONE BASE MLETAL
L
|
]
L

Two (2) specirmens were so

ensitization testzd in accordance with ASMT A262-70,
Practice E. S:e:f~nns were axamined 1t Z0X ~agnificaticn for presence of
microcracking. No fissures were rresent

The following parametar @xcerpts have bein exiracted from the actual sarareters

utilized within cualification of said “r-t::, 2 and are calculated to assaverat

that the maxinum ener 3y input range duri; J j4alification s within that prescr
by the PSAR,

ADDITIONAL TESTS ENERGY [':PUT R2NGS

GTAN Precess

Amperage 80 S0

Voltage 10 3

Travel Speed

(in. per/min,) 2.0 1.C

Kilojoules/inch 24.020 min, 43.:500 max,

Note: Parameters noted are indicative of the maxirum and minirmun eanergy inout
range and do not recessirily refluct the maximun/minimum amperage/voltage
utilized during qualificaticn

We certify thnt '”:ﬂ_\‘;fe Ments i s record are corrcct and 1o at the tests wore conducted in 3ccordance wil

PQR No _CB08AA204 Pay, and the rejuirements of Tl

Signed acout & 80AT, INC,

_2:2.28

Date

&

I"[’/
8 Al/;‘/“ ikl

T
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HOUSTON, TEXAS GEo3A810 08 Ray 2
PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION RECORD
bhe ] of 3
. 20600
Matenial Spee. __SA-312 TP 204 to Si-2312 TP "‘4
FNo. _8 _GerNo._]l t0f No.__2 _GrNo_i_ ihicknesandOu.. 0’ 0" call LLic<necs x 6.5
Welding Processes l. _Gas ﬁmr"an Bp~ 2. __Shipldad Var u, .:'-g
Manual or Automatie ). _Minual 3 _anual
Thickness Range . - - S
Total Qualified Thickness Range ( 225" *npy 7 2270
FILLER METAL WELDING PARAMETERS
F-No. I g y A Jownt Type Singlo Yes Croague Uald
A-No. i.__8 2_13 Position 6G_Ucuard
SFASpec. 1.__ 5.0 - A Zacking hape
AWS Class. 1. __FR303 2. ___f3C%.16 Preheat 63°F
Filler Size 6. __J3/32" T e it A T IPT Range __R0°F.480°F
Trade Name | :"rrn; PwHT Mars
2 __Arcos Passes/Side  1.__!'Jltinle 2. __Myltisle
Describe Filler Metal if not included i Section 1X No.of Ares 1. __Sirgle 2._ Single
NZA Current | PO {51 . 2.__[DC2e
Amps 1._89-28 3.__70.9%§
FLUX OR ATMOSPHERE Volts 1. 38-10 2. 18.22
Teavel Speed 1. ___2-4 [FY 3. 2.5-8.0 13%
Trade Name 1. _= 2 JIU/A Oscillation 1. __S/18" Mig, 3 5/1R8" “ax
Shielding Gas 1. __Aroon B 73 Bead Type I.___Sirirjer 2. _Strinner
Flow Rate 1. 15 CFH Mir 3 WA
Purge .10 CFH Mia 32— 4/a
TENSILE TEST
Dimensions Lilunate Lltimate Uit Character of Faiure
Specimen No. As —
poe Width f Thickness “ LI?«;”LD Stress psi And Location
|
QW-=582.1/b) =] J32 | 128 ~L0E3 - s, 81,2019 Yald
W-262. 1(8) #2 | 7211 ] <158 123 ! 12,110 32 _:nn Wels
GUIDED BIND TESTS
Type and , Type anag
Figure No. Result Fitwre No Result
I
| 0W=462.3(a) Face Casiedsprnnmy fW-262 2(a) Rcat $atigfactary
LOW-462.3(3) Face Catiefapbnry QW-4€2,3(3) Roat Satisficsary
Welder's Name Jimmy Hise Clock No. 2218 Stamp No ALC
Who by virtue of these tests meets welder performance requuements. Laboratory Test No. 17223
Test Conducted by __Soythyectarn [ arapatarize Address 220 (avaleads, Wayesan, TX
per __ Henry Lakanjehs Dite 10 B 1778

We certify that the statements w1 this record are correct and that the test wel!ds prepared, welded and !
sccordance with the requirements of Section [X of ths ASME Code.

Signed Rraun $ Oaat, toe,
(‘-ia::f’ngwer)
9-20.- 74 o T T oaianasp
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\ar 3 7 ¥\ PCA Mo
E ,r’b Y Jal.. -Q MOUSTOM, TEXAS Oscpaat

05 Rey

4

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS

Poge 7 o 3
TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER 20601
SIiZE PER
4
SPECIMEN TEST NOTOH ‘ D20OP WHILHT
FENERCY FT- '
IDENTIFICATION | TEwP | LocaTion T-LBS| MILS LAT.EXP ® SHEAR S
L
HARDNESS VEST TYPE PER
NO WELD VLTAL HEAT ATFECTID 7ONE BASE METAL
]
FILLET WELD TEST FIG
MACRO TEST ~C5LLTs | FRACTLRE TEST RLSULTS
L
CHEMICAL ANALYSIS METHOD iiaf Cae=ics] PER ASTM £287.74
wem. | € o P 08 5 o N owe oo n L R e e e
waio l.0ze 1.5 208,273 6,12 2 ZED 0.0
8ASF Aporoxim1%e Nal*s Corpita Lantare. 7 '“~nrc€8lap Oizopam sap £i-1ra ?'.‘,”‘-1;1‘
of tne ~2!'t Section [I[ Code).
ADDITIONAL TESTS
Bend tests were examirad at 10X magnificaticn after Dercding %0 meet the
acceptance criteria of 'Interim Requlazory iutde 1,31." lo fissures were
present.
Radiographic Repors of Welder Jualification: PRadicgrachic report WCAT CC020 was
run 1n accordance with Seczian [X, 1373, Pir2orioh Qs 1;. The accaptance
criteria of Section VIlI, Divisicn | was harzin raf,
We certify that the statements in ths record sre cofrect Jod (hat wie lests were conducted 1 accordince with
PQR No QE08ABICS av, < and the requirements of LA
§.4ned drown & Root, Inc,
——— —— #-——- -




v PAR o
[ CTU/'!TJEJ } J. MOUSTON TExas £30824:12 Pay !

*
y ' SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS e 2 w3 |
TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER 2082
o~ SIZE PFR
SPFCIMEN TEST NOTCH Ay DROPW( 1ot ]
IDENTINCATION | Trwp LOCATION FNERGY .85 MILS LAT Exp ® SHEAR BRE 1 x NG IREAK i

s
S— .
p——
—_—

HARDNESS TEST rYPE PER
NO. WHID MLTAL ’ HEAT AFFECTCD /ONE JASE VIETAL
FILLETWELD TEST FIC
M\CRO‘ESYRL'SLLTS FRACTURE TEST RCSLLTYS
CHEMIC AL ANALYSIS = METHOD k3% Cherirst PER __ASTM £1389.72

thwAJ

“1~r1~ far Simiea
J

ADDITIONAL TESTS

used and the 0<tCn-”' results noted:

s Be 'd tests were examined it 10x **""tf‘,ﬂt' 1 iftar bending ¢35 e t the
cceptance criteria of ¢ Ingervﬂ Regulatory Suige 1.31." he fissures were t
preseny. [
2. OCelta-Ferrite tests were conducted as + alve (12) peints (six per sida), 2long
the length of the cCedure qualifica tiencoucen. Ferritescene MIE/T26 was ;

$J -

pOSit\Cﬂ Ce’:’-::‘iv‘!‘f’.} ¢ ~h;n
“ll ;\I: pCS"‘:Pj "i"‘h: 5 t"x 1 i
9.5 and 11.5 J

. We certily that the statements i thg record are correct and tRat the tests were conducted o secordince
POR No. _0E02141 14 Bay, ond the reauuements of N/A

"

&
Signed Brown ¢ 107

— o-F 8, Ti{//;n,é:ai




‘. 3 ‘-a’. PQR No.
Bl 'Jl.mb .’:':7,....4- MQUS AN, TEXAS AAL14 Rey
14
SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS . S 3
TOUGHNESS TEST w~eL PER
SIZE PER 20603
""'“t“ TeST SOTCH ENBRGY L LS - DIO' wWiILHT
WENTUICATION | TEMe | LoCATION LYATAN Walatee " BREAK  NOBRLAK
HARDNESS VEST TYPE I'ER
NO. wELD METAL HEAT AFFFCTLD 7ONE I DASE WETAL
.
FILLET WELD TEST FIG
MACRO TEST RESLLTS FRACTLRE TEST RESULTS
ADDITIONAL TESTS
1. Two, (2) scecimens were sensitfzaticn tested fn 1ccorcance with ASTH
A262-70, Practice E. Specimens were 2«amined it 20X magnification for
presence of microcracking., No fissures ware praesent. [a 2aditien,
westinghouse Qocumert WCAP - 8473 statis that 2nergy irput of 30 KJ/inch
for base metal thicknass of 3/4" res.itad in nQ sersitization of the base
metal.
We certify (N1 the statements wi (he record are comect aud (Mat the tests were copducted o accordance wih
'Ql ~° 4‘.)3"!“11" ‘QV. A .ld‘l‘ e ‘I"n'ﬂ'ﬁ“{ s
$ijned freun 8 Reot, In6,
,:7- ———— ’
- - - \ . -
Date ? Ko Zg By ; f; P ’t.-w_:';‘../




TOUGHNESS TEST

SPLOIME
IDENTH HCATION

|

|

g — e e e e e e

|
I sl

|

HARDNE

" C————

FILLET WELD
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PROCEDURE QUALIFICAT

Material Spec. ___ SA.240

P No - .._'} Ge. No — -
Welding Processes |
Manual or Automabe |
Thickness Range [
Total Qualified Thickness Range

%4.%&;—_
FILLER METAL

F No

A-No

SFA Spec
AWS Class
Filler Suze
Trade Name

l
l
I

\.,,.
'!

]

!
|
|
;

| N

Describe Filler Metal o ne

o I ———

Travel Speed
Trade Name - » 1 : : Onc
Shielding Gas :
Flow Rate
Puirge

yitwon

wdd Tyne

Welder's Name
Who by vurt Je ol
Test Conducted by
per
h, Tai l' th
dccords th A
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Erovme et inn,

= e DI, B, Ielo Uil vy
3 . ey . 83075
"UU o , .,,‘ ’ o0
STON. TExAS ; Aevision 3
\
2A08 ) 082

WELDING CODE

ASME 8 & PV
SECTION IX

WELDING PROCECURE SPECIFICATION

20606
*(081% 4

SUPPORTING PAR(S)

WiLD'NQ ’ﬂOCSSS(IS) 1 Lag = Bailas - Tyee Kby, a)
AN T /PE i

BASE METALS (un-40d)

Thickness Ronge L d27 Bivu S o0
Pipe Dia Fange sdhiiis o

PNo B G No ol taPNo 5 _ 3¢ %0 L

—— ¥

|

.

IN

- —

Range for Filiet Thisida o 0y "

it andhiiienss. WN

FUSTHELD meAT TREATMENT QW-e0))

FILLER METALS (OW -4

AWS C'IH No ! e —
Sueot Bloctroge ¥ i 2
Size of Fuigr ____“___._M,
Electrods ~ Fiue Class ",
Consumabie nsert .

— .

FNo ! ) 2 o
ANo | 3 2 : -
SFASpec No Y S 2 )

e T —

—— s sl | ¥
»

L T ve— |

e it

- -~ .

- , .;
re R A

' - ————

v | 10'4-..'i

o Gas ) x 3L\

WL L TR——

# Qe riow H e l5

> CFH (m )

’ r 33% - BA 84

Stient g Qs Comausition

"()ﬁ.ln’:.__L.C'H tmen )

WECTi »AL CNMRNCTE"’IJ?UCJ (GW 409

2.4/

————— —————— » ? “A—— 2 ks
_— ' 5 1 u" —— .1-.___..-__,.2.—4&
————————. —. — -t vt Type —— O M‘U a2z 2
POSITION | Jn—"Oﬁl L4 3 10
Welair ¥y, oty 3
3 —— - PR ot EER gar A
Vie'ding ¢ CAHN s A . : =
- — e —— e ———
.
- & M ! . - 1
PREMEAT QW 4W, : ' e T L ——————
Prangat Temn £ o1rh.a VAIGrg Yuriaces el ue w 1o Srushe |
Inwrpass Temp Range ol ) ‘ ‘ $ TN & St santimmonty
W ——— ———————— ’ ’ ot
Pranedt Maint i N5 - R
WOINT CESIG QW e S r—
p ) - ————
Gr50ve D‘ . 4.-—>  _ ——‘-— . fan uiiine 1'-
- e - —— o - - e —— 1 e
Jont Type 04 o4 ‘ ! g A
] D e — - w— | X
Baca "3 Mati T, pe h.u.u.L. sl P e M e
. & Lok he § . -
S— | ¢ ___1 st
: oe—_ L . é Py
REVARKS *"This Pk tr :
~ L .
Pricr te the BLart o1 svldy v the evicin 4 i for |
exygen content. It ~..t ' ¢ : .
R y e
Maintaln pur e :urat a3t tw Vet . - T
. bl . 4 i ! ]
Westingnouse susr'led it : ! g
. - ‘
three layers (L.0., : : b
J . L L abaany
N/ lPPROV .':
. N ' N ’ 1
.’ /' 1ng S ———— 2- —ted | P45 Gy retion ") ANS? d. .
A‘ ! : l . 'i - - >
’0' ’ - = - . (
L} ’lo!"/ .v l
f L Ts ui CR«017
'y Aiuraf i - e ‘ T
.
————



WELD'NG tsc”“'lcus SHE:T - - LN T Mg N,
BODNE | B e e sy e ST fwes 88025
PNO. & GROUP _1_ 10 # 1O A GROUP _J S S ey ==
THK RANCE ol thes 1,30 N R . 2._3: 2

yﬂ!n JOINT DESIGNS PEBG TYER

-t w

"‘P"'"’

-t

F*

-l

-

ROCT OPENNG O 0 _L/j4~ 2[LAw

L

SACELT O8N a2 aunr
LT AR I

= In-vv—‘ . “——uﬂzlLﬁ_m
é"l"‘ » L—-.-’...“
E%/ ) (’_'-g_t} e ™ 20607

veld in seill atr.

Virtation in the joint geo=cetries she.
is single or double welded und the ros:
tolerances.

-~

ibove (s permiteed provided the )p
racing rainiained vithin the Spucil

An

4
.

Y 4

"
-

b v.’NN 7| Sk rems *SINGLE VALUE ARE MINIM
T .——‘—"_".?‘*—*.-——-.‘—ﬁ.——--—c—o-—.—— — B,
r FILLER ve vy | AS -L ELECTIICAL UATA TRAVE | Max
wWELD NG ! T — e - - s ' BEAD
LAYER PR - ANS CLASS yoe LM RATECEm TebE) AVPERASE vCLTS | SPEED WIDT -
4 55 p > ! - " & LiF | v
SRS Ntnad Sl it e e b $H1 LD "fgfﬁfi:....iifgi L hange| W L
| | T
TL Ap i/ k Map e '-- . * . - P '
1=3'CTA (/321 See t prog 15 tOCSP 0=150 8«14 [N/A [3/8
!
oA [4/8 | Sem Xotu $  Argon 18 i35 |ogsp 50-150  8-14 'N/A | 378
, |
' !
l | .
Alt.'(,TA or ;' 3/32 See Note § r\raﬁ 15 \ ;;;-.T;;T' 50=150 8«14 |N/A | 3/8
;
| I |
!
3 &|GTA L/8 ee 2 IR LS . 20«150 =14 IN/A 3/8
an : | . . | | '
1 Haxxtum thicknes ny <Single v I shall ne veeed 1/2%
st c— S —— e ———— . . - ' 'S A.._._J
Yat L '
PAEMEAT TEwus Bl ———F 1 AT vy e ———
i J "E I D . .'_ e o =
INTERPASS TEwe e ST T 10— . - -
4 wOfn ' .
PRENOAT MMNT e e = L \ -y g o .
TUNGSTEN ELECT $i12E & Tyog alir=] o R —_ 11 st wsstns. |
£ : 0 !| Y ! - - ———— S I —————————————
‘ v ' p— |
L. Prcheat and irtersass e peragys 1 i :
Cemparature indicatine .
4« Tack welis shall eZploy ¢ i1t a t Du
3. Tack welds shal. be Complete fusi 32 ! tap $bi Y@ tapars
by grinding so that the {~1:i4 i rofer!l t taci
&, ALl velding shall utilis finger
N e W "A L | £9 - iS¢ 4 L - g i e 48 | ;. -
5 Bare wire selected r 1 b 4
BASE METAL IV :
33:’ or JO&L 4 JOe ot ¢ 3 R 31
316 or JI6L to Jlo or 316 Exile ot 1ol
304 or J04L t3 1% or ERJLG cr ErILGL
For Westinghouse suppiied Renctor Ceola Piping, ERIOS will Ye usud for
base metal etvpe JUs or 1041 s, )i ov JléL.
6. Purge regquiresent mav o sautud for neE welds of when specified by
the Project Weldln: Enstnons
7. Preheat mainteninc shall sonti i IPANE weldling aaly; ¢ool comsle
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HOUSTOMN, TEXAS N 88025

WELDING PROCEDURF See(1r

CURRENT REVISIONS ARE INDICATED &y CraNnGE BARS

REV. DAT¢ ORIGINATOR
: 8.-"." Jo Beorick?
. i 7 do Bronicl- ¢
{ ] e ! .,r JAer 2
REVISION NO. CESCIBE Tiie CHALGE
] Moted R rev! n R vd thickress ranfe, joint
Rkl | \ a and voles and deleted
relery Iy
2 , BR8 | r 4 the fo) “ing ialaormation:
- dowbel, clectrode « flu:
i atoenance, - PR < ;csv:l:t‘.;n.
erallisng , ' i - ten s 1Ind tvpe, Sead
Sy e, it 1%y ' My 4 ‘
ol q P in
Visi 1185 .o
Westin_ho “eids,
3 L dded nry root JACLinr, n
$12¢ ir > b T |
Revised - W J twer Chicaness siita~
tio

* REVISIONS MUST BE APFROVED BY THE pis

HACRR QF v rep ML ENGINIERING O WIS CESIGNEE
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HOUSTUN TEXAS J '-l'l:" TRy

e s e ——y

WPS/PQR N0 !

080224114

. ESSENTIAL VARIABLES CANNOT BE CHANGED

QUALIFYING

WPS PQR

REV

CHANGE MOTICE

PROCEDLRE QUALITICATION RECORD
LOINS PROCEDURE SPECIFICATION

ORIZINATOR

20609

CURBENT REVISIONS ARE INDICATED BY CHANGE BARS

7 APPROVAL®
POE . N
: - - — - e e ce—— — o ———— — C—— - —
24 ~ FEDETET St SRR I R Y Bk ek s
J ' 2 i -
i A - dlite it AL AR ol
P —— S——
s . S "
WPS/PQR. REVISION NO DESCR "I MIF CHANGE
- 1 § - - . - - - _— { ~ e ‘
PSR 1 Peleticna of Peas ¢ rameters ancd addition of Westinrhouse
“'C - W < r » -
‘ FQR . Ret z ¢ aformation
WP & L B % 8 : L «» range Qualified,
thizkness ran r ¢ trode siz
eiecirolde=f.¢ . re, welcing p: rassicon,
PLHT tvue A r W rate, bdead wideh,
¢ f » " ' T o M
rrl . ¢ “49 {.J
or t tus ¢ rultiple or sinple
€. 1 % 4 (% c clre 4 y e ,
e
Bach y and S o - i - £t reeLs ¥ er
pericr 2 ret¢ re" e r trade narme to
"N 8 = - scillazion'
<8 ¢° ! ey er
o T C . 5 i rat e
20CT % Lo 4
wPS 3 Deleta el ren L4 tin - - .
ma.n (o
POK 3 Ck. icH [ 3
tnic i o
. and t Pi o B ' inE

*REVISIONS M ST BE APPROVED BY THE MANAGER OF MATEMIALS ENG

INEERING OR 1S DESIGNEE
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Welding Fiocsa, e Snec fcation Na OX0R34114 ™ T - —
Revisiony _J L b {2i5n

“ELDING PROCESSIES! ' __Bas Turssics oo, - e

o Wl
— i . TYPE z\ -
. JASE METALS /W -403) 8 " - »
No __§_G: N l__,op\: 5 & i ‘: ) : A TMENT QW 307
Thicaness Bange __- 40 thru 3.5 L g My T T e ————
¢ - R e c— s — — o LI | ¢ o - =
"pe Dia Range ———ld s st : il ey o T i . s i
TILLER META LS (0. -204
¢ No | 2 N/ e e et et
NG ) g B IR B S — s
oy - —— J———  —— - =i - X BT R e e ———n
3FASpes ho Y s - A " e ~c
AWS Class No 1 EF '3, 300! " A e - F o Fl- 2 ¢ \'—‘_VH
A NG ‘.-‘ :, gL 9 - R e -—-*""_—' CLLA S SO S S of I
.)H.' of Ewecrroge ) = o - AT —il 1 N Wb F i« s et o
)‘.u‘F‘t.gr 1 3/ '.""_ 1’: ~

Clectrooe = Fius Ciass — A ‘ . h «ALLMARAS LQ:ST'CS(OW-QQQ

-\ms;.rran‘e il g ‘; ,' O 4 ) N‘--;-.h-“ 2 ‘LA
Ty oo B i £ 27, . ek -
7 o : Yoes -;:,._L_'__A__z ol &
- - P ' 5. 2 _N/A
—_— - oo s fi 4 T 15 . ’ " T
o , e Tygn 4040 =1/5" "EW Thelor2
OSITION (QW -405)
- U AR ® L€ T P g |

Aelding Position ;

— - o ——l . e e

‘ ing Progresiun N A o o Mean ) JLTingEr 2 N/A

— e .

——— ——— ] - L Sl
PN Yy i !
— . s WA N (Mas
FEmEAT Qv -4c: o *1ILuE ST - v
- 3 ‘_ . i — e s — s
ereal Temp D LT - o™ PG, g ¢ i &b
L ! R v . < TR AVTEINES SR Ut wire Drushedd
erpass - Temz Ry--» ~353 ’ Cvir 473 ar 2 g -n
B - P «" W8 SR gAY
et NMare " A - r an P et ns
S - ] = . — i3
| — — O
* ~e - : ol 1 :
JINT CESI3ZN Q0 <422 ) s - SRR - Y |
-~ - . 2 \ * E SRS — co— .
T Desgn &£\ Ny . SRS iF s
3 e CaF | e e ——
5. r'ae fal. T g B Nt/ & - LT 8 8 Vo e Fiat
Sitett— ittt 0S8 NS A ' . £
acking Va1 1. ne N e A P, RV
S = . -  — T —
—— . e ——— S —
R S m—— . i
- - -s - - b |
— . = L B o "‘-—‘%l'h_-__\ s
’ e —— ¢ - N A
= 9o NP )

ap: 1/3"
Land: 1/16" + 1/32". -

Sevel: 37-1/2° T 2.173

Pofian J oy /.\]
LV‘(’/;(—"/ 1 A \'0!‘. ; ., ¢ ) & 4 A A

3 §Eomny ",.,‘ l ”T i : i e
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PROCEDURE GUALIFICATION REZ ™70 il F
i 4 ?
WELDING PROCESS (ES) 1 __Cas Tz :s.n o= ek e FVPR - Um0l i e
2 i Mt e s - ~ R S
JASC METALS (Qw 03 i :
ot Soec SA- __S<0_____  tosa. e _
Typeor Grade __ 394L I : ; < — -1 %36_11
2 o £ Gr Ne _1_Tope, ¢ St No E A N T
Zoupor 0D N/A - ! t 3\ & /
3 D. Range Qualities ] ¢ - . )
Jeposited Vield Yoy T : L ; _/ \~_
Total Thi -’hl‘:.e Cudlitied . 1~ g : A4 g Lk tido vt Dt 1
T "I -
ILLER *227 2 LS (Qa -404) GoL i : |
BT NG SRR | . : 3 e v .
«Ne. ¥ .z - e e e ! 3% e - i e oF M
FASoes Ne V. 3.8 2 o PR PO E e e & e e e s
SWECam No Y ZRali 238 o s s B | ; . bk > e oo s e B
w2t of Bectrone V.008 Sasozs L 2 -
ke of Wilery. 30 ‘4 108 .2 s # . s 'l LA A . £ RISTICS
Tlectrode - Fluw Cues _ N8 ____-"? L
ot mable Insert | N "y ¥ L2 ol v ‘4
Trade Name MG/ § e ! A i
'OSITION (QW. <=.§ G AR o
selding Position ____ 07 L e [ S .
velding Progress ~ __ 20 0 = ———— A i ¢ IN
# ' Caen IN
REHEAT (QVy - <34} £ I~
. eheat Temp _ % i maiinatt, B rS 448 ey
terpasy Temp, L2 _-730  ng 4 2 : B P e
CSTWELC mEAT AEAa Nl oo 1. T g
R . - . : [ s FRESSOR- < . S |
Temperature __ N5 et s ) — i s
meRange i o s o
oo =
-
T T 77, e T T ]
s PRSI s ' Teralwr o Faigre
%o | g N> i em T »sy i - & 2ad L scatian
e ————— ——- = et ity . o e L - . e = - h it ol
1 [Q=462,1 (a) /1. ¢ N, 5 ! Nk . VMysal
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v, | Fig to [Tyb':; wha2 N e 1 Jenht
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SUPPLEMENTAL TEST RESLT CHANGE NOTICE

. CU FENT REVISIONS ARE INDICATED BY CHA% L6 EARS

i REV CATE ORIGINATOR 4 APHF VALY

e re o gl o /
S S— S 5 e 4 by = -
— T B g -
-————.J— — e — . 3 ‘ ‘ . 2 v
- _— e —— —— — - 4
R — e SRS I —— SR
R cpene it — —

REVISION NO. DESCRILE "HE CHANGE
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Cieli . - <SNe Al P &
O: LAl W= - -

"o
i
L

Y
-

* REVISIONS MUST BE APPROVED BY THE MAKAGER OF MATCRIALS ENGINEERING OR HIS DESIGNEE
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SUPPLEMENTAL TEST RES‘JLTSJ Tt J .-
rooy CR-0172
20613
CHEMICAL ANALYSISA M W 2ER =T E ;51
FLEM. * C by i N Sy C N )
WELD o3 1.61 33 bt N E tod <
SEXSITIZATIO:
Two (2) spe:imens wers nElrizn: tel 2 0. 2H2=70
Prazcice i Soecimer: wire . B el L S
microcracki=: N fisgiroe r - 2 ‘ ' g
MICRC FISS.
Bend test w.r: excmined at 10 - gz B T - ¢
i L : t 2
acceptance criteris o’ iter A s k : f ra
presen: ‘ o
DELTA-FERRITE
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QW-201.1-QW-202.2

the necessary Procedure Qualification Record(s)
(PQR).

QW-201.2 Procedure Qualification Record (PQR).
The speafic facts including the base metal spe-
cification Type and Grade (or chemical analysis and
mechanical properues), and the essential vanables
(as listed in QW-252 through QW-282) used in
Qualifying a WPS shall be recorded in a form called
Procedure Qualification Record (PQR). This form
shall also record the rest results.

It at_the essenual and nonessential

——ifequired that the essenual a
vmﬂ_ﬂiambsm__foumd \n we_.;am he test
coupons. The WPS idenuficauon (including date and
revision number) shall be listed on the PQR. These
documents shall be certified by the manufacturer or
contractor and shall be available for examination by
the Authonzed lnspector. A suggested format is
gven in QW483. This PQR format may be changed
to fit the needs of each manufacturer or contractor.

A change in any essenual vanable shall require
requalification, to be recorded in another PQR. A
change in any nonessential vanables does not require
requalification. A change from one welding process
to another welding process is considered a change in
an essential vanable.

QW-2013 Combination of Weiding Processes or
Procedures. More than one process or procedure may
be used in a single production joint. Each welding
process or procedure shall be qualified either sepa-
rately or in combination with other processes or
procedures (within the thickness limits specified in
QW-202.2, QW-403, and QW-451) for the base metal
thickness and for ited we tal thic

r to be

in the producuon jowt. For multiprocess or
muluprocedure applications, the qualified thickness
of each process or procedure shall not be additive in
determingg the maximum thickness of the pro-
duction jount to be welded. One or more processes or
procedures may be deleted from a production Joint
qualified by a combination of processes or procedures
provided each remaining process or procedure has
been, in the specific combination welding process or
procedure qualification, qualified (within the thick-
ness limits specified in QW-202.2, QW-403, and QwW-
451) for the deposited weld metal thickness range for
each of the processes or procedures to be used in the
production joint.

to
L]
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QW-202  Type of Tests Requirec 20614

QW-202.1 Mechanical Tests. The type and number §7,

of test specimens that must be tested to qualify a
welding procedure are given in QW-451, except that,
where qualification 1s for fillet welds only, the
requirements are given in QW-202.2 and. where
qualification 1s for stud welds only, the requirements
are given in QW-202.3. All mechanical tests shall
meet the requirements prescribed in QW-150, QW-
160, QW-170, or QW-180 as applicable.

QW-202.2 Base Metals—Groove and Fillet Welds.
Except for vessels or parts of vessels constructed of P-
11 (excluding P-11A Subgroup | and 2) metais, WPS
Qualification tests for groove and fillet welds may be
made on groove welds using reduced-section tension
specimens and guided-bend specimens. The groove-
weld tests shall qualify the WPS for use with groove
welds within the range of essential vanables listed.
Groove-weld tests shall also qualify for use with fillet

_welds in all thick

, sizes of fillet welds,
and diameters of pipe or tube, within the other

remaining applicable essential vanables. Where a
WPS qﬁﬁ’iﬁutjon of fillet welds only is required, tests

shall be made in accordance with QW-180. The tests
shall qualify the fillet WPS for use only with fillet
welds in all thicknesses of metal, sizes of fillet welds,
and diameters of pipe or tube, for use within the other
remawning applicable essential vanables.

For vessels, or parts of vessels, constructed of P-11
(excluding P-11A Subgroup | and 2) metals, WPS
qQualification tests for groove welds shall be made on
groove welds, using reduced-section tension speci-
mens and guided-bend specimens. The groove-weld
tests shall qualify the WPS for use only with groove
welds within the range of essential variables listed.
WPS qualification tests for fillet welds shall be made
in accordance with QW-180. The tests shall qualify
the fillet WPS for use only with fillet welds in ail
thicknesses of metal, sizes of fillet welds, and diame-
ters of pipe or tube, for use within the other remainung
applicable essential vanal les.

Groove weld procedure qualifications shall encom-
pass thickness ranges te be used in production, for
both the base metals to be joined or repaired and the
deposited weld metal 10 be used, except as allowed in
(1) below for both the base metal and the deposited
weld metal.

(1) For welding procedure qualifications made
with the SMAW, SAW, GTAW, GMAW, or PAW
welding processes, using weld layer(s) of V% in. (13
mm) or less in thickness, there is no limit on the
rmuumum depth of deposited weld metal for repaur or

ATTAC AMENT 3
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MR. WATKINS: Mr. Brandt's prepared prefiled
testimony, dated October 3, and it was filed for docketing
with the parties and the board -- on -- my copy says
October 16. I would like the consent of the parties and
the board to treat that document as a stand-alone document,
just for efficiency purposes.

On the other hand, we can bind it into the record now.

JUDGE BLOCH: Which document is that?

MR. WATKINS: Prefiled testimony of C. Thomas
Brandt, dated October 3, 1984.

JUDGF BLOCH: That's the one that starts with
45,358, document page?

MR. WATKINS: Yes.

JUDGE BLOCH: You are offering that as an
exhibit only but not as testimony?

MR. WATKINS: No. As testimony.

JUDGE BLOCH: As testimony only. Then -- I see.
Do you want to ask the witness at this time when we
receive it whether it's still correct to the best of his
knowledge?

MR. WATKINS: I will ask him that.

BY MR. WATKINS:

Q Mr. Brandt, do you have a copy of this document
in front of you?

A Yes, I do.
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Q Have you reviewed that document, Mr. Brandt?
A Yes, I have.
Q Do you have any corrections or additions to make
to it?
A No, sir. I don't believe so.

MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, that testimony was
sworn when taken. That's why I suggested we simply
treated it as standing alone.

JUDGE BLOCH: Let's treat it as a stand-alone
document but let us use the page numbers on it as the
reference and treat it just as if they were transcript
pages, so those transcript pages will not be reassigned.
So it is admitted into evidence.

MR. WATKINS: The witness is available for
cross—-examination.

JUDGE BLOCH: CASE?

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Brandt, there are several of the documents,
several of the liner plate documents that have the word "sat"
written on the document, apparently at a time cther than
when the signature on the document appeared.

Can you tell me, was that a standard procedure at
Comanche Peak at any time while you were there, to have

the word "sat" appear on the form before the inspector had
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1 occasion to actually write it and sign it?

2 A Is your question limited to the time that I was

®

there, Mr. Roisman?

4 Q For right now I just want it based on what your
5 personal knowledge may be.

6 A Personal knowledge? No, sir. It was not a

7 practice.

8 Q And what do you know cf what it was prior to

9 that time; was it a practice?
10 A Without trying to be argumentative, Mr. Roisman,
11 I'm not sure what you mean by "practice." As I have

12 earlier stated in this proceeding, it appears -- and I

. 13 would draw the same conclusion, apparently, that you
14 have -- that the handwriting on some of the travelers, the

15 word "sat" is in a different handwriting than the

16 signature of the inspector.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Can we quantify it somehow? What

18 percentage of the travelers?

19 THE WITNESS: I have never looked at it from

20 that aspect.

21 JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sure we'll get that from CASE.

22 Do you have some idea for us? 1It's a physical thing that
. 23 can be verified.

24 If you can't, you can't.

25 MR. ROISMAN: On the five~line travelers, now,



21189.0
BRT

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

20619

it appears on all of those the "sat" is, and the "NAs" are
in a different hand than the signatures.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that consistent with your
understanding, Mr. Brandt?

THE WITNESS: I'm not sure I'd say "all."
There's a number of them. I haven't looked at it from
that aspect, I mean as far as separating out all the
five-line travelers and looking at that particular
situation. I guess I'm just going to have to stick with
saying "there's a number of them." I wouldn't attempt to
quantify them.

JUDGE JORDAN: Would you agree the "sat" might
just as well have been printed on the form?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I think I stated that
earlier. It could just as well have been typed on there.

JUDGE JORDAN: It could just as well have been
typed.

MR. ROISMAN: Based on what you know about event
at the site, either before you came to the site or when
you were at the site, were you aware of any other
inspections forms where the "sat" was either represented
or put on the form by a person other than who is actually
signing it?

A Not off the top of my head, Mr. Roisman.

Q And if a form that had the "sat" on it was in
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1 the hand of an inspector and the inspector went out to do
2 the inspection and found -- let's take "fit-up and

. 3 cleanliness" -- that the fit-up and cleanliness was not
4 satisfactory, what is your understanding of the procedure
5 that the inspector was supposed to follow at that time
6 regarding the form?
7 A You've asked a question that assumes something I
8 don't think you can assume, Mr. Roisman.
9 Q Okay. You are right. Let me withdraw the
10 question and give --
11 JUDGE BLOCH: Objection is sustained. Do you
12 want to explain further, Mr. Brandt?

‘ 13 THE WITNESS: I can explain why I'm having
14 difficulty with it, if that helps anybody. You are
15 assuming the five-line traveler was proper. That's not my
16 testimony.
17 JUDGE BLOCH: I couldn't hear what you just said.
18 THE WITNESS: I said: He is assuming that the
19 five-line traveler was properly used. I believe it's my
20 earlier testimony, and I think everybody understands, that

21 the five-line traveler was not the correct form to be used.

22 BY MR. ROISMAN:
. 23 Q Okay. That wasn't even the confusion that I saw
24 in the question. But I appreciate that clarification.

25 First of all, I take it that irrespective of which form
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was used, the procedure was that the form was not to go to
the field in any event, but it was to remain at the
millwright office; isn't that correct?

A Mr. Roisman, when you made that comment in your
opening argument, I flagged that as something to look at.
I don't have procedures in front of me.

Q Okay =-- let me show you -- I'm now looking ~t
CP-QC I-2.11. Let me get the right rev -- rev 2. And the
rev is dated 1/9/78. And I'm going to ask you to take a
look at that note, at the top of page number 3.

MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to ask
that the witness be permitted to review as many or as much
of the procedure as he feels is necessary.

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Brandt, you understand that
any time you are shown a document, you can look at
surrounding context?

MR. ROISMAN: For the witness' convenience I'm
disengaging from it for the moment the subsequent QC
inspection procedures and leaving him with rev 1, rev 2,
and rev 0 of the QC -- CP-QC I-2.11.

THE WITNESS: I'm now ready to answer your
question, Mr. Roisman.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Good.

A No. The assumption that you made isn't correct.
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1 Q You do not read that note to indicate that the
2 traveler is not to go to the field but is to remain in the
. 3 millwright office?
4 A That's correct. The note clearly reads: "attachment

5 4-A is a traveler and NDE report combination and shall
6 remain at the work area or millwright office until it has
7 been completed." The note continues, but the substance of
8 my observation to Mr. Roisman's question is answered in
9 the first sentence.
10 Q So your understanding is that you could have =--
5 ] putting aside for a moment that one was not to have had
5 the form, the five-line form at all in use -- that if you
. 13 had the form you might have it with you at the "work area"
14 and that would be all right; or you might be out there
15 with just a chit; correct? Either would be acceptable as
16 you understand it?
17 A I just want to make sure we understand each
18 other, Mr. Roisman. I understand the hypothesis that you
19 were trying to draw was that it had to remain at the
20 millwright office?
21 Q No. I was now taking the hypothesis based upon
22 what you just testified to.
. 23 A I mean your original question.
24 Q Correct.

25 A The note to me clearly indicates that the
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1 traveler, albeit in this case it's talking about a
2 traveler that, as I said before, was not used on the unit
. 3 2 refueling cavity -- whatever traveler could either be
4 retained at the millwright office or in the work area in
5 the field.
6 Q Okay. And my question to you was: What did you
7 understand was the procedure that was to be followed by
8 the inspector that had that five-line form in their
9 possession, or had a chit out in the field and then came
0 pack to the millwright office, if when they went to do a

11 fit-up and cleanliness inspection they found that the

12 fit-up or the cleanliness was not proper; what were they
. 13 supposed to do with the form?
14 A I think we are back to our original problem.

15 You keep asking me what was the procedure. And I've now
16 testified -- maybe I'm misunderstanding what your question
17 is or you are misunderstanding me. The five-line traveler

18 was never procedurally endorsed as an inspection document.

19 Q But in fact people were using it; right?
20 A Right.
21 JUDGE BLOCH: So do you want to know the

22 practice?

' 23 THE WITNESS: Maybe my problem is with the term

24 "procedure." By "procedure," I'm assuming you are meanit.Jj

25 some written procedure. If you want to know what the
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how much you worked on it, you would never get a proper
fit-up. In that case there was an NCR written. But due
to the nature of a fit-up from a production standpoint,
not an inspection standpoint, if the plates aren't close
enough together, the way you fix it is move them closer
together.

JUDGE BLOCH: Without paper, generally.

THE WITNESS: Right.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q And that also would apply if not properly clean.

You would then clean it until the inspector said it was

okay?
A Right. Clean it some more.
Q So there wouldn't be an occasion where, in

practice, one would have expected to find the "sat"
crossed through and an "unsat" written in? They would
never have signed until it was okay?

A Yes. I was --

JUDGE JORDAN: Excuse me, Mr. Brandt, would you
wait until he finishes issues, because the reporter is
going to have a big problem here.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q With regard to the "sat" that appeared on the
five-line traveler, have you actually seen any of the

five-line travelers in their original, the original
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1 traveler?

2 A Is that your question?
. 3 Q Yes.
4 A Yes, I have.
5 Q And can you tell me, based upon that, whether it

6 appeared to you that each one of the travelers had

7 individually had "sat" written on it? Or whether in fact

8 there was a Xerox copy that was used?

9 A Mr. Roisman, I think I earlier explained that I
10 did not look at them from that standpoint. I have looked =--
11 the travelers I saw -- I guess | can answer your question.
12 I have seen enough five-line travelers to say no, the

. 13 assumption you are making is incorrect. Because the "sat"
14 written on theiline to the left of the signature space on
15 line 1 on the five-line traveler, on the travelers I have
16 looked at, was in ink It was not in Xerox.
17 Q That was exactly what I wanted to know. Did you
18 do most of your review of documents for purposes of the
19 testimony that you prepared and was just received in

20 evidence, both sets of testimony, from the originals or

21 from copies?

22 A I would say the majority of my preparation was
. 23 done from copies.

24 Q Now, looking at page 2 of your November 21, 1984

25 testimony, you state at the bottom of page 2 and the top
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of page 3 that there were only two matters that remotely
tie the liner plate to the ASME activities, and go on and
discuss what those are carrying over onto page 3.

On page 8 you give a citation to the ASME code and
attached -- there is attached to page 3 of the testimony,
QW-202.2.

Now, is it your testimony that that section of the ASME
code that's reproduced as attachment 3 to your testimony
is limited o qualifications of procedures and welders,
and is not a fabrication code?

A You are talking about ASME section 9? Yes, sir,
that's exactly my testimony.

Q And by drawing that distinction between what is
qualification of procedures and welders in the fabrication
code, what is the line you are attempting to draw in more
general English than those words? What would be in the
fabrication code and wouldn't be in the qualification of
procedures portion

"Answer: I think I can answer your question, Mr.
Roisman, best, by outlining what the ASME code is, all 11
sections. There's essentially two sections -- excuse me ==
three sections that don't -- that you could not physically
construct anything to.

ASME section 11 is in-service inspection, where after a

nuclear power plant goes into service. Section 9 is
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1 qualification of welders, welding procedures, and welding
2 operators -- essentially a welding operator is a welder
. 3 who operates an automatic welding machine. And, section 5,

K which outlines the requirements for NDE procedures.

5 The other sections of the code --

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Those three sections do apply?
7 THE WITNESS: No, sir. I said there's three
8 sections that don't have anything to do -- that are

9 nonfabrication sections. Section 11 remotely is a
10 fabrication section because it refers --
11 JUDGE BLOCH: I understand that. But do those
12 three sections you have just outlined apply to the

. 13 construction of the liner plates?
14 THE WITNESS: I want to be careful that we don't
1'% get into a matter of semantics, Judge Bloch. You can't
16 construct anything to section 5 or section 9. There's no
17 installation criteria for either. There's a qualification

18 of welders --

19 JUDGE BLOCH: There's a QC documentation?

20 THE WITNESS: No. Section 5 discusses

21 nondestructive examination procedures.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: There's nondestructive examination?
’ 23 THE WITNESS: Qualification of welder, and

24 section 11, which is in-service inspection.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: In-service inspection. So it does
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not apply to the inspection of the welds as they are being
made?

THE WITNESS: It refers you back to section 3,
basically.

Section 11, in any case, is totally nonrelevant to this
issue. 1It's only applicable after commercial operation or
certification as a system.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Please continue.

THE WITNESS: What I'm saying, by "not a
fabrication code," there is no installation, fabrication,
or inspection requirements in section 9, other than for
acceptability of the welder's test coupons, that he
performs, and welding procedure test coupons.

By "fabrication tolerances," I'm talking about, oh,
misalignment, for example, in section 3 under "cut, lack

of fusion," outlining inspectors -- the authorized nuclear
inspector's duties in section 3, or the authorized
inspectors duties in the SME section 1.

Section 9 is not something you could go out and
physically go out and construct anything to. That's the
distinction I'm attempting to draw here on page, whatever
it was -- 8, I think.

JUDGE BLOCH: Of course that's true also for the

section NF; right? You couldn't construct --

THE WITNESS: No, sir.
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JUDGE BLOCH: What's the difference?

THE WITNESS: Section NF you can construct
something to. Section NF of the code gives ycu design
criteria, procurement criteria, installation criteria, and
inspection criteria. Section 9 does not do that.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q I'm going to show you what appears to be the QA
portion of the FSAR for Comanche Peak, and ask you if you
could identify in it -- show us the chart that you were
referring to that lists the stainless steel liner plates
as "nonsafety." I don't think this is a trick question, I
just want the witness to do that so we will have it pinned
down.

MR. WATKINS: I do want to be sure this is the
current FSAR.

MR. ROISMAN: Okay. I think that's fair.

MR. WATKINS: I would like to ask or ask the
Chairman to ask whether the witness knows this is a
current copy of the FSAR. It's not an exhibit in this
phase of the proceeding.

JUDGE BLOCH: Can the witness verify for us
whether or not this is a current copy of the FSAR?

THE WITNESS: No, I ~aun~nt.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, I assume it's
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1 possible to tell because there are amendment dates that
2 are on there. The witness could tell us at least through
. 3 what date that's relevant. We are going through a whole
R period of time here so there would be some relevance in at
5 least pinning that much down, even if we don't know that

6 we have the 1984 version.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Watkins, how can we get a
8 stipulation as to having the current copy?
9 MR. WATKINS: I'm not objecting to questions

10 based on this document. We would like the opportunity to

11 review that we know to be the current FSAR, so long as

12 it's understood that Mr. Brandt's answers are on the basis
‘ 13 of what this document is and I would 1'ke the pages of

14 this document on which he's questioned bound into the

15 record.

16 JUDGE BLOCH: Any objection, Mr. Roisman?

17 MR. ROISMAN: 1I don't have any objection to

18 having it bound in. I don't have an extra copy of it at
19 this moment.
20 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll arrange to have it bound in
21 as an exhibit with the understanding that Mr. Watkins will
22 correct it if he finds it's not the currents FSAR.

. 23 JUDGE GROSSMAN: 1Is 1t the current FSAR you want
24 anyway here?

25 MR. ROISMAN: It is the current. We have been
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1 led to believe that this is. I can't independently verify

2 that.

3 JUDGE BLOCH: Judge Grossman's question was do

B you want the current one or the earlier one that might

5 have been applicable when the liner plates were made?

6 MR. ROISMAN: We are interested in both. We

7 want to know what it is ncw and what it was back then.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: The liner plates are still being

9 made?

10 MR. ROISMAN: There's still some fabrication on

11 them, is my understanding.

12 JUDGE GROSSMAN: I haven't seen that. Are there
13 dates on each page there?

14 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. It tells you "amendment as

15 of" and then it gives a date which presumably are the most
16 current amendments. I believe the dates Mr. Brandt is

17 looking at appear to be 1981 -- well, no, there's some '82,

18 It just depends on when the amendment took place.

19 JUDGE GROSSMAN: My recollection is that the

20 liner plates we are talking about, a lot of them were in

21 1981, those travelers.

22 MR. ROISMAN: That's correct. Why don't we do
. 23 this. I had thought it was a quicker process. When we

24 take a break I'll take Mr. Brandt --

25 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll use that as a basis for
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questions and then Mr, Watkins will correct it if it turns
out to be wrong.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Brandt seems to be still
looking and rather than have us all sit and look, he can
do that at a break and I'll just move on to something else
and he can do that later.

MR. WATKINS: I want to make sure he has enough
time to review.

JUDGE BLOCH: How much time do you need to
review that?

THE WITNESS: I don't know. The table is 50-something
pages long.

MR. ROISMAN: He indicated earlier, I think in
answer to a question about the appropriate table of the FSAR,
that this stainless steel liner was listed as "non-safety,"
and I'm asking him to identify where that is in there.

PiR. WATKINS: To correct the testimony, that it
was "non-ASME."

JUDGE BLOCH: Non-ASME.

MR. ROISMAN: I believe it was non-safety. I
don't know what his current testimony is but --

THE WITNESS: What I intended was non-ASME. My
prefiled testimony clearly states that it is
safety-related, and it is considered safety-related by the

designer.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: Why don't we accept Mr. Roisman's

2 suggestion and hold the study of that document for the
. 3 next break and we can prolong that break if Mr. Brandt

4 needs it.

5 MR. ROISMAN: Okay.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: That would seem to be something

7 that could be handled by stipulation of counsel, frankly.

8 I mean, that table either says it or it doesn't.

9 MR. ROISMAN: I hope that's correct.

10 JUDGE BLOCH: I think we have shifted the burden

L & to Mr. Watkins reading it during the break. It seems we

12 can have a stipulation of counsel as to what that table
. 13 says or doesn't say. It doesn't seem to me that we need

14 testimony as to whether it is or is not ASME in the table.

15 MR. WATKINS: I'll have to consult with my

16 expert during the break, your Honor.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

18 BY MR. ROISMAN:

19 Q I would like to take a look at weld 62, 63, and

20 64. If you have them there, I'll have them here and then

21 we can talk about them,

22 JUDGE BLOCH: The witness is looking for the
. 23 documents about that weld. This refers to the second set

24 of testimony and second filing? This is for your further

25 evidence submittal?
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MR. ROISMAN: You are asking me -- I don't know.
I didn't divide up my questions, whether it was the first
or second set. I'm sorry.

JUDGE BLOCH: Can you help us find it?

MR. ROISMAN: Can you look at the contention?
Is that the question?

JUDGE BLOCH: We would like to look at the same
document Mr. Brandt is looking at. How can we do that?

MR. ROISMAN: We didn't attach these to our
filing.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. We don't have them.

MR. ROISMAN: You have them only if you have
them from another source than us. We have not filed the
document itself.

JUDGE BLOCH: We have not conducted an
investigation.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Looking at 3, the chit, which is signed by
Mr. Wilkerson, it's dated 9/12/78; is that correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q And line 2 of the five-line traveler on the

front page has "sat," and is signed by Mr. Wilkerson, and
is dated 9/12/78; is that correct?
A Yes, it is.

Q Line 1 is signed by Mr. Evans, and a subsequent
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date around the 3rd, it looks like the 3rd of March of
1983. 1Is that also your reading of it?

A Yes, sir.

Q Now, do I understand that your explanation of
this is that the inspector -- well, let me just ask you
for your explanation. That will make it simpler.

How is it that if Mr. Wilkerson did both the number 1
and number 2 inspection on September 12, 1978, he only
entered it with respect to line 2 and not with respect to
line 1 on 9/12/78?

A Mr. Roisman, I think that's something we talked
about, about eight hours in September; and the fact that
my testimony, regarding this very form, was that it didn't
have enough lines. And that line 1 was not signed off
until the second fit-up and cleanliness inspection was
performed.

Q You mean, in other words, your hypothesis is
that Mr. Wilkerson did the test as required and filled out,
for line 1, the inspection, and filled out a chit and
didn't enter it on line 1 of the form because, if he did,
there wouldn't have been a line 1 of the form for purposs
of doing the second fit-up and cleanliness? And he
intended for the chit to be the evidence of that
inspection?

A He intended for the chit to be the inspection of
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the -- I want to say outside, but in this case it's
actually the inside. This is a weld made from the back
side, contrary -- I don't want to confuse you. Most welds
are welded, the backing strip is tack welded on the back
side or concrete side, and welded from the water side.

This particular weld is welded -- it is tack welded --
the backing strip is tack welded on the inside and welded
the other way prior to concrete placement.

Q Okay. Regardless of that, what you are saying
is that for this weld there were two sets of fit-up and
cleanliness required and only one line to mark that that
had been inspected; right?

A Yes, sir.

Q And that Mr. Wilkerson didn't sign the one line
when he did the first of those two inspections but saved
that line so it could be signed for the secord of those
two inspections; correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q Now, 1s Mr. Wilkerson still at the site, still
on the plant site?

A As far as I know, yes, sir. I haven't been
there for a while.

Q Did you talk to him about this?

A He was -- it was discussed. I did not

personally discuss it with him.
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Q Who did discuss it with him?
A One of two gquality engineers that were working

on the situation.

Q By "the situation’ what do you mean?
A Why line 1 isn't s’ ned on some travelers.
Q I see. Was it their duty to report back to you

what they learned?

A I believe the way it came about was that I -- I
had discussed it with people, both in the craft and QC,
whenever this process first started. By "this process"
I'm talking about this particular proceeding. Due to my,
I want to say limited availability at the site, the TRT
was looking into liner plate travelers concurrent with my
testifying in these proceedings, so essentially there was
a parallel effort going between wrat I had done and what
the existing quality engineering organization had done.

I discussed the quality engineering's -- or quality

engineering's discussions wich the inspectors that were

still there, with them as those ¢ s ions occurred.
Q Are they the sourc ¥ testimony that what
happened was that Larry Wilke son w.. the inspection of

the fit-up and cleanliness, the first fit-up and
cleanliness inspection on, when the five-line travelers
were 1n use that he did that and left the line blunk,

intending the chit to be used as the verification that the
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first inspection had been done?

A I don't want to say it was the source,

Mr. Roisman. I think I drew that conclusion on the paper
that's in front of me. That substantiated my filing.

Q Well, then is the other true? 1Is Mr. Wilkerson
not a source of that conclusion by you?

A I guess I don't understand, Mr. Roisman. I told
you I didn't personally talk to Larry Wilkerson.

Q That's right.

A I told you I independently drew the same
conclusion that gquality engineering did, by talking to
Larry Wilkerson.

Your question to me is what is my source? My source, I

guess, in answer to your question, is the paper in front

of me.
Q And nothing more than that?
A I didn't say that.
Q I want you to pin your source for me, Mr. Brandt,

s0 I can test it. I don't think that's an unreasonable
thing to ask you; do you?
A I don't think it's unreasonable at all,
Mr. Roisman. But just like so many other things in this
proceeding, I don't know what you are asking.
JUDGE BLOCH: Do you know whether quality

engineering drew its conclusion based on the paper or
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1 based on talk with Mr. Wilkerson?
2 THE WITNESS: I know that quality engineering

‘ 3 has both talked to Mr. Wilkerson and looked at the paper.
+ I won't attempt to sit here today and testify what their
5 basis for deciding anything was at this point. I'm saying
6 the paper in front of me now, and then in these boxes, is
7 enough to lead me to believe without any doubt what that
8 chit signed by Larry Wilkerson on September 12, 1978
9 stands for.
10 JUDGE BLOCH: But on particular welds you just
11 can't testify as to whether information came directly from
12 a QC inspector?

‘ 13 THE WITNESS: That's exactly my testimony.
14 BY MR. ROISMAN:
15 Q I take it, Mr. Brandt, that but for the writing
16 on the chit, the handwritten "first fit-up and cleanliness
17 of plate to plate (assembly A-17)"; that but for that
18 writing on the chit, you wouldn't know whether that chit
19 was for step 1 or step 2; would you?
20 A Was your question, Mr. Roisman, the writing that
21 says, "first fit-up through (A-17)"?
22 Q Yes.

. 23 A No, there's more on the chit that would indicate

24 to me that it is the first fit-up.

25 Q What is it? 1Is it the WMR number?
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A Yes, it is.
Q Now, look on the first page of the traveler,

please. I guess it's the first page?

A The first page of the five-line?

Q Yes. Right.

A Okay.

Q Now, on the line where that WMR number appears,

which is the first line, there's a number 2, and then

above that "first ficv, 2." 1Is that correct?
A Yes, it is.
Q And what is that designed to denote? What is

that line supposed to be telling us?

A That -- welding consumables drawn on WORAOl17 and
143, using well procedure 88125, were used and performance
of the first fit-up up and the tacking of the backing
strip to the two plates referenced on the top part of the
traveler.

Q So that the WMR number is a number for both the
second step and the first step; correct? The first
inspection and the second inspection?

A As a practical matter, Mr. Roisman, I think
you'll find that's true for all of them.

Q But my --

A The answer to your question is "yes." But I'm

not sure you understand why.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: Explain further so the board will
2 understand.
. 3 THE WITNESS: The step 2 is simply a matter of

+ looking at the tacks that are maintained in the fit-up.

5 BY MR. ROISMAN:
6 Q Which comes first, step 1 or step 27
7 A It depends on how it was fit up. It could have

8 been done simultaneously.
9 Q You would simultaneously check the back
10 stripping tack and the fit-up and cleanliness?
11 A You could. On this particular joint geometry,
12 you could easily, yes, because it's welded from an
. 13 atypical side, if you will. Welded toward the back side
14 rather than toward the inside.
15 JUDGE BLOCH: But cleanliness, doesn't that have
16 to be looked at before the tack weld is made and looked at
17 after the tack weld?
18 THE WITNESS: Can I draw you a picture?
19 JUDGE BLOCH: If that is true you just say it.
20 Can you look after the tack weld is made or before?
21 Explain the difficulty.
22 THE WITNESS: Judge Bloch, you are talking about
‘ 23 a weld that might be an eighth, quarter of an inch -- maybe
24 as long as a half inch long. The tack weld just holds the

25 backing strip to the cleanliness plate.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: But is the tack weld done first or
2 second?
. 3 JUDGE JORDAN: Do you do cleanliness inspection
4 on the tack weld?
5 THE WITNESS: 1Is your question “could you look
6 at it after"?
7 JUDGE BLOCH: From plant procedures.
8 THE WITNESS: I would prefer to see the
9 procedures. If you are asking from a practical standpoint
10 I'1l answer your question. If you want a practical answer
11 I will. TIf I had every document pertaining to these 1302,
12 I would have a lot more documents with me.
. 13 JUDGE BLOCH: So you don't notice whether the
14 cleanliness inspection had to be done prior to the tack

15 welding or not?

16 THE WITNESS: Are you saying procedurally

17 mandated, Judge Bloch?
18 JUDGE BLOCH: You don't know whether it was
19 procedurally mandated that the cleanliness inspection had

20 to be done before the tack weld because you don't have the

21 procedure before you?

22 THE WITNESS: Yes, that's true. I don't have it
. 23 in front of me and I don't remember what was required in

24 1978.

25 BY MR. ROISMAN:
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1 Q Mr. Brandt, I'm going to show you what you
2 previously provided, which is some instructions procedures.
‘ 3 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, before he does that,
4 we request that the traveler package for weld 663 be bound
5 into the record at this point for comprehensibility of the

6 explanation the witness has just given.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: That may be done.
8 Who is going to provide the copy?
9 MR. ROISMAN: The person who asked to have it

10 bound in, I trust.
11 MR. WATKINS: Are you finished asking questions
12 on that traveler?
. 13 MR. ROISMAN: No.
14 JUDGE BLOCH: Let us have it bound in at this
15 point but we'll provide it to the reporter when we are
16 done with the questions on the traveler.
17 (The document follows:)
18
19
20
21
22
‘l’ 23
24

25
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1 BY MR. ROISMAN:
2 Q I'm going to show you what is marked as
. 3 construction procedure 31-1195-CCP-38, revision 3; and for
4 reasons that I do not fully understand -- I'm going to
5 show you what is marked as page 5 of 18 listing QC hold
6 points, and ask you whether it is a correct assumption,
7 based upon this page, that fit-up and cleanliness is a

hold point which precedes the visual testing of the

° @

backing strip tacks fillet weld, and that you must do

10 cleanliness before the tacks.

11 A What you are showing me is number 1 to this date,

12 September 23, 1979. The answer to your question is "yes."
. 13 It specified that fit-up and cleanliness check is to be

14 performed prior to the backup var weld.

15 Q Can you tell me who is governed by this

16 construction procedure? Was Mr. Wilkerson? Strike that.

17 Was the inspector doing inspections at the time this

18 procedure was in effect, was he governed by this, or was

19 it only the construction people who were governed by it?

20 A The inspection procedure defined a QC inspector's

21 responsibility.

22 Q Looking at CP QCI-2.11 rev. 2, which is dated 1/9/78,
. 23 where does this inspection =~ and looking under section 3.1,

24 QC hold points inspection and documentation requirement,

25 does a similar requirement of fit-up and cleanliness
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1 preceding tack welding appear on pages 1 and 2 of that

2 document, which I'm now showing you, for welding operation?
‘ 3 A It doesn't come out and actually say it. It is

4 certainly implied, Mr. Roisman.

5 Q All right. Now I would like you to look at

6 pages 45,420 and 45,421 of your prefiled testimony that

was originally dated October 3, but filed on October i,
8 1984, And starting on line 7 of 45,420 and going over to
a line 2 of 45,421, tell me if it is not your testimony
10 there that the tacking is done before the cleanliness and

11 fit-up inspection occurs?

12 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I would like to invite
. 13 the witness to review as much of the surrounding pages as

14 he feels necessary.

15 THE WITNESS: Please restate your question.

16 BY MR. ROISMAN:

17 Q I'm asking you whether or not the testimony that

18 I'm asking you to look at there doesn't say that in fact
19 you do the tack welding before you do the fit-up and

20 cleanliness inspection and that that's an explanation that

21 you give for another apparent discrepancy in documentation?

22 A I'm trying to figure out how I can answer your
. 23 question without confusing the issue more,

24 In order for a fit-up to be maintained and thereby

25 signed off, whether you are talking about a fit-up of two
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pieces of pipe, two pieces of, in this case liner plate,
or a fit-up of a piece of anale to a piece of plate, it
has to be tacked. Otherwise the fit-up is not maintained.

I1f you have two pieces of plate that are physically
separated by, say a quarter of an inch, and there's not
something absolutely maintaining that quarter-inch
separation, there's no way of signing off the fit-up as
proper.

Q So you are saying that every time a fit-up was
verified, it had to have been preceded by a tacking weld
on any of these liner plates?

A There had to be a tack weld holding =~
maintaining the space, not necessarily the tack weld that
attached the backing strip to the liner plate.

Q What would the tack weld be attaching? What two
things would be being attached by it?

A Possibly the spacer bar in the plates. 1I'm not
sure. There's a spacer bar inside -- this weld is a bad
example, as I said, because it's welded the wrong way, but
on a conventional plate-to-plate weld there's a spacer bar
which maintains the gap between the two plates. But
there's nothing that prevents the two plates -- the spacer
bar from a physical limitation prevents the two plates
being drawn closer together, and in order for them to be

drawn closer together for a practical purpose they would
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have to crush or displace the spacer bar.

But there's nothing, without either the plates being
welded to the spacer, tack welded to the spacer, or the
backing strip tack welded to the plates, that would keep

the plates from drawing further apart from one another.

Q Is the spacer bar left in?
A No. 1It's removed.
Q 8o if it had been tacked in, you'd have to

physically remove the weld, right, break the weld in some

way?
A Yes.
Q Does that seem plausible, that they would have

done that?

A I don't know. You've got me at a lcss because I
don't ==~ I'm sitting here trying to figure out how they
tacked it together to sign off. 1 understand the point
you are trying to make and I'm really trying to answer you
to the best of my ability. And I wasn't there when it was

done so I'm at a disadvantage.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1If you don't know you can always
say you don't know.

THE WITNESS: That is the answer, Judge Bloch,
I'm trying to hypothesize and answer his questions. 1If

I'm not supposed to do that 1'l]l be glad to stop.

I'm trying to be as honest as 1 can and yet explain
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both the fabrication and inspection sequence.
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q The two plates that are to have a certain
distance between them, they are set down and then moved to
the point where the construction people believe that they
have the right distance between them; correct?

A What do you mean "set down," Mr. Roisman?

Q Well, they are leaned up against the wall or
laid down against the wall, wherever the welding work is
going to be done; right? They are not hanging in the air?

A But if you have two plates that are to be fit to
where the seam is a horizontal weld seam between two
vertical plates, there has to be something to keep -- or
even a horizontal weld -~ there has to be something that
maintains the gap at a fixed distance,

Q It could be just the weight of the plates:;
couldn't {t? I mean, if they weighed 2300 pounds each, it
wouldn't be easily moved.

A Or horizontal == you could bump it, move it
quite easily -- excuse me -- I mean for a vertical weld.

For a vertical seam, if two plates were butted up as they

were fabricating the liner out of place, if you had bumped

either plate it wonld tend to broaden the gap.
Q Do either the construction or inspection

procedures tell us how they were to deal with this dilemma




21189.0 20662

BRT

1 that you are presenting?

2 A It is more construction practice, Mr. Roisman,
. 3 than something -~ there's several different ways to do it.

+ I don't know how that was done. That's clearly my answer.

5 Q Well, let's -~ it seems that there are several

6 options, though. I'm trying to see if I understand

7 whether you think you have covered the field.

8 One option is that the backing strip was tack welded on

9 to hold it on, and then the fit-up inspection was done; is

10 that correct? That's one option?

11 A Yes, sirc.

12 Q Another option is that the spacer bar was tack
. 13 welded in place and then the inspection was done; is that

14 correct?

15 A That's an option; yes, sir,

16 Q Now, in the case of the spacer bar, it would

17 still be possible to determine both cleanliness and fit-up

18 without having had any part of the plate « vered, the

19 spacer bar being between the plates rather than

20 overlapping the plates; correct?

21 A Yes, sir,

22 Q But in the case of the tacking =~ of the backing
. 23 strip, you would actually be overlapping the point where

24 the two plates are coming close to each other and the

25 cleanliness would not be visible from the side that the
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tacking -- that the backing strip has been tacked to;
would it:
A Please repeat your question.
Q If the backing strip were tacked on to the two

plates, you wouldn't be able to do a cleanliness
inspection for the side of the weld that the backing strip
was applied to, because the backing strip would be
covering part of what you had to look at to determine
cleanliness; wouldn't it?

A There is no weld on that side, Mr. Roisman.

JUDGE BLOCH: Cleanliness, as I understand your
testimony, would be an inspection by eye of the inside of
the tacking strip and the edges of the metal? 1Is that
what you are saying?

THE WITNESS: No, sir. Judge Bloch, 1 offered
when we first got into this to draw a picture, and I think
we are to the point in order to explain this and ever end
this conversation =--

JUDGE BLOCH: Let's do it. Draw a picture.

Do we have a white piece of paper that we can put into
the record later?

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BLOCH: Could you help the witness so he
can mark what he's done and then describe it orally.

(Discussion off the record.).
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JUDGE BLOCH: We'll take a status check in 10
minutes.

(Recess.)

JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.
Mr. Watkins, would you like to conduct the examination
which will enable us to identify the drawing and insert it
into the transcript for reference?

MR. WATKINS: Sure,

EXAMINATION

BY MR. WATKINS:

Q Mr. Brandt, will you explain this drawing,
please?

MR. ROISMAN: Why don't we give it an
identification first?

JUDGE BLOCH: 1If we are going to bind it into
the record -- okay. Call it the Brandt diagram.

MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I'm going to give a
copy to Mr. Brandt, the original to the reporter. May we
have it bound in at this point?

JUDGE BLOCH: Let's label it the Brandt diagram.

(The document follows:)
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THE WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, I have got the
original back and I'm going to identify the spacer bar, as
you suggested on the break.

Cn top of the drawing, if you will, the top indication
on this page, the top shaded-in material between the
fit-up gap is the spacer bar, and I'm going to so note it
on the original of the drawing.

JUDGE BLOCH: The spacer bar fills the fit-up
gap?

THE WITNESS: Correct.

JUDGE BLOCHi For this particular weld? 1Is that
what this is?

THE WITNESS: This is for a typical weld, your
Honor. This one, of all the welds we could have chosen,
this 1s atypical because it's exactly backwards.

‘IR, WATKINS: By "this,"” do you mean weld 6637

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do.

The two plates are drawn together and a spacer bar is
inserted.

JUDGE JORDAN: This is a typical weld, not this
unusual weld; is that correct?

THE WITNESS: Right. I think it will serve the
same purpose, Dr. Jordan, in the way of explanation. This
weld that we have been discussing is essentially the same

thing only it's reversed with respect to water side,
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1 concrete side. And it has no leak chase channel.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: What?

. 3 THE WITNESS: I don't believe it has a leak
R chase channel.
5 The plates are drawn together. The initial surface, as
6 I have stated up in the upper right-hand corner, all these
7 steps that are numbered refer to the five-line traveler.

The purpose of conducting the initial fit-up inspection,

° w

fit-up and cleanliness inspection, is two-fold. It is to
10 assure the back side surface of the two plates being
11 joined, which I have indicated by surface A; that that
12 area there is clean, and the gap between the two plates,
. 13 which I have labeled as "fit-up gap" is within procedural
14 tolerances.
15 JUDGE BLOCH: So it's only the concrete side

16 that has to be clean and the space between where the space

17 bar -- where the spacer bar is placed doesn't have to be
18 clean?

19 THE WITNESS: At this time, your Honor.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

21 THE WITNESS: The purpose of this inspection is

22 not one of quality. 1It's certainly not one of safety.
‘ 23 But the purpose of this inspection is to assure that the
24 backing strip remains on until the inside weld is made.

25 The reason being, if these tack welds that are ultimately
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going to be placed holding this backing strip to the two
liner plates crack and the backing bar falls off into the
leak chase channel, when you come around to the inside or
water side of the weld to deposit that weld, you now have
no backing strip.

Do you follow me? The weld would have to be made with
a welder qualified to an open butt procedure rather than a
welder qualified with backing; or the backing strip would
have to be reinserted to slide it through the opening and
retack it.

JUDGE BLOCH: If the backing strip were just not
firm, then couldn't there be a shift occurred during the
welding of the inside so that you'd actually have a
structural problem in the inside weld?

THE WITNESS: No, sir. Let me take you through
the sequence and then I'll offer the explanation.

At any rate, the surface that you are interested in
when you are signing -- if we can assume for a moment,
just for reasons of explanation, tnat when the inside
fit-up -- excuse me -- outside, concrete side fit-up and
cleanliness inspection are performed, that step 1 would be
formed as Mr. Roisman has suggested. This is, as I say,
just for explanation purposes only. And let's insert a
new line, call it line 1-A, just for purposes of this

explanation.



21189.0
BRT

N o0 b

°©

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

20669

At the time tne inside -~ outside fit-up, or concrete
side fit-up -- or what's referred to in the travelers in
many cases as first fit -- is done, you are interested in
verifying that the gap between the two abutting plates is
proper and that the surface that I've labeled there as "surface
AA" is cleaned.

JUDGE BLOCH: Are there tack welds at that point?

THE WITNESS: This is the point that Mr. Roisman
and I discussed this morning. There are several
possibilities.

The one possibility we didn't explore is construction
could have cleaned it in this configuration and had the
inspector there while they tacked it in place. In that
situation the inspector would be signing line 1 and line 2
at the same time he saw him do it. That's a possibility
that we did not discuss this morning -- not this morning,
in the earlier session. At any rate --

JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that just a possibility or is
that what was required by the procedure?

THE WITNESS: The procedure required
verification of both, Judge Bloch. I can't sit here and
tell you how it was done. I can think of at least three
ways to do it.

JUDGE BLOCH: The procedure is supposed to say

the way it's done. You not only write procedures, you
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1 interpret them and make sure your men follow them.
2 THE WITNESS: The procedure implies that it's
‘ 3 supposed to be clean before the tack weld is made. That's

4 clear.

S JUDGE BLOCH: An inspection of the cleanliness?
6 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Before the tack weld is made?

8 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: So that it should have been done

10 that way?

11 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. I think what

12 Mr. Roisman and I were talking about is when the traveler
. 13 was signed, whether it occurred at the same time,

14 different times, if 1 preceded 2 or 2 preceded 1.

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Do you want to continue with the

16 story or is that enough for now for Mr. Roisman?

e MR. ROISMAN: No. I would like him to go

18 through the whole explanation, his point that we all have

19 it so that we have a common understanding, and I think

20 it's useful to have the whole story laid out.

21 THE WITNESS: Okay. At this point, using this

22 hypothetical traveler which I have described as a step 1
’ 23 and a step 1-A, the step 1-A being the inside fit-up and

24 cleanliness inspection -- after step 1 was signed off, our

25 concurrent -- excuse me -- after the step 1 inspection was
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1 performed, the backing strip would be tacked on the back
2 side as we see in the second figure from the top. The

. 3 little circles that are drawn, o- quarter circles that are
4 drawn to the right and left of the darkened strip on the
5 back side‘of the weld, are these tack welds.
6 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Just for the record, when
7 Mr. Brandt says "back side," he's referring to the part he
8 marked "concrete." When he says "inside," he's referring
9 to the part he marked 'water."
10 THE WITNESS: And the darkened strip in the
11 second picture is the backing strip. That's also not
12 labeled.

. 13 These quarter circles are the tack welds.
14 After a visual inspection -- after a visual inspection
15 of these tack welds adjoining this backing strip to the
16 two abutting plates is performed, step 2 can be signed off.
17 At this point, the surface that I've got in the second
18 picture labeled "surface B," which is the area on the back
19 side, or the concrete side of the liner plates, and the -~
20 what 1is ultimately going to contain a fillet weld on the
21 outside edges of the channel, have to be inspected for
22 cleanliness.

. 23 MR. ROISMAN: May I interrupt him and ask a
24 question?

25 JUDGE BLOCH: I didn't understand what he just
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1 said, so maybe he can just clarify it.

2 MR. ROISMAN: That's what I was going to ask him.

. 3 JUDGE BLOCH: What is going to be inspected for

&) cleanliness? You have the spacer bar in place and it

5 looks to me that you are saying the part under the spacer

6 bar is going to be inspected for cleanliness.

7 THE WITNESS: No, sir. Assuming that you are

2 looking at this in section, just as it's drawn. Surface B

9 is the surface on the back side of the stainless steel

10 liner plates. Do you see where the arrow draws?
11 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. That's not the problem.
12 It's the two small arrows that are puzzling me.
‘ 13 THE WITNESS: That's a channel that's going to

14 be welded over the backing strip. The outside edges of

15 the flange of the channel also have to be inspected for

16 cleanliness.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. I've got it.

18 THE WITNESS: At that point, step 3 on the

19 five-line traveler can be signed off.

20 MR. ROISMAN: Can I just ask him --

21 BY MR. ROISMAN:

22 Q Is the shaded area between the plates on the
' 23 second drawing, second line of the drawing, is that still

24 the spacer bar?

25 A Yes, sir.
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: I notice in the third drawing that

e you've drawn it so that the weld comes on a portion of the

. 3 channel?

4 THE WITNESS: 1It's a fillet weld; yes, sir.

5 JUDGE BLOCH: I assume the cleanliness of

6 surface B has to include the portion that is going to be

G touched by that weld on the outside of the channel?

8 THE WITNESS: That's what I'm saying. If you'll

9 note, the arrows on surface B point to the back side of

10 the liner, and it was attempted to -- it looks like it's

13 drawn to the bottom edge of the channel. Actually what it

12 was attempting to refer to are the outside edges of the
‘ 13 flange, *he channel flange itself.

14 In fact, the tip of the channel, if you will, is not

15 welded at all.

16 At this point, in the third picture, the fillet welds

17 are made, attaching the leak chase channel to the back

18 side of the liner plate. These fillet welds are indicated

19 by a shaded mark on the outside of the channel which is

20 now in place in figure 3, Are you with me so far?

21 At this point, concrete is placed -- at this point the
22 liner plate is lifted from its out-of-place fabrication
. 23 area to inside the building, form work -- excuse me =--

24 rebar is installed behind it, studs are shot onto the

25 reinforcing plates and the liner, to be embedded in



21189.0 20673
BRT
1 JUDGE BLOCH: I notice in the third drawing that
2 you've drawn it so that the weld comes on a portion of the
. 3 channel?

4 THE WITNESS: It's a fillet weld; yes, sir.

5 JUDGE BLOCH: I assume the cleanliness of

6 surface B has to include the portion that is going to be

7 touched by that weld on the outside of the channel?
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15 welded at all.
16 At this point, in the third picture, the fillet welds
17 are made, attaching the leak chase channel to the back
18 side of the liner plate. These fillet welds are indicated

19 by a shaded mark on the outside of the channel which is

20 now in place in figure 3. Are you with me so far?
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concrete, and concrete is placed.

At this point, after concrete placement, the channel
and the backing strip are inaccessible. They are now in
concrete -- excuse me, the back side of the backing strip
is now inaccessible.

JUDGE BLOCH: So when you say "reverify fit-up,"
but cleanliness isn't reverification. This is a different
cleanliness check; is that right?

THE WITNESS: The inside cleanliness is to
verify that the cleanliness on the inside is clean prior
to commencement of welding from that side.

JUDGE BLOCH: Knowing that does not let you know
whether the cleanliness of step 1 was done properly on the
outside?

THE WITNESS: No. But that's the point I'm
trying to make.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

THE WITNESS: At the point in the fabrication
sequence to where you get to the fourth picture down --
chronologically we are in that timeframe now -- you have
only performed one inspection at that point that's
critical -- it's not even critical but it's important to
quality or safety, and that is the visual inspection of
that fillet weld attaching the channel to the back of the

liner plate.
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1 The reason that you measure the fit-up cap in the
2 beginning and to verify -- well, let's take it one by one.
. 3 The reason that you measure and verify that the fit-up
gap is proper when you attach the backing strip and
ultimately the leak chase channel to the back side of the
liner is to minimize your construction list. Once the
leak chase channel is welded to the liner, the liner isn't

going anywhere. However, if that gap is wrong at that

¢ O N o0 U s

point, it is going to involve much more costly rework than
10 if the gap was proper.
i1 The reason I say the backing strip weld, the visual
12 inspection of the backing strip tack welds and the

. 13 cleanliness of the back side of the liner is not important
14 is, the purpose of performing that inspection is to give
13 you a high degree of confidence that the backing strip
16 will remain in that position through the fourth picture.
17 Because at this point, the backing strip, as you noted
18 earlier, the tacks have cracked for some reason, or the
19 backing strip has accidentally become dislodged. The

20 backing strip is now within this leak channel and you now

21 have no backing strip to weld against. You have one of
22 two options.
‘ 23 Either you can weld the weld as an open butt procedure,

24 or you can try to reaffix the backing strip. In either

25 case, it's also on a construction risk basis because it's
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1 reverified.
2 So, from a practical matter, and from a gquality matter =--

. 3 assuming, as Mr. Roisman did in his -- I believe inferred
“+ in his opening statement, that the purpose of quality was
5 to assure that all the requirements were met -- which I'm
6 not sure that I can agree with it -- in most industries
7 quality control plays as much a function in minimizing
8 production risk or assuring final endproduct than it does
9 assuring absolute safety in the product.
10 There are other purposes -- quality control can perform
11 other functions, I think. That's the only point I'm
12 trying to make.

. 13 Here, in inspecting this backing strip, the reason for
14 doing so is not a matter of safety but a matter of
15 minimizing rework and expense of that rework.
16 JUDGE BLOCH: Your inspectors do it the same way,
17 regardless of the purpose?
18 THE WITNESS: Right. I'm not -- I'm just
19 attempting to define the reason for structuring the
20 inspection program that way. The inspector's function is
21 to follow the inspection procedure. But from a realistic
22 standpoint, if you are at the fourth picture, the only

. 23 inspection -- and have not performed the inside fit -- if
24 you have not performed any welding on the inside, the only

25 inspection that QC has performed that is either quality or
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safety significance is the visual inspection of that fillet
weld attaching the -- excuse me, there's two. The
cleanliness inspection prior to making the fillet weld
between the liner plate and leak chase channel, which is
step 3 on the traveler, and step 4 on the traveler which

is the visual inspection of the fillet weld.

JUDGE BLOCH: Does the leak chase channel
collect fluid that may come through that weld so you know
there's a leak? 1Is that the purpose?

THE WITNESS: The purpose of the leak chase
channel is to collect any leakage that seeps through that
joint for whatever reason. It's a second safeguard, if
you will, and it's collected in a sump under the liner;
yes, sir.

At this point, as I stipulated in picture 4, the gap is
reverified and the cleanliness of the surfaces to be
joined is verified. And in this hypothetical traveler,
line 1-A would be signed off, for fit-up and cleanliness
of the inside inspection.

At that point, the joint is welded out and you would
see it in a configuration as is the fifth picture from the
top, once step 5 is signed off.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q In the lined area in step 5 now, that's not the

spacer bar but is the weld?
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1 A Yes, sir, it is.
2 Q Now, as I understand your testimony, there are
. 3 three ways in which one might go about getting to step 2

4 in this basic approach.

5 One is that you would put the spacer bar in between the
6 two plates and tack it in place to hold the fit-up.

7 Second is that you would put the backing plate in with
8 a tack weld to hold the two in place.

9 The third is that the inspector would actually be

10 present just before you were going to put the tack weld in
11 for the backing plate, and at that point he would verify
12 the cleanliness of the liner plate surfaces AA; and then

' 13 the tack welding would be done. 1Is that correct?

14 A I'm sorry, Mr. Roisman. I missed your second

15 hypothetical.

16 Q I was trying to find out the three ways in which
17 one -- in which you hypothesize that one would properly do
18 the cleanliness inspection for a plate to plate weld for
19 the concrete side of the weld.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: I think he has a simpler question.
21 The second one, was it?

22 THE WITNESS: The first was that you tack the

. 23 spacer bar to the plates, the third one was do it

24 simultaneously. 1 don't renember what the second was.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: The second was tacking in the
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1 backing strip.

2 MR. ROISMAN: The spacing bar.
. 3 JUDGE BLOCH: The backing strip.
4 MR. ROISMAN: That's right, backing strip.

5 Excuse me. Correct.

6 THE WITNESS: Spacer bar, cne; backing strip,

) two; third one, be there and see the whole thing --

8 whichever one of the first two you are going to do.

9 THE WITNESS: I would say of those three

10 likelihoods, probably the third one is most likely the way

11 it happened.

12 BY MR. ROISMAN:
‘ 13 Q You mean the inspectors were there watching and
14 inspecting for cleanliness as the backing strip was being

15 tacked on, or just about it was being tacked on?

16 A Yes, sir. But either of the three cases could
17 have conceivably happened.

18 Q And a fourth way is that they could have tacked
19 on the backing strip before anybody inspected cleanliness,
20 and there was no cleanliness done of the concrete side for

21 surfaces AA?

22 A Are you asking is that a possibility?
’ 23 Q Yes.
24 A Yes, that's a possibility.
25 Q And the form don't tell us when there is not --
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when you are using the five-line report in the NDE chit,
you can't tell which, if any of those four possibilities
are used, do they? It is not broken up enough to tell how
they followed the steps; is it?

A Using your hypothesis, you are hypothesizing
that cleanliness was not performed at all.

Q No. I'm just saying you can't tell from the
documentation which of those four procedures, one of which
would be "no cleanliness test done" -- in fact basically
two of them were, wouldn't they?

A No.

Q If you put the spacer plate -- if you put the
spacer bar in and welded it, then it's possible to do
cleanliness and fit-up inspection without any obstruction.
If you are physically there before they put the backing
plate on and you verify fit-up and cleanliness before they
tack on the backing plate, then you have done both steps.
But if they put the backing plate on before you got there to
do any inspection, you can't do the cleanliness inspection
for surfaces AA; can you? They have obstructed your view?

A Since we are on the hypothetical, Mr. Roisman,
surfaces AA that are of concern is the surface of AA which
falls under the tack.

Q Correct.

A I find it totally improbable, due to the nature
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1 of the tacking on of the backing strip, they are not done
2 at prescribed intervals. 1It's an intermittent-type
. 3 welding operation -- in that the distance between any two
4 consecutive tacks might be anywhere from three feet to
5 three inches --
6 JUDGE BLOCH: What does it have to do with the

7 area of the tack? Once it's tacked on, it covers the area.

w

JUDGE BLOCH: 1If there is no tack weld, it is
9 highly improbable that the area of 3/8 of a tack weld is

10 dirty, or unclean.

11 JUDGE BLOCH: Looking at figure 2 --

12 THE WITNESS: Those little circles, keep in mind,
. 13 are not fillet welds. They are only 3/8 of an inch long.

14 JUDGE BLOCH: Once they are on there, even the

15 backing covers the whole area?

16 THE WITNESS: You are interested in the area

17 under the tack weld. The purpose of the inspection is to
18 see that the tack weld is properly made.
19 JUDGE JORDAN: What you are saying is it really

20 doesn't have to be clean under the backing strip except at

21 the very edges; is that correct?
22 THE WITNESS: No. Maybe I'm --
. 23 JUDGE BLOCH: It only has to be cleaned under

24 the tack welds which are already on?

25 THE WITNESS: No, sir. Maybe I'm confusing you
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| with from a practical consideration, or the purpose behind

2 the inspection versus what the procedures require.

L] :

4 The purpose of doing such is to assure that you have a

The procedures require that the whole area be clean.

5 clean surface to make those tack welds on.

6 I'm saying if the surface is clean on either side of

7 this tack weld, the probability of it being dirty for the
8 3/8 of an inch under the tack weld --

9 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. It's a sampling problem.

10 You think the portion between the tack welds will

11 represent what would have happened under the tack weld?
12 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. From a practical
‘ k3 consideration. I'm not saying that's what the procedure

14 required. The procedure required the whole appear to be
15 clean.

16 JUDGE BLOCH: And I take it that Mr. Roisman is
17 right, that once the strip is in place you could not

18 follow the procedure because you could not inspect the

19 area under the backing strip?

20 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

21 BY MR. ROISMAN:

22 Q And just to close that, because there are two
. 23 separate questions: The procedure requires, does it not,

24 Mr. Brandt, that there must be a cleanliness inspection,

25 even of the portion of the plate that's going to be
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covered by the backing strip as well as the portion of the
plate that's going to have the fillet weld that's going to
hold the backing strip in place clean; isn't that true?

A If you are referring to the tack weld that holds
the backing strip in place, that's true, Mr. Roisman.

Q But on line 2 of the five line traveler, it can
be tack or fillet weld, isn't it? The inspection calls
for either tack or fillet weld, doesn't it?

A Yes, sir.

Q So there are times when the backing strip is

being laid in with a fillet weld and not a tack weld:;

correct?
A Yes, sir. For certain types of welds that's the
case. But a fillet -- a tack weld is a fillet weld. But

in some cases the fillet welds are continuous.

Q What is this line on line 2 of the five-line
traveler which has "backing strip tack/fillet welds
intended to communicate to the inspector"; what's he

supposed to be looking at?

A However the backing strip is affixed to the
plate.
Q You mean there's no procedure as to whether it

is to be done with a tacking or a fillet weld?

A I think I tried to tell you, Mr. Roisman, a tack

weld is a fillet weld.



21189.0
BRY'

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

20684

JUDGE BLOCH: He meant with an interrupted tack
weld or a continuous fillet weld.

THE WITNESS: I don't believe the drawings ever
require a continuous fillet weld.

JUDGE BLOCH: It was the option of the welder?

THE WITNESS: It was a construction option due
to the nature of the joint being fitted.

JUDGE BLOCH: Do we know it was a construction
option or is that what the procedure says?

THE WITNESS: I'm telling you I don't know.
It's not in the procedure. It would be on the drawing.
For embedded plates, I know the construction sequence was
they fillet welded using a continuous fillet weld of the
backing strip to the embed, to hold the backing strip
rigidly against the embed; place this embed, with its now
fillet welded backing strip, and tack welded the backing
strip on the side of the liner. Picture, if you will, a
wall with a hole cut out for a window.

JUDGE BLOCH: As I understand, it's being held
firmly by the continuous weld on the outside. Why would
you tack weld on the inside?

THE WITNESS: I didn't say the inside. I said
on the plate side.

If you have a wall with a window cut out of it, you are

going to put a window in. You install a backing strip,
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1 and rather tnan putting your window in and tacking your
2 backing strip to one side and then the other, thereby
. 3 holding all three pieces in close contact, these embed
4 plates are thicker than the liner itself. The liner is 3/16
5 of an inch thick; the plate is 3/16 of an inch thick.
6 So what construction did was offset the backing strip
7 on these embed plates by 3/16 of an inch, and fillet
8 welded the backing strip to the embed plate.
9 Now you've got a liner with a hole cut out of it and

10 you've got an embed plate with a backing strip fillet

11 welded to it -- two pieces.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: 1I'm beginning to feel that if this
. 13 1s important we need another drawing.

14 Is this important, Mr. Roisman? Can you understand it

15 from the words?

16 MR. ROISMAN: I'm not sure. Why don't you let

17 me ask a couple of questions and then we will find out.
18 BY MR. ROISMAN:
19 Q First, is it your testimony that it is not a

20 part of --

21 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Roisman, you are missing the
22 mike.

‘ 23 BY MR. ROISMAN:
24 Q Is it your testimony that it is not part of the

25 drawing that the welder is looking at, for him to know
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whether he's supposed to put in a full fillet weld or only
tacking fillet welds?

A I think I said I <don't know, Mr. Roisman. I'm
telling you what they did.

Q How do you know that that's what they did?

A The traveler clearly indicates that on some of
them there's an embed fillet weld, and t.uat's what it

refers to., I talked to the construction foreman that did

it.
Q Who is that?
A Craig Fowles.
Q And you didn't ask him whether he was following

a drawing or not? You just asked him what he did?

A I didn't see that it made a whole lot of
difference.

Q That wasn't my question either. My question was:
You didn't ask him, did you?

A No.

Q So you don't know what he was supposecd to do.
All you know is what he did do?

A No. I think what I said was: I don't know, 1
don't believe that it's specified in the procedure whether
it can be a tack weld or a fillet weld. A tack weld by no
code has no maximum dimension, and what I said is I do not

know if the drawings required for these embedded plates to
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be a continuous fillet,

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Roisman, I don't
want to derail this discussion now that we've passed the
point that I have a question on, but nevertheless, was
there any difference between example 2 and example 4 that
you gave?

MR. ROISMAN: No.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: 2, if I understand it, was tack
welding the backing strip on without having examined the
liner plate for cleanliness; and I believe 4 was the same
thing.

MR. ROISMAN: That's right. The only difference
was that Mr. Brandt accepted number 3 as one of the
hypotheses and when it was expressed as number 4 he
categorized it as highly improbable, which 1 suspect is
just a confusion on his part.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Let's assume we are using
example 2: once a backing strip is tack welded on, it is
never removed; isn't that correct, Mr. Brandt?

THE WITNESS: That's correct.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Okay. Fine.

JUDGE BLOCH: I think it would be preferable not
to characterize testimony or statements by counsel.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Now, Mr. Brandt, let's go back to pages 45,420
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and 45,421, where you have -- where what you were
discussing was an apparent problem identified in a CASE
filing of "rods appear to have been burned prior to the
fit-up and cleanliness inspection," which starts at 45,419
where you are asked the question.

MR. WATKINS: Before you do that, have you
finished with 6637

MR. ROISMAN: No.

MR. WATKINS: We are still on the first weld. I
wanted to bind it into the record at this pcint but it can
wait.,

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Brandt, my question to you was, as 1
understand your explanation, your explanation was that,
well, you could burn rods before you did the first
inspection because you would be tacking on the backing
strip in order to keep the two plates from moving apart
from each other. 1Isn't that what the essence of your

explanation is, starting on page 45,4207

A Yes, sir.
Q And isn't it true that, if that were the case
then, absent the -- well, strike that -- that according to

your testimony on pages 45,419 through 45,421, you were
hypothesizing that the cleanliness and fit-up inspection

take place after the tacking is done; isn't that true?
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1 Particularly look at the bottom of 45,420 and the top of
2 45,421.

. 3 A Please repeat your question. The tacking was

B done after?
5 Q That cleanliness and fit-up inspection was done
6 after the tacking was done,
7 A The signature on line 1 was done after the
8 tacking was done; yes, sir.
9 JUDGE BLOCH: That's your hypothesis there? 1Is

10 that right?

11 MR. ROISMAN: No =--

12 THE WITNESS: I think Mr. Roisman is asking me
‘ 13 to speculate that the inspection wasn't done until

14 afterwards. The only -~

' §. JUDGE BLOCH: Let me ask --

16 BY MR. ROISMAN:

17 Q I'm asking you to look at your words, Mr. Brandt.

18 With all due respect -- and I have been directing you to

19 them. Now I'll ask you to read them. Please read the

20 question at --

21 JUDGE BLOCH: One second --
22 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, please. -- the
. 23 question at the bottom of 45,420, at line 25. Would you

24 please read the question and then read your answer.

25 A "So it is necessary, in fact, to issue and burn
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1 welding rod prior to the time of fit-up and cleanliness
2 inspection is performed?

. 3 "Answer: Yes, it is. 1In all these cases that I have
4 in front of me, I helieve the only rod burn prior to the
» first inspection was only one or two rods, which is a
6 clear indication to me that the rod was used only to make
7 the tags, as one weld rod will not deposit a significant
8 amount of filler material.”
9 JUDGE BLOCH: Can that answer be right? The "yes,
10 it is"?
11 THE WITNESS: I'm having a hard time, Judge
12 Bloch. The way it is written, no, that answer can't be

. 13 right.
14 JUDGE BLOCH: Because in fact --
15 THE WITNESS: What I'm trying to distinguish
16 today, and admittedly this is not clear, is if the
17 inspector was verifying this at the time of the fit-up, or
18 if he verified that this afternoon the two plates were
19 clean, they drew rods, they didn't finish tacking them up
20 until tomorrow =-- say tomorrow morning =-- they still would
21 only burn one rod, tomorrow morning he could conceivably
22 sign both steps 1 and 2.

. 23 JUDGE BLOCH: But it is not necessary, is it, to
24 burn any weld prior to the cleanliness inspection?

25 THE WITNESS: It is not necessary at all to burn
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1 rod prior to cleanliness.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: And your answer, therefore, is
. 3 just wrong? It's a mistake?
4 THE WITNESS: On my part; yes, sir. It's not

5 clear what I was talking about.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: I think it is clear. What's

7 unclear about it? It's wrong.

8 THE WITNESS: All right. 1It's wrong. I don't

9 agree with you but --

10 JUDGE BLOCH: What's unclear about it?

11 THE WITNESS: It is not clear what I'm talking

12 about. We are talking about a signature on the one hand
' 13 versus when the inspection was performed on the other.

14 The line says "fit-up and cleanliness." If I do

15 cleanliness today and fit-up inspection tomorrow, when do

16 I sign line 1?2 I do it tomorrow when the entire

17 inspection is done. That's the point I'm trying to make.

18 JUDGE BLOCH: But you didn't have to have any

19 inspection prior to =-- you didn't have to have any rod

20 burn prior to the first inspection? The man could be

21 standing there.

22 THE WITNESS: I don't see where that's a
. 23 contradiction of what I'm saying. I'm not trying to
24 confuse the issue, believe me.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: My problem is that it seems so
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1 simple to me. If you can't understand, I have difficulty
2 knowing what to do with the rest of your testimony.
. 3 THE WITNESS: Apparently you don't understand

4 what I'm saying.

5 JUDGE BLOCH: That's clear.

6 THE WITNESS: Even to me.

7 JUDGF BLOCH: Maybe Mr. Watkins would like to

8 clarify -- help you clarify it. I was thinking of asking
9 questions of the witness, not explaining it.

10 MR. WATKINS: I'm not going to even attempt to

11 explain it.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Wait =-- this should not =- why

. 53 don't you explain it to us? 1f you can explain it to your
14 counsel, you can explain it to us.
15 THE WITNESS: 1I failed on three occasions, your

16 Honor.

17 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Answer one question of mine

18 before you do that. That is, are we discussing cases now
19 in which the one or two rods were burned the day before?

20 Or is that another hypothetical that's in there?

21 THE WITNESS: I would have to pull all the
22 examples. Judge Grossman, my understanding -- to my
‘ 23 recollection now as we were doing this testimony, the WFMLs

24 for these welds that they had cited indicated that rod was

25 burned maybe a day or two prior to when step 1 was
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actually signed off.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: That's what I'm asking you,
then.

THE WITNESS: We are talking of a period of a
day or two. And what I'm trying to say is if the fit-up
inspection, or what's termed here the fit-up and
cleanliness inspection, was called for late one afternoon --
say even at noon -- and I came over and said: Okay, it's
clean, go ahead and tack it; and I wanted to wait until
after -- as I said before -- to maintain that the gap was
maintained at an acceptable level, or acceptable interval
prior to signing step 1, and I didn't get back to inspect
or finish the inspection until the next morning, I would
sign it the next morning which would explain the one-day
difference.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Okay. Although this is not
evidence, Mr. Roisman, do you agree that these are all one
or two days that we are talking about now, in which the
rods were burned and the inspection signed off?

MR. ROISMAN: I don't have those right here in
front of me but my recollection is we were talking about
days as opposed to months or years.

MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, I suggest the
witness be allowed to pull the travelers about which he

was talking in his testimony.
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1 MR. ROISMAN: 1If the question is troublesome, hd
2 cught to be able to explain it on that basis because

. 3 that's the basis on which he has offered this testimony.
4 JUDGE GROSSMAN: If everybody is agreed on this,

5 why should we bother throwing a wrench in the works? Are
6 you talking about my question or Judge Bloch's question?
7 MR. WATKINS: I'm talking about Judge Bloch's

8 .earlier question with Mr, Brandt's explanation.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: Sure, if his looking at the

10 documents will help, there's no reason why he couldn't

11 look. I don't think he thinks that will help him.

12 THE WITNESS: You are righc. I'm almost sure of
. 13 that.

14 All I'm trying to explain to you -- with that whole

15 line of discussion, I'm trying to explain to you that it's

16 my recollection of the travelers that we were talking

i7 about a day or two.

18 JUDGE JORDAN: Part of the problem comes with

19 what you mean by "inspection" and "the signing."

20 Inspection can occur at one time, the signing can occur on

21 a later date.

22 THE WITNESS: That's exactly the point I tried
. 23 to make, Dr. Jordan. I failed for 15 minutes now.
24 JUDGE BLOCH: The problem is when the word "performed"

25 is used on 45,422. You read it "signed" instead of "performed."
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THE WITNESS: That's what I was trying to
explain to you, Judge Bloch, that it's not clear. The way
it reads right now it says "inspection performed." What I
was thinking at that time, or October 3 or whatever it was,
was "signed."

JUDGE BLOCH: Now I at least understand what you
were trying to explain.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q But Mr. Brandt, you went over that testimony

after October 3, didn't you?

A I ran through it quickly; yes, sir.

Q Quickly?

A I was leaving the country. I read through it
quickly.

Q So that the changes that we see that are written

all over that draft testimony, taken October 3rd, are not
your changes?

A Yes, they are. That was done at a period from
about 9:30 or 10:00 Thursday morning, October 4; and about
1:00, October 4th.

Q And that's the sum total of all the looking =--
or, if you will, relooking that you did of the October 3
testimony, that you did before it was filed in final form?

A Yes, sir.

Q Mr. Brandt, I would like you to take a look at
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page -- well, you don't even have to take a look at it.

You did testify, did you not, in reference to the
question about Mr. Duncan signing a number of travelers,
all apparently on one day, and the question that CASE
presented was: It didn't seem plausible that one person
could do that. Your testimony was depending on how many
the millwright shop would have ready, he could have done
even more than that; isn't that true?

A Yes, sir.

Q So I take it if you were going to go out and
make an inspection of cleanliness only on a weld, and even
as soon as the next morning come back in order to verify
that the fit-up was proper, absent some paperwork, you
might not have any idea whether you had done a cleanliness
inspection on that weld the day before or not; would you?

A You are assuming, Mr. Roisman, that these -- at
least that's what I read into your statement -- that these
are at scattered locations. Generally they were in a very
programmatic or systematic-type sequence. They didn't
move, for example, from one area to 60 feet away to make
another inspection at another side of the cavity, to make
another fit-up inspection.

Q But all these welds look the same; don't they?

A No. No.

Q All these plate-to-plate welds are so
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distinctive that you could remember when you came back

that you had actually looked at weld 404 the evening

before?
A I didn't say that,
Q That's what [ want to know about. How do you

know that when you came back and saw the backing strip
tacked up there, that that's one of them you had done the

cleanliness inspection on six hours earlier or 12 hours

earlier?
A I don't know what Mr. Duncan was working with.
Q Whether it is Mr. Duncan or any of the other

people. My question to you is: Without making a written --
some kind of written record that you have done the
cleanliness inspection for a particular weld, it is really
very difficult to know when you returned to that weld and
the backing strip is on it, that that is one of those you
did the cleanliness inspection on; isn't it?

A But you're assuming he didn't make a note to
himself on a marked up drawing or something. I'm not
willing to make the assumption. And in tHe particular
case that you mentioned, I know Mr. Duncan quite well.

Mr. Duncan is a very competent inspector.

Q Mr. Duncan was only used to reference somebody

who did a lot of inspections. He's not necessarily the

one who did the ones on the early 400s.
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1 But putting that aside, the reason the procedures call
2 for putting the NDC chits in vaults, and keeping all these
. 3 documents, is so we don‘t have casual notes on drawings:

4 isn't that true?

5 A The answer to your question I guess is "yes,"
6 but before we have any greater detail, if you would wish
7 to continue this discussion, I would like to look at the
8 travelers to see what he was signing for.

9 Q You are perfectly willing to look at anything

10 you want, but let's be clear I wasn't asking about
Yk Mr. Duncan except that you mentioned at a point a welder
12 might do a lot of these inspections over a period of time,
. 13 and I was only using that as a premise to ask you: Given
14 that any welder -- Duncan, Wilkerson, Neumeyer -- might do
15 a lot of inspections over a short period time, how could
16 they know and remember, without having done proper paper,
17 that they had done the cleanliness on a particular weld if
18 they had to come back to it, even within a few hours?
19 A I believe my testimony is limited to Mr. Duncan.
20 Mr. Hawfort, you claimed, signed off for numerous wells.
23 Mr. Hawfort is not a QC inspector. He was signing on WFMLs.
22 And I wanted to look at the travelers because I believe
. 23 the welds signed by Mr. Duncan were cleanliness, which
24 could be done in a matter of seconds.

25 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I suggest the witness
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be permitted to look at the travelers.
THE WITNESS: There is no coming back to the
inspection on an inside fit-up. It's either there or not.
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q I'm talking now about the concrete side
inspection before the backing sirip is tacked on. And my
question to you is: If you don't have a record that you
did the cleanliness inspection, and you don't make your
record until after you do the fit-up inspection, how can
you be confident as an inspector that the weld for which
you are doing the fit-up inspection is one that you had
earlier done an unrecorded clean-up inspection ==
cleanliness inspection on?

A If we are talking about outside fit-up
cleanliness and fit-up inspections, unless you have some
record and you have done a number of them, as you have
hypothesized, it would be very difficult if not impossible
to accurately remember what you did.

Q Okay. That's all I wanted to know. Thank you.

Now, I would like to show you two =- well -- I'm going
to show you a copy of the traveler for weld number 236,
and traveler for weld number 663. And I have one question
for you.

Can you explain why it is for 236 an NCR was written

and for 663 no NCR was written?
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1 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
2 the witness to compare the copies he's been given with our
. 3 copies.
+ MR. ROISMAN: I have a better idea, since
5 Mr. Watkins seems to be concerned about that. Let me take
6 my copies back, Mr. Brandt, and you can look through your
7 copies and we'll follow that procedure from now on,
8 Mr. Chairman. I don't want any questions raised by
9 implication or otherwise that they might be a different

10 document.

11 JUDGE BLOCH: I understand, Mr. Roisman, there's
12 some tension here but that's a legitimate objection

. 13 counsel made.
14 MR. ROISMAN: I understand. 1I'll give him the

15 numbers and he can take it from his file.

16 JUDGE BLOCH: I understand. It was the
17 irritation you expressed that was unnecessary.
18 MR. ROISMAN: I was hoping we would finish Mr.

19 Brandt this calendar year.

20 MR. WATKINS: For the record, so we were.

21 Emphasis on the past tense.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Roisman, to speed things up

23 overnight, would it be possible to give him a list of
' 24 documents that he should find for tomorrow?

25 MR. ROISMAN: If we break a little before 6:00,
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we'll do it that way.

JUDGE BLOCH: Will it expedite things to do it
that way?

MR. ROISMAN: 1In all candor, I don't think so.
But I'm willing to try.

JUDGE BLOCH: If you don't think so, we'll do it
your way.

THE WITNESS: What were the numbers, Mr. Roisman,
236 and 6637

MR. ROISMAN: Yes. And do you have the question
in mind or do you want me to ==

THE WITNESS: No. 1 remember it.

236 was included on an NCR, NCR number M83-00795, which

I believe in the September hearings I testified was not
meant to be an all-inclusive review of the travelers, but
that this type of problem was *vpical. That's -- once
again, speaking from my recollection -- that inside fit-up
and cleanliness inspection were performed, and as a matter
of fact I feel the question from the Chairman saying to
the extent that if others existed of this nature, would
they be dispositioned the same way, and I answered, in my
judgment, "yes." It's the same type of weld. And looking
at the documents in front of me, I do not know why 663 was
not on the NCR. The only explanation I can offer is

apparently it was not reviewed by Mr. Randall or Mr. Smith.
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BY MR. ROISMAN:
Q Is it your testimony that an NCR should be

written on 663 for the same reason that one was written on

2367
A If it hasn't been already; yes, sir.
Q Are there any NCRs that you know of that have

been written with respect to these liner plates that you
haven't already testified about in either phase of your

prefiled testimony?

A There are other NCRs on the liner plate; yes,
sir.

Q I'm sorry. I didn't hear you.

A I said there are other nonconformance reports on

the liner plate.

Q Do they relate to problems with the
documentation of inspections for the liner plates?

A Some of them do; yes, sir. In answer to your
question, tne reason I had not reviewed 663 prior to my

final filing testimony on this subject is that it was not

incluued by vou on your iist, to the best that I can tell.
Q Let me be ~lear that I understand the scope of
your work on the liner plates -- what the scope of your

work on the liner plates has been. First yours and then,
if you know, the company's in general.

Have you conducted a thorough review of the liner
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plates for the reactor 2 cavity and determined in your own
mind that all the NCRs that should be written have been
written? And all of the procedural glitches that exist
have been picked up?

A Have 1 personally done that? 1Is that your
question, Mr. Roisman?

Q That's the first question.

A No, I have not reviewed all the liner plate
travelers.

Q Right.

A I have reviewed all the travelers to which I am
aware of that you had some specific allegation. I
reviewed them for the context of that allegation.

Q And what about with respect to people who are at
the plant site that you are aware of? Is there somebody
or some people who have done or are in the process of
doing the complete review of all the documents for the
reactor liner =-- reactor cavity liner for unit number 2 to
determine what, if any, NCRs should be written with
respect to them and what procedural irreqularities may
exist?

A I am not sure whether that review is yet
complete. I have, however, made a recc.umendation to the
Utilities management that such a review be conducted.

JUDGF BLOCH: Are you sure whether it started?
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THE WITNESS: To say that every traveler has
been looked at, your Honor? No, I'm not.

JUDGE BLOCH: Has review that would do that
started? You said you are not sure whether it is complete.
Are you sure whether it has started?

THE WITNESS: Excuse me. I don't know whether
it has been performed. I don't know to what extent it has
been performed. All I can say is I have recommended -- it
is my personal recommendation to Texas Utilities
management and have made such, as a result of my revi.w
last week, that an investigation be conducted.

JUDGE BLOCH: The first time you made that
recommendation was last week?

THE WITNESS: The first time I made a
recommendation that each traveler be gone through --
traveler by traveler, essentially is what you are asking =--
was based on my review last week; yes, sir.

JUDGE BLOCH: What was the breadth of that
recommendation? Does it extend only to this cavity?

THE WITNESS: No. That was for all liner
travelers.

BRY MR. ROISMAN:

Q To whom did you make that recommendation?
A I made it to Texas litilities management.

Q I'm sorry, I don't know who that is; the name of



21189.0
BRT

- oW W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20
21
22
23
24

25

20705

the person.
MR. WATKINS: Objection, your Honor. 1It's not

relevant. He's testified that he's recommended that the

review be done. What difference does it make to whom it

was?

MR. ROISMAN: A great deal. If he made it to
the construction side or he made it to the QC side. And a
number of those people whom he might have made it to are
people whose performance in response to whether problems
exist or not is exactly one of the issues in this
proceeding. So it would be helpful to know who and then
we can watch and see whether there is a response to
Mr. Brandt's suggestion and that is probative on the issue,
how the company responds.

MR. WATKINS: 1I'm not sure the company's
response here is at issue; is it? That doesn't mean it's
relevant to the allegations made here,

JUDGE BLOCH: The company's comprehension of the
problem in the liner plate and its response to it is an
issue. So the question may be allowed.

THE WITNESS: I made it via telephone to a group
which included Ron Tolson, Lou Feiker, Bill Clemens, and
Mike Spence.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Were there any other management people there,
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other than the ones you just mentioned?

A I do not know, Mr. Roisman. I did not speak
with any of them personally. As I said, the message was
conveyed to this group of management, via messenger.

Q I'm sorry, I thought you said by telephone?

A That's what I mean. I spoke to Mr. Tolson on
the phone who I called out of a meeting. Mr. Tolson went
back to the meeting and notified this group that I had
made that recommendation.

JUDGE BLOCH: So you were planning on Mr. Tolson
to explain in full to that meeting your reasons for
wanting it done?

THE WITNESS: 1 don't know that I even went into
th» full reason, Judge Bloch. Basically my message was
based on my view and what I perceive of the quality of the
documentation that exists for the reactor unit 2 refueling
cavity liner plate, that a thorough review of all liner
plate documentation needs to be conducted.

JUDGE BLOCH: Shouldn't your conclusions about
the cause of these deficiencies and the likely follow-up
be in writing? ’

MR. WATKINS: Objection, your Honor. Mr. Brandt
has testified he has made the recommendaition.

JUDGE BLOCH: But he made it orally. I want to

know why, in an appendix B system, that recommendation
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would be made orally?

THE WITNESS: All nonconforming conditions,
Judge Bloch, that I have identified, through the =-- with
the exception of the fact of the use of the wrong form --
I believe everyone is aware of -- anything that I have
identified personally as deficient, I have identified as
nonconforming in accordance with site procedures.

JUDGE BLOCH: My problem is part of the purpose
of appendix B is to have documentation of the root cause
of deliciencies. And you seem to be the person who is
most knowledgeable at th‘s point, in the plant, about that
root cause,

Now, I would have thought that that should have been
done in writing.

MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I'll object to the
extent that the question assumes Mr. Brandt now knows what
the problem is. He's identified nonconformances. He's
made a recommendation to management that they review.

JUDGE BLOCH: Do you have a conclusion about the
root cause of the problems that you have been studying?

THE WITNESS: 1 don't have any conclusions other
than the one that I believe I stated the first week of
hearings on the subject, in which I stated it was a lack --
you were trying to get me to assess blame, either on the

procedure or on the inspector's activities., And which
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after a one-night review I came back and told you it was
my position that it was a lack of inepection to detail on
the part of the QC inspectors.

Other than that, the specific deficiencies I noted,
these liner plate matters, I haven't looked -- I haven't
had time, to be honest about it. I haven't been in Texas
for three weeks. I have been here. 1 haven't had time to
sit down and say: This is the list of this type of
problem, this is the list of this type of problem, this is
the list of this type of problem; to weigh each deficiency,
if you will. And to even think about assessing a root
cause, I just really haven't had time.

What I thought was imperative was to properly identify
the deficiencies that I personally noted, which I did do,
and to make a recommendation to TU's management on what I
felt was the necessary course of action on their part.

MR. WATKINS: And --

JUDGE BLOCH: But something happened last week.

MR. WATKINS: And, I might add, prepare
testimony in order to prepare testimony in response to
them, which has consumed a great deal of his time.

JUDGE BLOCH: Has something happened last week
that led you to believe that this investigation might
properly be expanded? What happened last week?

THE WITNESS: 1 spent almost every waking minute
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looking at liner plate travelers.

JUDGE BLOCH: At the time you told Mr. Tolson
your conclusion, was there anything done by Mr. Tolson or
this group to get proper documentation?

THE WITNESS: I guess I don't understand,

Mr. Chairman, what you are asking for ir the way of =»roper
documentation. All known deficiencies have been reported
by me.

JUDGE BLOCH: And as far as possible, the root
cause is not reflected in the company's documents?

THE WITNESS: I don't know what the NCRs say. I
wrote the NCRs over the telephone. I don't have NCRs here.
Rather than calling and saying: I would like an NCR
number, this is the description of the deficiency and have
someone type it there, I essentially made a laundry list,
if you will, and called in two or three discrepant items
at a time. I have not even physically seen the typed copy
of my conformance.

JUDGE BLOCH: I would like to note I have now
asked a few questions and it looks to me Mr. Brandt might
need a break before Mr. Roisman continues. If you would
rather continue it's okay, but it seems to me == I had the
feeling that you felt pressured.

THE WITNESS: No. I don't feel pressured. I

just don't understand. [f it seems I feel pressured, it's



21189.0
BRT

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

20710

just because I'm having such a difficult time in
explaining -- you and I seem to be having more of a
communication problem today than we normally do.
JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Mr. Roisman?
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Brandt, directing your attention now to page
45,360 and 361, this is your prefiled testimony for
October 3, 1985.

THE WITNESS: 'B84.

MR. ROISMAN: Excuse me. (t's near the front of
that, 45,360 and 361.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Now, I want you to look at the question starting
on line 15 of page 45,360, The question is:

“Question: Mr. Brandt, you have testified in many
cases the wrong traveler form was used to document the
construction and inspection activity with respect to these
welds; is that a correct characterization of your prior
testimony?

"Answer: Yes, it is.

"Question: And when this matter was brought to your
attention, what were your principal concerns as a QC

supervisor at Comanche Peak?"

And then you give an answer. And I believe what your
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answer said is -~ well, let's just read it here:

"Answer: I wanted to ensure that the procedurally
required inspections could be verified as having been
performed through objective evidence of the performance of
the inspections. 1In cases where such evidence could not
be found, I wanted to be sure that appropriate deficiency
paper was initiated to describe the missing documentation."

Now, was that testimony intended to indicate that in
all instances where the five-line traveler was used, an
inspection -- an investigation was conducted by you or
under your supervision to find those travelers where there
had been procedural errors and to make sure that proper
deficiency papers were prepared on them?

A You are speaking of where I state about the
five~line traveler?

I just stated to the Chairman, with that single
exception -- i.e., the use of the wrong form -- I have
addressed everything I'm personally aware of on
nonconfor mance reports.

The use of the wrong form, to my knowledge, has not
been documented on a nonconformance report. What my
testimony on 45,360 and 45,361 was attempting to state was
that my concern was to verify that all required
inspections had been performed,

Q And that effort on your part to ensure that all
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required inspections had been performed was directed to
all the travelers which had incorrectly used the five-line
traveler form; is that not correct?
A Yes, sir.
Q Aad 663, which we have just been looking at, is
in fact one of the travelers that correctly used a
five-line form at one time; is that correct?
A Yes, sir.
¥ And that's one which you did not do a deficiency
paper on; is that correct?
A Once again, Mr. Roisman, I just want to make
clear what I'm -- the fact that five-line form was used ~--
JUDGE BLOCH: Before you explain, yes or no
first.
THE WITNESS: I don't understand the question.
Maybe that's a better answer.
CHAIRMAN BLOCH: Did you do deficiency papers on
that 663 as well?
THE WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, that's what I'm
attempting to answer but I can answer one of two ways.
JUDGE BLOCH: Say yes or no.
THE WITNESS: 1I'll ask you the question then.
Are you talking about the fact that the five~line form was
used rather than the eight-line form, or the fact that the

inside inspection was not documented?
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MR. ROISMAN: No; that's the one.

THE WITNESS: That's what I was trying to
clarify before I answered. I don't know. I found it
unusual that Fred Evans signed it on November 1, 1983, and
yet it was not included on the original NCR. I don't know
the reason.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Excuse me -- before, a few
questions back, you said: "Is that not c~.rect?" And the
witness answered "yes."

I take it -- isn't that correct? And the answer was “yes,
it is correct"?

MR. ROISMAN: Yes, thank you, Judge Grossman.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: Do you agree with that?

THE WITNESS: I don't remember the question.

JUDGE GROSSMAN: We'll read it that way.

MR. WATKINS: Maybe if it's not clear to the
witness, you shouldn't read it that way. Maybe we can
reask the question.

THE WITNESS: 1I'm not sure which question you
are referring to.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q The question was, when you make your reference
on page 45,360 and 45,361 to what was the universe of

travelers that you were going to look at, the universe was

all the travelers where the five-line form had been used
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A The universe was limited to five-line forms

w

where it is my understanding the universe was five-line
4 forms where line 1 had not yet been signed off.

5 Q Can you just show me where that premise is

o

contained in the testimony? The premise that you just

7 added, that it was only those where line 1 was not signed
8 off?
9 A I don't see where it states otherwise,

10 Mr. Roisman. The answer that starts on line 24 of 45,360

11 states that I wanted to assure myself that all the

12 required inspections had been performed. If line 5 is
. 13 blank, it's a simple matter of going out and performing

14 the inspection.

15 Q The question is -- going back on page 45,360, at

16 line 21, the question:

17 “Question: And when this matter was brought to your

18 attention =="

1 The "this matter" refers to the question and answer

20 that starts at 15. And isn't it true that that question

21 and answer are with respect to cases where the wrong
22 traveler form was used, without any qualifier regarding
. 23 whether line 1 of the wrong traveler form had been signed

24 or not?

25 A It says "wrong traveler form"; yes, sir.
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Q S0 the universe of travelers, which was the
subject of "this matter was brought to your attention" was
"all travelers where the wrong traveler form was used";
correct?

A Mr. Roisman, I'm at a loss. It appears that we
are arguing over the English language. If your question
is what does the English language say the way it is
written, I'm not sure. If you want to know what the
universe was, I can answer your question.

JUDGE BLOCH: Let me ask you. I think I may
understand the problem. 1Is it your opinion that if line 1
was signed, then that would be a verification, through
objective evidence, that the required inspections were
performed?

THE WITNESS: Both inside and outside fit-up was
per formed,

JUDGE BLOCH: If line 1 was performed?

THE WITNESS: If line 1 was performed. At that
time that was my understanding and still is.

MR, WATKINS: Can we take a short recess?

JUDGE BLOCH: All right. We'll be back in seven
minutes.

(Recess.)

JUDGE BLOCH: Come to order. Mr. Roisman?

BY MR. ROISMAN:
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Q Mr. Brandt, when we broke, I believe your
testimony was to the effect that when you speak at the
bottom of page 45,360 and the top of page 45,361 about
those documents, those travelers which were reviewed and a
deficiency paper was written on, the only ones that you
wrote the deficiency paper on were ones that did not have
a signature on line 1; is that correct?

MR. WATKINS: Objection. That's not a fair
characterization. Talking about the universe =--

JUDGE BLOCH: All right. Let him answer now.
You said it's not a fair characterization. Let the
witness answer it.

THE WITNESS: 1 agree with counsel. That is not
at all what my testimony was. Your question was, what was
the universe that I thought was reviewed at that time.

You tried to state that it was all the five~line travelers.
I clarified it that the travelers that were reviewed at

that time were only those travelers that clearly did not

have line 1 signed off, early March, 1983, as Fred Evans

signed i1t. You also asked why it Jdidn't appear on the NCR,
and I stated I didn't know.

JUDGE BLOCH: I don't think the question was
answered., Am I right, Mr. Roisman?

MR. ROISMAN: Yes. That's correct.

BY MR. ROISMAN:
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1 Q I'm just trying to get clear -~ the Chairman had

2 asked you a question. I'm trying to get clear which are

-~

the travelers, among the five-line travelers, for which a
thorough investigation was conducted by you or under your
supervision, and to which you are referring to on pages 45,360

and 45,361? And, in that context my question is: 1Is it

N O 0 b

your testimony that if the five-line traveler had line 1

signed off, then that was sufficient objective evidence of

° @

the performance of the inspections, to use your words at
10 the top of page 45,361, that you did not go further and
11 prepare deficiency papers with regard to that traveler?
12 A I think you are conveniently using, Mr. Roisman,
. 13 the words "prepare deficiency paper on" on those travelers
14 which didn't have line 1 signed off and saying that's the
15 same population.
16 If you are not attempting to do that, I'm understanding
17 something other than what you stated.
18 There was a certain population in early March, 1983,
19 that didn't have line 1 signed off. That is the
20 population of travelers that I referred to in stating: "I
21 wanted to ensure that the procedurally required
22 inspections could be verified as having been performed
23 through objective evidence of the performance of the
. 24 inspections. In cases where such evidence could not be

25 found, I wouldn't ensure that appropriate deficiency paper
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was initiated to describe the missing documentation."

663 was a member of this population.

JUDGE BLOCH: Which population? The population
that was --

THE WITNESS: The population that I'm referring
to on 45,360 and -361; ie, the population which didn't
have line 1 signed off.

It is evident, from looking at NCR, NCR M83-00795, that
this weld number, weld number 663, is not on that
nonconformance report,

I do not know the reason for the lack of inclusion of
this weld number on this nonconformance report.

JUDGE BLOCH: A little earlier you were talking
about not having included it because it wasn't on the list
that Mr. Roisman gave you. What did that have to do with
it?

THE WITNESS: I think Mr. Roisman was trying to
find out to what extent I had reviewed, or to what number
I personally had reviewed these travelers.

One of CASE's latest contentions is on page 6 of
Exhibit 1 to their November 15, 1984 filing, which lists
"inspection travelers for the following welds lack QC
verification of stud 5, fit-up and cleanliness of the
inside (water side) welds, welds have been performed,

leaving the acceptability of the welds indeterminate.,"
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And they list about 200 welds, approximately. And then
they list another group of welds, in which they state the
same thing except an NCR was written for this condition.
Unless I have overlooked it somewhere in these two lists,
weld 663 is nowhere on these two lists. The only point I
was trying to make there is as far as welds and traveler
packages that I have personally reviewed, 1 have not
looked at weld 663 from what I can tell from what's in
front of me.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Looking at that same prefiled statement by CASE,
if you look at page 3 under Arabic number 1, 663 is listed,
is it not, on the bottom row, fourth one in?

A But it's for a different allegation.

Q That's what I wanted to get clear. When you
took a look at these, you took a look at them solely for
the purpose, did you not, of seeing if you could respond
to the allegation, not for determining whether or not in
fact the documentation was complete and proper; isn't that
true?

A When I looked at them, between the time that
this was filed, Mr. Roisman, and today; yes, sir. There
was what I consider, even know, a severe time constraint
on reviewing this many travelers.

Q But going back to the testimony on pages 45,360
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1 and 361, that testimony which was prepared on October 3

~N

and 4 contains in it the statement that is intended to
. suggest, is it not, that you had in fact reviewed at least
all of the five-line travelers that did not have line 1

signed on them, and that you were, in your words, "to the

best of your knowledge has that objective been

~N o0 e W

accomplished?" "Yes, it has. The objective being that

they had all been looked at and where deficiency paper was

e

appropriate and that it had been initiated." Correct?
10 A Yes. But I think I previously indicated in live
11 testimony that this was not done by me personally. This
12 was done by my staff.

. 13 Apparently, 663 was an omission from the list, as there
14 are other omissions from NCR M83-00795. I don't know
15 whether that happened.
16 Q Now, isn't it true that when you had a five-line
17 traveler with the first line signed, that is signed prior
18 to the time that Ms. -- Mr. Evans and Ms. Neumeyer did
19 their signatures of that line 1, signed on line 1 with a
20 date -- that on the face of that traveler you didn't know
21 whether that was the fit-up and cleanliness test for the
22 water side or the concrete side; that the signature alone
23 didn't tell you that, did it?

‘ 24 A The signature alone can tell you that it wasn't

25 the concrete side. But that signature did not represent
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cleanlinese and the inside fit-up and cleanliness?

A Yes, sir. That's, I believe, consistent with
what I said three or four other times before; that the
signature on line 1 would mean that the required fit-up
and cleanliness inspections had been performed.

Q Both sets of them - where we are dealing with a
weld that requires both sets?

A Yes, sir. But it's not -- if --

Q How do -~

A If I could expand on that a little bit. I don't
know what Ms. Neumeyer was told. 1 was not privy to any
of these conversations. 1 have never discussed this with
Ms. Neumeyer. So if your question is what she was told
when she signed, that I don't know.

JUDGE BLOCH: No, that was a premise to the
question. I don't think you were agreeing to the premise.

THE WITNESS: Okay. I just wanted to make that
clear.

JUDGE BLOCH: The question was, hypothetically,
if someone was asked to sign off on that line in 1982 and
they did it without an asterisk =--

THE WITNESS: That would indicate on the face of
the document that the inside fit-up inspection had been
performed in 1982.

JUDGE BLOCH: Yet on the hypothetical you
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wouldn't know without further investigation whether all
the required inspections had been done?

THE WITNESS: I'm not sure I understand, Judge
Bloch.

JUDGE BLOCH: If some inspector was willing, in
1982, to sign those lines and date them without an
asterisk, then you could have a form that looked like it
stood for all of the inspections being done but they
wouldn't have been done; is that right?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. That's the case with
anything, thouga.

JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. And if you thought that
that had happened once, that someone had done that, I take
it then you would have to investigate that possibility?

THE WITNESS: 1It's a bad word but I don't know
another one for it. You are implying that someone forged
a name on a document? I don't understand what your
question is, I guess.

Are you saying that someone just picked up an
inspection document and signed it? 1Is that the
hypothetical we are going after?

JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. That in 1982 they signed the
document, dated it in 1982, without having proof that all
of those things b=4 been done.

THE WITNESS: That which things had been done?
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1 The existence of the chit?
2 JUDCE BLOCH: If you thought there was a
. 3 possibility of the improper signing of the document then
-+ you couldn't rely on the signing. That's all it asks for.
5 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I'll agree with that
6 statement.
7 BY MR. ROISMAN:
8 Q Then if on the face of a five-line traveler you
9 saw one with a signatu:re dated 5/1/82, and no asterisk,
10 you wouldn't know whether that had been someone who had
11 been asked to verify that cleanliness and fit-up
12 inspection that had taken place earlier on the concrete
13 side had been completed, or that it was intended to verify
‘ 14 that a new inspection for the inside weld of fit-up and
15 cleanliness had been completed, withouu looking further;
16 would you?
s I | A I'm sorry to be so hesitant, Mr. Roisman. We
18 are on the hypothetical; I'm trying to make sure I
19 understand everything.
20 I1f someone had signed in '82, line 1, it would be not
21 clear -- if you had evidence to believe you -- or to lead
22 you to believe that he had forged that signature or signed
23 it without performing an inspection --
. 24 JUDGE BLOCH: That wasn't in Mr. Roisman's

25 question.
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1 BY MR. ROISMAN:
2 Q Let me try it again, Mr. Brandt. First, line 1
‘ 3 is signed in 1982. Second, there's no asterisk by it.
4 A Okay.
5 Q And you have no more information other than what
6 you can see on the face of the traveler, it shows line 1
7 signed in 1982.
8 A There's nothing attached to the traveler.
3 Q Well, at this point I'm not assuming that you
10 are looking beyond the first part of it. Because my
11 understanding of your testimony was that you didn't look
12 beyond any of those travelers where line 1 was signed.
. 13 You only -- in this testimony on 45,360 and -361, that if

14 they had line 1 signed then you moved on and looked only
15 at the ones that had line 1 not signed. Am I mistaken in
16 that assumption?

17 A Mr. Roisman, maybe it's a problem I'm having

18 today. Maybe it's a problem you and I are having

19 communicatinc.
20 What happened in March of 1983 is I was brought a group
21 of inspection travelers and said: These have hold points

22 that should have been signed that are not signed; namely
23 that line 1 was not signed off and the leak chase channel
24 was on.

25 At that point I directed my staff to go back and do
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1 MR. ROISMAN: Yes.
2 THE WITNESS: From the face of the traveler you

. 3 are correct.
R BY MR. ROISMAN:
5 Q So you would then --
6 JUDSE BLOCH: Wait a second. I said he could
p explain it if he wanted to.
8 THE WITNESS: That's what -- I tend to do it the
9 other way, your Honor. This has happened more than once.
10 1f the face of the traveler were signed and there was
11 nothing to substantiate the outside inspection, you would
12 have a deficient, or a missing inspection.

. 13 At that point, and at this point, for that matter, it --

14 I'm unaware of that even being an allegation. All the
15 travelers that I have personally looked at that have line
16 1 signed, I can tell from looking at the face of the

& traveler and the attachments to the traveler, that both

18 inspections were performed where required.

19 (Discussion off the record.)

20 BY MR. ROISMAN:

21 Q Have you finished your explanation?

22 A I think so; yes, sir.

23 Q So your testimony is that when the face of the

24 documents show that line 1 was signed and there was no

25 asterisk or anything, you would go and look at the rest of
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the paper, or your staff would go and look at the rest of
the paper to make sure that in fact both the outside and
the inside fit-up and inspection had occurred before they
passed that document? Or not?

A Mr. Roisman, I think this is now the fourth time.
If the first line was signed, it was outside the
population that was reviewed.

JUDGE BLOCH: So they looked no further,
Mr. Roisman.
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q So you didn't care that there might be an
ambiguity created by the face of the document with merely
the top line signed? You didn't want to look past that at
the time that you were doing this look that you've

testified about, or having your staff do, on 45,360 and -3612?

A At that time it was not a concern; no, sir.

Q And the time you are talking about is around --
A March of 1983.

Q Not around October of '84 when you were

preparing this testimony?

A October of '84, when I prepared this testimony,
I was talking, as I said now five times, that the
population involved in the review at that time were
travelers where line 1 was blank.

Q Has anybody up until now conducted a review of
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i the five-line travelers to determine whether or not there
2 are other deficiencies associated with that, beyond

‘ 3 looking at five-line travelers identified by CASE in its
4 filings?
5 A As I believe I've stated earlier also today,
6 there has been a review conducted by quality engineering
7 on the site, concurrent with the technical review team's
8 investigation of the matter. To what extent that review
9 went I am unaware at this time.
10 Q Did you make any effort to determine the scope
11 of that review before your testimony, either on the 3rd of
12 October or the 21st of November or today?

‘ 13 A As far as -- I asked questions to the extent of:
14 Has the technical review team found problems with the
15 travelers? As far as asking questions: Are there
16 problems with traveler number 1?2 Or listing the 20
17 different possible things you could look for with a
18 five-line traveler; no, I didn't ask that question.
19 JUDGE BLOCH: You just answered "on the
20 technical review team." I thought there were people for
21 the Applicants who had done a review, not just the
22 technical review team.
23 THE WITNESS: I was referring to that team, your

&

24 Honor.

25 BY MR. ROISMAN:
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Q You didn't mean the Nuclear Rey1i1latory
Commission's technical review team?
A The technical review team I was referring to in

that answer, two answers ago, is when the NRC technical
review team was on the site, they were looking into liner
plate allegations.

Working with that technical review team were members of
the quality engineering staff. They looked at a number of
travelers. They answered, I'm sure, a number of questions
from the NRC's technical review team.

I'm sure -- and in that course of action there were
members of Applicant's quality engineering staff -- that
reviewed travelers.,

JUDGE BLOCH: Are you informed of the problems
that they found?

THE WITNESS: I have asked if they found
problems in that review, and they hai not found any
generic types of problems that I had not already seen.

JUDGE BLOCH: Because we would expect that the
testimony given by a company official today would be
consistent with what the company knows and that testimony
today will not be misleading because the company goes
beyond in its knowledge.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Can you put a timeframe on when this TRT review
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and your quality engineering people's response to that
review was occurring?

A The -- I believe it was in Septembeir of this
year, Mr. Rcisman. I know there were still discussions
going on with the technical review team as this portion of
the hearing, in September -- whenever it was, 20th maybe --
convened.

Q .~ would like you to take a look, if you would,
at the traveler for weld number 660.

JUDGE BLOCH: After you are done with that, I
want you to know that if you feel tired, at this point we
are going tc go beyond 5:00, you should not hesitate to
tell us that you want to break until the morning.

THE WITNESS: Thank you, your Honor.

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Do you have 660 in front of you?

A Yes, I do.

Q Can you tell me, does the face of the traveler
tell you what the signature on line 1 is signing -- what

the signature on line 1 is verifying has occurred?

A Your question is what the signature on line 1
stands for?

Q Yes.

A The face of the traveler does not; no, sir.

Q Would you look at the whole traveler and tell me,
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if you can, what does it stand for?

A It stands for that the inside fit-up was
satisfactory and that there's a chit that substantiates
that the outside fit-up was satisfactory.

Q And how does it verify that the inside fit-v,
was satisfactory? What is the document in the traveler
package that gives you that?

A There's a chit that says, "clean," signed by
Dave Stinson on March 1, 1982.

Q Does it reference any weld, material rod
document, or weld filler material log document?

A No.

Q Is there such a document referenced on the face
of the traveler?

A There's a WFML reference; yes, sir.

Q How can you tell, then, whether it is for the
fit-up and cleanliness that had occurred, if one did occur,
on 3/1/82, as opposed to being a verification that there
had been a fit-up and cleanliness done 1in 1978, per the

Larry Wilkerson, NDE chit, which is attached also to the

traveler?
A From the chit itself?
Q Yes.
A The chit was filled out by construction at the

request of inspection. Construction would not request
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that QC verify that letter inspection exists.

Q Is that based upon some specific fact that you
know? I mean that they told you that? Or is it an
assumption that you are making?

A I know why the nondestructive inspection
requests were used. I also talked to the gentlemen that
initiated this one, another not for this particular chit.
The foremun was Craig Fowles. I have talked to him.

Q But if you had intended it to relate to a new
fit-up and cleanliness inspection, then why wouldn't he
have filled in the blank for the WFML number?

A He may not have drawn rod at that time =-- at the
time that they requested the inspection.

Q Where in the traveler will we be able to tell
when the rods were drawn?

A On the copy of the WFML B649, which is
apparently filed with a different traveler package.

Q So that you can't tell from this whether your
supposition that the weld rods were drawn at a different
time is correct or not; can you?

A No. But I acn't think it's important. The chit
clearly states that it was for a cleanliness inspection of
weld 660; it's signed by Mr. Stinson. The front of the
traveler is also signed by Mr. Stinson.

Q If we are going to do it by the chit, the
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cleanliness, and does not indicate that there was an

inspection for the fit-up; isn't that correct?

A That's true. That's true.

Q And that's signed by Mr, Stinson; is it not?
A That's true.

Q So we have inconsistent signatures by

Mr. Stinson, one for a line that says "fit-up and
cleanliness” and the other that says only "cleanliness";
isn't that true?

LA If you are talking about the inconsistency
between the face of the document and the chit, ves, sir,
that's true.

Q Now, can you explain to me why, in 1983, you
deemed it important to have line 1 signed to verify that
the fit-up and cleanliness back in 1978 had taken place,
but apparently don't cconsider the absence of a signature
on line 1 for that purpose on this weld number 660 is a
problem?

A Mr. Roisman, if I could make one thing clear
maybe that would eliminate the need for this question.
wasn't concerned that line 1 was signed. Line 1 could
have just as easily rfaid, "see attached chit."

Q Or it could have said --

A My concern --

Q Nothing?

20735

I
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1 A -- it did say nothing at the time. My concern
2 at the time was to verify that the required inspections
. 3 had been performed.
4 Q What did you need an inspector to do that for,
5 Mr. Brandt?
6 A I didn't direct an inspector to do it.
7 Q You expected tnat all your people would do after
8 they saw that there were a whole group of five-line
9 travelers with line 1 blank, is that they would just go
10 and look to see if there was an NDE chit for fit-up and
11 cleanliness that took place for the concrete side weld and
1¢ that would end their work right there?
. 13 A I expected my staff to satisfy themselves that
14 the required inspections had been performed.
15 Q That instruction from you, did that take place
16 before or after Ms. Neumeyer's signing of the travelers in
17 the first two or three days of March of 19837
18 A Before.
19 Q And who were the people, who were the staff
20 people who you gave these directions to?
21 A I believe I stated earlier, the way I became
22 aware of the problem was Mr. C.C. Randall came to me with
. 23 it., The millwrights were getting ready to work on the

24 liner on night shift. C.C. Randall was my night shift QC

25 superintendent. He explained to me what the situation was.
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1 I told him what we needed to do.
2 As the original lack of signatures had been performed
‘ 3 by the ASME inspection group, I told him to get up with

4 Mr. Ted Blicks and see -- excuse me, I told him to get up

5 with ASME QC. He eventually got up with Ted Blicks,

6 that's my understanding, to straighten the situation out.
7 My concern the next time, as expressed to Mr. Randall,
8 was to satisfy themselves that the required inspections
9 had been done.

10 Q So is it your testimony that Mr. Randall was

11 basically going beyond what you think he would have needed
12 to do to make the verification in those cases where NDE

13 chits existed and had -- and showed on their face that
fit-up and cleanliness had occurred back in 19782

15 A I don't understand what you mean by "going

16 beyond what was required."”

17 Q Just that. I thought it was your testimony that
18 there's no signature required on line 1 to verify that a
19 fit-up and cleanliness took place in 1978, if there's a

20 chit that says --

21 A That's right. That is my testimony. I said it
22 would have been equally acceptable to me to just note the
23 existence of the chit, in line 1.

| . 24 Q If I --

25 A Chits noting both the inside and outside
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inspection, if both existed.

Q Wouldn't it have been just as good to have noted
nothing, since the NDE chit was physically attached to the
package?

A Except that the vau’t would not have accepted
travelers with a blank line., These travelers have never
been to the vault, contrary to what you argued earlier.
They are still in the possession of construction.

Today they are maintained in a construction
organization called the "interim records vault,"” but it is
not the permanent plant records vault, and historically
the term "vault" in this proceeding has referred to the
permanent plant records vault.

JUDGE BLOCH: We'll take a seven-minute recess.
(Recess.)

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Roisman?

BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Mr. Brandt, with reference, I think, to the last
or almost the last thing that you said as we were
adjourning, you indicated that none of these documents had
gone to the permanent plant records vault. And I would
like to direct your attention to document for weld numbers
1182, 1209, and 1210, which, in our copy in the upper
right-hand copy has stamped "permanent plant record"” and

then a little box,

and on that box there is a file
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1 location number and a subfile location number.
2 A I see it on several, Mr. Roisman.
. 3 Q What does that mean?
4 A That's a stamp affixed by the vault.
5 JUDGE BLOCH: Which vault?
o THE WITNESS: By the permanent plant records
7 vault. 1I'll clarify my earlier misstatement. Apparently
8 some of them have. The majority of them are still in the
9 interim records vault, which is a construction
10 organization.
11 BY MR. ROISMAN:
12 Q But in fact these are three on which you are
13 going to do or you have now done or are going to do NCRs;:
. 14 is that not correct?
15 JUDGE GROSSMAN: 1Is that correct?
16 BY MR. ROISMAN:
17 Q Those three are for documents for which NCRs

18 were written; is that correct?

19 A Yes.

20 Q Let me take you to 660 for a moment.

3| A Are we done with these last three?

22 Q Yes. I just wanted to see if I was correct in

23 my assumption that that stamp meant that they had been in
the permanent plant records vaalt in light of your earlier

25 statement. You clarified it. Thank you.
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1 Now, looking at 660, we were discussing the signature

2 on the first line and I was trying to understand from you
. 3 whether, in your judgment, the presence of the signature

4 with the accompanying NDE chit that marks cleanliness only

5 is sufficient verification that the cleanliness and fit-up

6 inspection was done, that you feel no need for further

7 investigation. My question to you is: 1Is that correct?

8 A Are you talking about assuming the line 1 on the

9 traveler is now blank?

10 Q No. I'm talking about actually looking at 660

11 itself.

12 A As a package?

13 Q As a package. Do you see anything wrong with 660
. 14 in your judgment? 1Is it a perfectly proper traveler”®

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Package.

16 MR. ROISMAN: Package. Thank you, traveler

17 package.

18 THE WITNESS: 1 see nothing wrong with it; other

19 than the fact "sat" is entered on the traveler on line 5

20 without an inspector's signature, which I earlier

21 testifiad is insignificant. It doesn't mean anything.

22 BY MR. ROISMAN:

23 Q Now I would like you to look at weld 29, please.
. 24 JUDGE BLOCH: Wait a second -- does this mean we

25 are passing on from 660?
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didn't know what he was doing on these travelers?
THE WITNESS: That's a possibility.
BY MR. ROISMAN:

Q Jow, is there anything in the traveler package
that would tell us whether Mr. Cole -- whether the
inspection that's supposed to be done and identified on
line 5 was in fact done?

A Line 5 of what, Mr. Roisman?

Q I'm sorry, of the eight-line traveler. Excuse
me .

A No, sir. On the face of the document.

Q Not only on the face of the document?

A Nor any attachments. It requires some

interpretation, yes, sir, if that's the point you are
trying to make.

Q All right. 1Is this one that you have now, in
your testimonv of the 2lst of November, identified that an
NCR will be written on?

A You'll have to give me a second to check my
notes.

No, sir, it's one that I determined through my review
that I believe Mr. Cole signed in the wrong place. And
that that fit-up and inspection was for the inside.

Q But your testimony now is that there isn't

anything in the traveler package itself that will tell us
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1 whether he signed in the wrong place, or that the
2 inspection that's supposed to be on line 5 simply was
' 3 never done; isn't that correct?
4 A Yes, sir.
s Q Now I would like you to take a look at traveler
6 number 23.
7 A Okay.
8 Q On this five-line traveler, Mr. Cole has signed
9 line 1, fit-up and cleanliness?
10 A Yes, sir.
L1 Q Can you tell me, what does line 1 signify? what
12 does it signify with his signature there? What is he
. 13 attesting to?
14 A The fact that the outside fit-up had been
18 performed. And there is a chit to indicate that that
16 inspection was performed and that now the inzide fit-up is
17 satisfactory, on March the 3rd, 1980.
18 Q How could -- I'm sorry.
19 A You'll also note there's included in the package
20 a chit dated 2/25/80, where he released part of the inside
21 seam for fit-up and cleanliness, and came off -- came by
22 later, eight days later, and signed off the entire seam
. 23 for fit-up and cleanliness.

24 Q How can we -- how would we tell that, by looking

25 at this document, that that's exactly what happened?
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1 me, that's what it indicates.
2 There's a chit that fairly indicates that the first
. 3 fit-up inspection was performed on the concrete side dated
B September 12, I think, 1976. There's a chit that
5 indicates he released the partial fit-up and cleanliness
6 on February 28, 1980, and that the entire joint was
7 satisfactory for fit-up and cleanliness on March 3, 1980.
8 Q By looking at the weld filler material logs that
9 are attached to the traveler package, is it correct that a
10 substantial amount of welding with respect to this weld
11 was done a month or more after the fit-up and cleanliness
12 inspection was completed, if it was in fact completed on
. 13 3/3/80?
14 A Pleas~ repeat your question. A substantial
15 amount of welding was done after?
16 JUDGE BLOCH: Was there welding done after the
17 final inspection was done before fit-up --
18 THE WITNESS: Welding after the final fit-up
19 inspection? That's exactly what I would expect.
20 BY MR. ROISMAN:
21 Q But it was done at least a month or more after
22 that final fit-up inspection?
. 23 A It might be being welded as we speak,

24 Mr. Roisman. The final visual is not signed off.

25 Q Well, are you able to look at the weld filler
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material log, and looking at the -- excuse me -- the
number of rods burned, are you able to tell anything about
when the welding was done on that weld?

A There was some welding done using 12 lengths of
bare wire on April 3rd, 1980. There was some welding done
using a half a role of automatic GTAW wire, on March 4,
1980. There were three rods burned of bare wire on April
10, 1980. And there was a half role of automatic GTAW
wire burned on April 3, 1980. I see nothing irregular
about that.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that a usual pattern of welding?
You just do a little bit at four different times? You
don't finish a weld?

THE WITNESS: You usually weld on it until you
get it done. And I don't mean to be flip with that answer --
but, no, there's no -- as many times as schedule or
pressures have dictated. The millwrights is a small craft
group. And if the schedule pressures are on unit 1 at the
time, they might be pul ed off unit 2. For long periods
of time there was virtually no work going on on unit 2. I
find nothing unusual about the situation.

MR. ROISMAN: Hold on just one second.

JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Brandt, does your conclusion

on that particular weld depend on your believing that

Mr. Cole knew what he was doing when he signed off on that
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earlier versions?

MR. ROISMAN: No. I want to know about the
version that was in effect at the time that the
inspections in question were done.

JUDGE BLOCH: Starting in '79?

MR. ROISMAN: Starting actually in '78.

JUDGE BLOCH: Starting '78 to the present.

THE WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, the historical
copies of the FSAR will have to come from Dallas, I
believe. 1In the event that when I review this copy that's
in Washington, that the amendrent date on that particular
page of Lhat particular section is of 1979 vintage, I
chink that will answer your question.

JUDGE BLOCH: 1Is that something that Staff
archives can do for us or is this something only the
Applicants can do? Let'sc rely on the Applicants for now.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, it may be that the
board's archives can. If I understand correctly, you keep
a copy of the FSAR in the board's library and they are
filed -- should be in the front of the FSAR an index for
all of the amendments to it.

JUDGE BLOCH: Since I have been Chairman of the
Board, I haven't received any updates. So -- well, if
amendments are being received all the time, they are not

being received by me.
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MR. ROISMAN: I don't know that they have had
any amendments since the time that you became Chairman of
the Board.

JUDGE JORDAN: Yes. We get amendments every
month or two.

MR. WATKING: Would you read them if you d4id?

JUDGE BLOCH: No, but we would file them. Then
we'd have a copy.

JUDGE JORDAN: I think it's very possible that
the Chairman has not seen amendments, in spite of the fact
that he has been serviced.

MR. ROISMAN: Maybe Dr. Jordan knows if the
library here is likely to have a current version of the FSAR
with an index for the amendments.

JUDGE BLOCH: Not if they haven't been served on
me. Dr. Jordan should have them.

JUDGE JORDAN: It should be in our library here,
I assume, and also in the appeal board !ibrary, but it is
unlikely that it has been kept up to date. Tt's probably
like mine.

MR. WATKIN3: Mr. Chairman, could we have the
travelers for welds 23 and 29 bound into the record at
this point?

(The documents follow:)
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BRT
1 (Discussion off the record.)
2 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, one final thing and
’ 3 I don't mean to trigger a burst of acrimony in saying this.
R A lot of what we've heard today, both questions and
5 answers, appears in the record of this case already. I
6 haven't gone cut of my way to make a lot of "asked and
7 answered" objections, just for the sake of Mr. Roisman's
8 continuity, which is one point.
9 Another point is we spend an awful lot of time
10 establishing the obvious. With respect to traveler 23,
11 for example, weld 23, we established that welding took
12 place after the fit-up and cleanliness inspections, which
2 13 is of course the way it is supposed to b:. I wonder if
. 14 you could encourage Mr. Roisman if possible to edit his
15 questions so we can focus on that which he believes is
16 really at issue.
17 JUDGE BLOCH: There's no need for a response.
L8 We count on counsel at all times to try to conduct
19 efficient examination and I don't want to make any
20 judgment as to whether that has been done.
21 The hearing is adjourned until -- let's make it 8:40
22 tomorrow morning.
23 (Whereupon, at 5:45 p.m., the hearing was
. 24 adjourned, to reconvene at 8:40 a.m., November 27, 1901%.)

25
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