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2 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will please come to-

.O-

3 order..

4 First, Mr. Gallo's motion to defer the start of the

5 opening of testimony on December 3, until 1:00 p.m. for

6 personal reasons, is granted. We will decide later in the,

7 week -- we will decide later in the date with other

8 matters related to this part of the case.
,

!

9 On the other side of the case, there was a motion to

j 10 reconsider our decision on multiple filings, and in
I

11 response to that motion, we will take some action to

i
j 12 clarify and extend the decision we previously made. The
1

( 13 principal action we are taking is that we will require a

14 showing, consistent with the multiple filings decision,
,

i

15 for third round filings as well as fourth round, so that

; 16 when Applicants respond to CASE responses, they will have

j 17 to do the same thing to justify new information that they
i

i 18 include in their motions, that we had imposed upon CASE.
i

19 In addition, we will state that it was never our
!

i 20 intention in allowing responses by Applicants to CASE
i

| 21 answers to permit wholesale filing of new information that
!

; 22 should have been included in the first instance, so we
;

i 23 will, in each case, be examining answers that may have

24 been made by Applicants to see whether there was
J

| 25 information lacking the first time around that should have

:
I

!

!
i

|

!

. , ._ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ . . . . . , _ , , . . _ _ _ _ _ , _ - . . - , . . . , _ . . _ . , . . - , . . , . _ , . . _ _ _ _ , , , , _ . . _ _ . . _ . . _ . _ . , , -
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1 been there, rather than having been included in a response.

,e ' 2 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, will there be a
(

"

3 written order to that effect?

4 JUDGE BLOCH: No. I think given the specificity

5 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

( y) 13 that means that there is also no wholesale right to
,

~
a

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
(,J

24 you this is a hearing before 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,
i
D 4 The testimony that you are about to give should be_the

5 truth, the whole truth,'and nothing but the truth and the4

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
I

9 just given to you?j

j 10 THE WITNESS: Yes, your Honor.
?

; 11 CHAIRMAN BLOCH: Please be seated.
i

12 DIRECT EXAMINATION
!

( 13 BY MR. WATKINS:

14 O Mr. Chaney, do you have with you a document .

i 15 consisting of nine pages of questions and answers with

16 pages of attachments?
:
'

17 A Yes, I do.
; ,

18 0 Is your microphone on?

I 19 A I guess not.
1

i 20 0 Is that document your prefiled testimony in this

; 21 case?
>

| 22 A Yes, sir, it is.

( 23 0 Do you have any corrections to make in your

24 testimony?
J

! 25 A No, sir.
|
t

4

I

i

_,2. _ _ . . . . _ . . _ . . . , _ . . . _ . , _ _ . _ . _ _ _ - _ . . . . , _ _ _ _ . _ , , . . _ . . . - . . . . _ . . _ , . , _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ , . _ . _ _ .
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j 1 O Is your testimony true and correct?
!

2 A Yes, sir.#

!-
j - ' 3 MR. WATKINS: -Mr. Chairman, Applicants move the
4

'. 4 admission of George W. Chaney's prefiled testimony with
.R

5 -attachments.,

|

6 JUDGE BLOCH: There being no objections, it is,

' 7 received into evidence and may be bound into the record at
4

f 8 this point.

9 (The document follows:)
t,

i 10

.. 11

.!
I 12
i
! 13

I 14
1

_ 15
i
l 16
- ,

$' 17
i
i

18

19

<

j 20

21
-

1
I

22,

4

| 23
1

; 24
;

i

] 25
:
i

;
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'04 NT23 P4;gUNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

f
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD l

In the Matter of: )
)

. TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC ) Dockets Nos. 50-445-2 and
COMPANY, et al. ) 50-446-2

~

)
(Comanche Peak Steam Electric ) (Applications for
Station, Units 1 and 2) ) Operating Licenses)

PREFILED TESTIMONY OF'
GEORGE W. CHANEY

Q1. Please state your name.

A1. George W. Chaney.

|| Q2. By whom and where are you employed, Mr. Chaney?

A2. I am the principal Questioned Document Examiner of ,

'

<

James L. Lewis and Associates, 5934 Royal Lane, Suite
;
'

255, Dallas, Texas 75230.

03. Please briefly describe your employment background.

A3. 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. I retired from the

O Secret Service in February, 1977.
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(/ Q4. Have you had any training in the examination of

documents?

'
) A4. 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.

05. Did your employment with the Service include work with

questioned documents?

AS. Yes, I worked with documents extensively as a Special

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-

O gated anonymous and thi,.itening 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.

Q6. When did you begin working with James L. Lewis and

Associates?g-)
LJ

A6. In March, 1977.

07. Please describe your work with Lewis and Aasociates.

O
LJ

m
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,-() A7. 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.

08. Have you testified regarding documents in any judicial

or administrative proceedings?

A8. 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.

09. 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?

A9. 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.

Q10. Did you add any markings to the documents identified as

Attachments 1 and 27

A10. 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,

( )s_-
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/ my photographer wrote "42" and "43" with arrows, to

identify the frame number and item that he
,,.

( ) photographed.

Oll. 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.

012. Please identify Attachment 4 to your testimony.

A12. 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. .

Q13. Mr. Chaney, were you given any other documents in

9
connection with your examination?

A13. Yes. I also examined Attachments 5 and 6 to my

testimony.

Q14. With respect to the original of Attachment 1, what were

you asked to examine?

A14. I was asked to examine the area on lines 5 and 6 of the

document where the dates "l/14/84" had been corrected

to read "l/17/84." Specifically, I was asked to |

determine whether the '17" appearing above the

crossed-out "14" cn each 1.ine was made by the samer-]v
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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cm(,) entries. I was also asked whether the initials and

dates appearing immediately below the signatures and

[s')
dates on lines 5 and 6 were in the same hand, and by

s

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.

015. 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?

A15. 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

9 "JStanford," assuming that this is the person who made
-

these entries. By "all of the writings," I mean the
!

original dates of "l/14/84," the cross-out bar through

the "14s," the "17s" above the "1?s," the initials

j "JS," and the dates "l/17/84" next to the initials.
016. On what do you base your opinion?

.

A16. 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

"JS" that appear immediately below lines 5 and 6, as
73
(,)

shown on Attachment 3, conform to the "J" and "S" of

the signatures. The intials "JS" also appear at otheri

() places on Attacnment 1, in the same handwriting.

. _ . . . -. _ .- - -
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As to the dates, both 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 pointe of similarity.

Referring.to the "7s" on Attachment 3, each "7" tends

to come to a point, or sharp angle, wnere the writer

h makes the downstroke. This characteristic also appears

in the "7s" 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

i the bars that cross out the "14s" in the "l/14/84"
dates on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 1. These tics

(1

clearly appear on Attachment 3, the enlargement.

i

)

i C:)

. . . . . _- -.- . _- ._ .. -
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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.

Q17. 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 instrument?

A17. 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.

018. Are the bars through the "14s" and the "17s" above the

) crossed-out "14s," significantly different from the.

other writings on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 17

A18. 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 "14" is

not as apparent. The "17" above the crossed-out "14"
a

on lino 6 is not that much different from the "17"

O
immediately above it. In my opinion, the principal

,

differences between the bars through the "14s" and the

O

. . .. . . -. .. .
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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

(3 of these markings. l

|-x)
Q19. Is there any reason, based on your experience as a

document examiner, why the writer pressed down more

firmly in marking through the "14s"?

A19. Yes. Almost anyone who is crossing out something on

any document tends to do so firmly, more firmly than

that person normally writes.

Q20. Mr. Chaney, what were you asked to examine with respect

to Attachment 47

A20. I was asked to examine the crossed-out "13s" and the

"14s" immediately above them on lines 3 and 4, and to

determine whether the writing instrument used to make

those entries was the same instrument used on lines 5

and 6 of Attachment 1. I was also asked to determine

whether the handwritng is the same.

021. Mr. Chaney, do you have an opinion as to whether the

writing instrument used in the entries you have

described on Attachment 4 is the same instrument used

in the entries on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 17

A21. Yes, I do.

Q22. What is your opinion?

O A22. As I have testified, all of the entries on lines 5 and

6 shown on Attachment 1 were made with a ball-point

pen. The bars through the "13s" and the "14s" 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 "14s" 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.

023. Do you have an opinion as to whether the bars and "14s"

9'

on Attachmenc 4 were made by the same person who made

the entries on lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 17

A23. In my opinion, the individual who made the entries on,

lines 5 and 6 of Attachment 1 was not the same person
1

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 the4

same hand. The "4s" on Attachment 4 are formed

differently.

024. Does that conclude your testimony?

() A24. Yes, it does.

. - . -- - _ _ _ .
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,

1 MR. WATKINS:' Mr. Chairman, at.a couple of
,

2 points in Mr. Chaney's motion, he. indicates that the tics

3 'to'which he refers in blowups-are more easily visible in a-

4 microscope. Mr. Chaney brought his microscope with him

5- this morning but any opportunity for the board and parties

6 to'look'through it is precluded by apparent damage-on the

7 airplane. The microscope isn't working.: I will note that

8 Ms. Ginsberg brought the original date about weld data

i 9 cards.

10 I have a copy of the testimony for the reporter.

I 11 JUDGE BLOCH: Before Mr. Chaney starts, I would
!

12~ like to state for the record that we have raised
i

13 informally that before we start the weld data card section

: 14 of the hearing, that the parties may wish to make brief
i -

| 15 summaries of their positions in light of the statements of

f 16 position on the part of the other party. I'm not going to

i 17 ask for a response on that, but I would like the parties
f

18 to think about that and respond whether that's a good idea,g

19 later in the day.
;

| 20 I would also ask of Mr. Roisman whether he has read and

; 21 whether he will be able to respond orally later in the day

22 for the motion for discovery concerning CASE's alleged
4

1

| 23 investigation into the liner plate documents.

24 MR. ROISMAN: What motion for discovery?

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

1

i i

-. . .- --. - - .-.. _ - - . - _ . - .- -. - . - - - - -
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1 something you may like to repair. lHe apparently hasn't*

.

2 seen your motion.
t
'- - 3 MR. WATKINS: We haven't filed a motion. Wei

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 available as soon as possible so Mr. Roisman won't have
,

;

: 10 that problem.
!

11 MR. WATKINS: I'll make one available right now.
r

12 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, I also didn't

i 13 understand what you were saying about the weld data card

i 14 and a discussion later in the day.

: 15 JUDGE BLOCH: That war. .at the weld data cards.
i

16 That was about the liner plates.

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

| 18 weld data cards.
1

i 19 JUDGE BLOCH: I well may have. I was talkingj

j 20 about the liner plates. There have apparently been an

21 exchange 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

j 24 whether we ought to start that portion of the proceedings
!

! 25 with a current summary of the positions of each of the
;

;

i I

j'
i

l
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1 parties.

2 Please proceed with cross, Mr. Roisman.-s

[ )'' 3 CROSS-EXAMINATION

4 BY MR. ROISMAN:

5 O Mr. Chaney, when you were originally made aware

6 of the weld data card and information about which you

7 testified today, what was your understanding of what you

8 were supposed to do with the information that you received?

9 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 I 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 O Did Mr. Watkins explain to you the nature of the

18 controversy?

19 A No, sir, he did not.

20 0 Did he indicate to you what result it was that
|

21 favored his client?

22 A No, sir.

g'S 23 O When you did your investigation, did you look
L)

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.

O 3 0 What dissimilarities did you note between the --

! 4 let's start with-your Exhibit Number -- attachment 3 to
i

5 your. testimony. What dissimilarities did you note between
,

| 6 the markings that are crossed through, through number _"14,"
!
i 7 and a writing of the number "17" directly above it, on the

'

j 8 one hand; and the writing of the date "1/17/84" with the

9 initials "JS" next to it. What are the dissimilarities
1
4

10 between those two?
!

11 A None.
I

12 O There are no dissimilarities at all?

13 A No, sir. Not in my opinion.

! 14 0 Well, let's take a look at what is the fourth
!,

{
15 line of attachment 3. Do you have that?

,

; 16 A Yes, sir.

i 17 O If you look at the number "1" next to the "17"
1

! 18 in the full date, "l/17/84," it would appear, at least to
f

! 19 my untrained eye, that the bottom of the number "1" is
t

] 20 curved slightly to the right, whereas the same number "1"
4

j 21 in the "17," written above the "14," the "1" ends straight
j

22 down. Do you notice that?
.

I 23 A Yes, sir. But this is what we consider a

24 variation in the writing.

4 25 If you'll notice, in all of the "is" on that particular

I '
i

1
'

t.

:
*

_ _ . _ _ _ . ~ _ . . _ _ . . _ . . _ . . , _ _ _ _ . . , _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ , _ - _ _ _ . _ . . . _ . . _ . _ . . , _ . _ _ , _ _
_ _ . .
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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 of73
i \
\ |

3 the "1s" in "l/14" are both curved to the right; and also' ~ '

4 in the " Stanford," before the deletion was made, the "1"

5 and then the "14" were both curved to the right. A person

6 has variations in their writings. In my estimation, in

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

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

9 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?
V

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 O 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 "14s"?

23 A Well, if you'll notice the "7" is not as heavilyr-}
J

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"

|
1

. _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ - - - - _ . _ - - _ - - _ _ - - - - - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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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,7,

\')(

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 0 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 0 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 7

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

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

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

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

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

21 this type of writing.

22 O Did you take blowups of attachment 57

("3 23 A Yes, sir, I did.
\)

24 MR. ROISMAN: Are these able to be put in7

25 MR. WATKINS: I think you have multiple copies,
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1 don't you, Mr. Chaney?

2 THE WITNESS: I just have the one copy of each.fs
! }
\/ 3 These are blowups of different portions of attachment 5.

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

5 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 )
t

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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I

1 have "7s" on them?

2 THE WITNESS: No. This one here also.,)/

3 MR. ROISMAN: I'm going to give the reporter to'

4 mark with the board's permission Exhibits 1, 2, and 3.

5 Exhibit 1 is an attachment of portion 5, which is a

6 photograph, and has on the right-hand side of it, page 1

7 o f 1, is a noticeable marking on that.

8 Exhibit 2 is also a photograph of a portion of

9 attachment 5, and has on the upper part of it: "1 inch JLL

10 document examiner" which appears to be superimposed on the

11 document.

12 And Exhibit 3 is a substantially larger photograph

i 13 which shows the signature "J Stanford," and a date, "l/17/84"
v

14 on it, and I would ask the reporter simply to mark those

15 three and then I will examine the witness as to them.

16 (Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 identified.)

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, do I understand your

18 earlier statements to be to the effect that you had no

19 idea at all, one way or th,e other, whether you were --
20 whether your client wanted you to conclude that you would

21 find that these handwritings were the same or different?

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

23 BY MR. ROISMAN:

i 24 O Mr. Chaney, I'm now going to give you back what

25 now has been marked by the reporter. Would you identify

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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1 these -- identifying these, now, tell me what you said

2 before about attachment 5 so we are clear on it, please?s

s :
''' 3 A Yes, sir. Attachment 5 has a number of

4 exemplars, or what we call " standards," of the writing of

5 Mr. Stanford, which were used on that one document. In

addition to his signature and the writing of the word8

7 " sat," there were several numerals on there that were used

8 as standards of his writing on that particular document.

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

10 writing.

11 Q All right.

12 A If you'll notice, in the upper portion of the

(~ 13 attachment 5, the first item appearing on there, with the
%-}J,

14 "007" the "AF-1-SB-007."

15 JUDGE BLOCH: This is on attachment 57

16 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. The Brown & Root

17 Quality Assurance Department --

18 JUDGE BLOCH: Thank you.

19 THE WITNESS: -- Visual Examination Checklist.
i

20 The second "7" appearing on that document appears on

21 the next line, which says " room 72." Then the third "7"

22 appears at the bottom where it's signed "J Stanford, II

23 Level, 1/17/84."

24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

; 25 0 These photographs that we have marked Exhibits

- _ - . _ . - . _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ._ ._ __ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ .
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1 1, 2, and 3 are blowups of these three pcrtions of

_ 2 attachment 5 that show where the "7s" have been written;

\/ 3 is that correct?

4 A That's correct, sir.

5 0 And it's your testimony that in these, the tic

6 at the beginning of the "7" does not appear, and thus that

7 it's not surprising that Mr. Stanford did not have a tic

8 on the "7" that he wrote, according to your testimony, on

9 line 4 of attachment 3 immediately above the crossed-out

10 "14"; is that correct?

11 A That's correct, sir.

12 O Do I see that in looking at what has been marked

13 as Exhibit 3, that the "17" there has a tic on the bottom

14 right of the "7"; is that correct?

15 A That's correct, sir.

16 O And that the "17" that appears on line 4 of
,

17 attachment 3, immediately above the "14," while it has a
,

i 18 tic at the beginning has no tic on the bottom right; is

19 that correct?

20 A That's correct, sir.

21 0 So you are telling us that Mr. Stanford
i

22 basically produces an uneven writing style? That it does

23 not have a common characteristic with regard to the "7">

24 that varies throughout all of his writings of the "7"; is i
l

25 that correct?

I
.
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1 A That's correct, sir.

2 Q Does that make it more or less probable that you7-
- 3 would be able to determine whether a particular "7" was in

4 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

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

9 occasion. But the style of the "7," the style of the

10 numeral is similar in all respect to the "7s" that are in

11 question on attachment 1.

12 O I'm just talking now about 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 0 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. If you'll notice on his writing on

25 attachment 1, on the items in question except for the

.

.-. - -_ _ --- -.-_____-- - ---____.-______._____--__ ___ _ _ - - _._- - - __.-___ _ - -__--__. ____ . - - . - _ _ _ - - - _ . _ _ - . - - - - . - - _ - . _ -
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1 first --

2 O I'm sorry, attachment 1 or attachment 37,,

' ' '- 3 A Attachment 3. I'm sorry. The blowups --

4 O Right.

5 A The fourth line there, the first "7" - "1" --

6 appear to have no tic. If you'll notice the "17" --

7 "1/17" -- directly opposite the initials, opposite that

8 first alteration, you'll notice that the "7" at the bottom

9 has a tendency to lean to the right which is indicative of

10 the fact that there is probably or would probably have

11 been a tic at the end.

12 Also, on the "7" immediately below that, you see where

{} 13 it leans to the right, the bottom portion of the "7." And

14 the "7" at the end there, where the initials "JS 1/17/84,"

15 it bends to the right, which is indicative of the fact

16 that it would be a tendency to have a tic there for some

17 reason but you can't see it to the naked eye or through

18 the microscope.

19 0 But then, when you don't see the tic, doesn't

20 that confound the problem, as you don't on the "17" that's

21 written directly above the "14" on the fourth line7

22 A Not necessarily; because of the standards that

23 we have where he doesn't have the tic. So, you have to be!

24 prepared, if he does use a tic or if he doesn't use a tic,

25 that you have to have standards of known writing of his

. , -- . - . -_ _ - . . _ - _ . - .- _._. . . . . . _ _ - _ - - -_ - - _ _ _ - -
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1 where he dces or he doesn't. And there are standards in

2 here which show that he does use a tic on occasion -- most-

'
3 of the time. But some of the time he does not.

4 O Well, then, if you had another person who was

5 writing the "7" instead, and that was a person who never

6 used the tic, and you saw a "7," and all we are looking at

7 is the existence or absence of a tic; that wouldn't be

8 able to tell you whether just the existence or the absence

9 of the tic -- wouldn't be able to tell you whether it was

10 Mr. Stanford or this other person who doesn't ever use a
,

11 tic when they write the "7"; isn't that correct 7

12 A Partially. But mainly when we use the "7" in

13 this fashion, if a person were writing a "7" or trying to

14 simulate his "7" to look like his "7," they would be

| 15 drawing it rather than -- they would have pen lifts or

16 they would have stops in the numeral -- what we call a " pen<

17 lifu" is where they have to stop the pen, and when you try

18 to simulate somebody's writing you have to pick up the pen

19 because you don't know which way you are going when you

20 are copying some feature of the handwriting or somebody
4

21 else's numeral. You are copying somebody else's writing

22 so you don't have the fluidity or you don't do it

23 automatically as Mr. Stanford would do, which would be
'

24 indicated because this person would have a break or a stop t

\

25 in the writing of the numeral which would be indicative of

_ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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1 the fact that it was not Mr. Stanford's "7."

2 JUDGE BLOCH: That was interesting, but there isO i
k/ 3 actually no suggestion that anybody was trying to imitate

4 Mr. Stanford's writing.

5 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, Judge, but I thought if

6 he suggested if someone else were writing the "7" --

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Exactly. But he said if somebody

8 else were writing, not imitating.

9 BY MR. ROISMAN:
,

10 0 If you had somebody whose natural style of

11 writing a "7" did not have a tic at bottom and they had

12 written a "7" on the page and all you were looking at was

13 the tic part, to distinguish it, or the non-tic part, and

14 you are looking at Mr. Stanford who sometimes uses a tic

15 and sometimes doesn't, how would the absence of the tic on

16 that "7" tell you that it was Mr. Stanford who had written

17 it?

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

' 19 be very unusual --

20 0 You mean other aspects of it?

21 A Yes.

22 O The tic would become irrelevant then; wouldn't

| 23 it?

24 A In some regardar yes, sir.
4

25 O Not in somer in all regards it would be

-___- _ -_ - -___ -_ -______ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _
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1 irrelevant and you would have to look at another feature

., 2 of the "7" to match it up to Mr. Stanford; isn't that

\d 3 correct?

4 A That's true. That's why you have variations in

5 the writing of the numeral. Yes, sir.

6 0 Now, we started off by asking about whether

7 there were any differences between any of the writing.

8 And I be ieve you started by first telling me, no, there

9 were no differences. But now I think we have already

10 identified one, that is that some of the "7s" do have the

11 tic and some don't. Although in your opinion they are all

12 written by Mr. Stanford; correct?

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

14 it a variation.

15 0 okay. Would you give us your definition of

16 " difference"?

17 A A " difference" is where there is no similarity

18 to the writing of the "7," or between the "7s" that

19 Mr. Stanford makes and the "7" on the document.

20 0 All right. Then let me rephrase my question.

21 What variations did you find between the "17" written

22 above the "14," on line 3, and the "17" written above the ,

|
23 "14" on line 4 of attachment 3r and other "17s" that you

24 believe were written by Mr. Stanford? Either the "1" or l
l

25 the "7"?

__-- _ _ - - _ . - - - _ . _ _ - _ . -_. _ - _ _ _ . -. . _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .
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1 A The variation would be that he uses a tic at the

- 2 beginning, sometimes at the end. These are the variations,

'#
3 at the beginning of the "7" or at the end of the "7," or

4 at the "1" -- the beginning of the "1" or the end of the

5 "1." So these are indicative of the fact that these --

6 these are called variations in writing.

7 O And that's the only variations that you

8 identified?

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

10 opinion,

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

12 struggle with you.

{a~}
13 Now, what about looking at the "17" on line 4 right

14 above the "14," and then look at the "7" written

15 immediately above that "17."

16 Isn't the top line of the "17" that's on the lower part

17 of the line substantially shorter than the top bar of the

18 "7" that's written in the upper portion of line 4 of

19 attachment 3?

20 A Yes, sir.

21 O And isn't that a variation?

22 A Yes, sir.

23 O So that's another variation that he has in his

24 style?

25 A Yes, sir.
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1 O Now, looking at the "17" that appears on what

2 has been marked as Exhibit 3, the large photograph to your
7-

( 3 right that we just marked a few moments ago --

4 A Yes, sir.

5 0 -- 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 0 Yes, sir. Now that's a variation also on the "7,"

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

11 attachment 37

12 A Yes, sir.

13 O So 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 0 !!ow many samples of Mr. Stanford's writing did

23 you look at, other than what is actually attached to your
O-,

24 testimony?

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

2 O In your normal work, would you normally seek7-
#

3 more samples of the person's signature, or writing as the

4 case may be, in order to more carefully pin down your

5 opinion?

6 A On occasion; yes, sir. But there appears to be

7 a sufficient number of standards of his writing for

8 comparison here on these documents.

9 O Well, as I understand it now we have, looking at

10 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 0 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 attachment 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 "7s" are not the

24 same. Thet they are all, at least, variations if not

25 differences?

!

:

,
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1 A They are variations. Yes, sir, that's true.

2 These are variations of his writing.
7-
\ ')i

3 Q Don't you reach a point with someone where their
|

4 writing is so varied that you're not able to say with any ,

I

5 confidence that a particular mark that you find is made by !
i

I6 them?

7 A No, sir, I haven't.

8 0 You have never experienced that?

9 A No, sir, I haven't.

10 0 And would you say that the "7" that appears on --

11 looking at attachment 3, now -- that the "7" that appears

12 on line 3 and the "7" that appears on line 4 immediately

13 above the crossed-out "4s," that those "7s" represent

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

15 frequently writes?

16 A I would say so; yes, sir.

17 0 Can you show me other places where a "7" with

18 the same characteristics appears on the documents that you

19 looked at? Let's start with the "7" that appears above

20 the "4" on line 4. That's a "7" with a tic at the

21 beginning, no tic at the end, and a certain ratio and

22 slant to the horizontal and vertical lines?

23 A Yes, sir. The "7" on Exhibit 2, which is taken

24 from attachment 5 at the top, the "007"; the tic appears

25 under the beginning stroke rather than at the top of the
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1 "7" -- appears at the bottom.

_ 2 O That's a variation; correct?

3 A That's a variation of his writing. But other

4 than that, the "7" there appears strongly similar to the "7"

5 on Exhibit 2; in my opinion.

6 O Is it the slant, if you will, the angle between

7 the vertical part of the "7" and the horizontal part of

8 the "7" -- isn't it substantially narrower? It's a

9 narrower angle on the "7" that appears on line 4 of

10 attachment 3 than the "7" that appears in Exhibit 2, which

11 is the Attachment 5 "7"?

12 A Somewhat. But not enough to be disturbed as far

13 as I'm concerned.
}

14 O But it's a variation; correct?

15 A It's a variation.

16 JUDGE BLOCII: Mr. Chaney, have you ever

17 participated in any double blind determinations of the

18 accuracy of your observations?

19 Tile WITNESS: Double blind, Judge Bloch?

20 JUDGE BLOCII: Yes, sir. Do you know what that

21 is?

22 TIIC WITNESS: No, sir, I don't.

23 JUDGE BLOCil llave you ever had an experimental

24 method applied to determine the extent to which you were
,

;

25 able to accurately differentiate handwriting samples from

,

_ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _____
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1 a basic sample?

2 THE WITNESS: No, sir.-

'
3 BY MR. ROISMAN:

4 O Mr. Chaney, when you undertake the task of doing

5 a handwriting analysis, is there a standardized set of

6 procedures that you go through in order to make your

7 determinations?

8 A Yes, sir, 'there is.

9 0 Would you please describe those to us in as much

10 detail as you can?

11 A Yes, sir. Where the original document in

12 question is available, we examine the original document

(^} 13 under the microscope -- I'm sorry it's not working today.
%,'

14 And -- to look at the items that the naked eye cannot see.

15 After you examine the item under the microscope, you

16 then compare the initials or dates or numerals, or

17 whatever is in question, with any known standards, to see

18 whether or not -- or any pen lifts, tics, or whatever may

19 occur in that particular writing. And then past that, we

20 make our photographs, and then we develop our film and

21 make our enlargements, and make a further comparison.

22 O And do the photographs give you something that
,

/~N 23 you don't get out of the microscope or do they just give
(v)

24 you a record of what you were seeing in the microscope?

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

-. - -- - __ . _ _ . _ - - . ._
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1 seen, because the microscope only covers a certain area.

2 0 But it's not -- the process of photographing itrs
I 'b
's / 3 doesn't give you another dimension of detail; is that

4 correct?

5 A No, sir. It just shows you what you've really

6 seen under the microscope. It's four times larger than

7 the regular document or the item itself.

8 0 Now, how do you decide whether you are going to

9 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 Where 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. If 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 O 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.

4 O And the way you would do that is look far enough

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

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

7 difference become nothing more than a variation? Is that

8 the process you go through? |

l

9 A Yes, sir.

10 0 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 writos the same way,

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

21 A It's possible; yes, sir.

22 O In other words, that person A's natural way of

23 writing a "7" includes so many variations that person B's
C

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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1 O How do you know whether you are in that realm

2 when you are doing your examination? How do you know that-s
f 3

'

3 you haven't in fact got, within the variations of person A,'

4 a style which is the same as person B?

5 A By other items which are in question on the same

the items that are in question and6 document. The "84s" --

7 the items that are standard -- in other words, you just

8 don't go on one, identification of one "7." It would be

9 difficult because two people could write it very similarly.

10 0 But looking here, now, let's take a look at our

11 attachment 3 for a moment.

12 Now, on attachment 3, the only numerals in question are ,

(~} 13 the "1" and the "7" that are written above each of the two
J

14 crossed-out "14s"; and the other mark that's in question

15 is the cross-out itself of the "14."

16 A Marked in.

17 0 Now you and I have been just focusing on the "7"?

18 A The bar.

19 0 The bar?

20 A Yes, sir.

21 O All right. Now, my question to you is: How can

22 you know -- let's just focus on the "17" -- on the "7" for

23 a moment -- how can you know that that "7," which is one
{^-}s

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

25 Mr. Stanford, that that "7" is not a "7" actually written

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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1. by someone other than Mr. Stanford who happens to fall

2 within Mr. Stanford's wide variation of "7" writings?,

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

4 based on previous experience of previous numerals of this,

1 5 type, that it would be extremely rare for someone to come

6 along and arite a "7" similarly, that works with an;

'

7 individual, that would write it so similar to the other
!

| 'ndividual who is writing unless they were simulating thei8

9 "7," trying to copy the "7."

10 0 Let's look at the two "7s" that are written

11 directly above the crossed-out "4s" on lines 3 and 4 on
4 :

12 attachment 3.;

1

- 13 Isn't it a fair statement that'those two "7s" are more

14 similar to each other than those two "7s" are similar'to

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

f 16 A somewhat; yes, sir.
)

1

j 17 0 Well, go ahead and explain to me what you meant

f 18 by "somewhat." Isn't it exactly the case that those two
i

; 19 "7s" are more like each other than either of them are like
i

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

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

.
22 A Except the second "7" on the second item that

! ,

i i

i 23 was stricken out, the third -- in the third "17," it bends
1

j 24 to the right where the one -- the one at the beginning,
1

| 25 the "7" does not bend at all. It is very rigid.
!
!

!

i
t

! |'
1

_ ~~ .
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: I.couldn't tell which ones you

2 were referring to.

' O 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 37

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:

13 O 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

i 21 attachment 3?

22 A Line 4; yes, sir.

23 O I'm sorry to keep interruptin3 you, but it's

24 going to be so hard to follow -- are you talking about the,

!

! 25 "7" that is immediately above the "10'?

i
, .

4

,

J

!

. - (s s i
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1 A Yes, sir.

2 O And now what do you want to say about that "7"?

O 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 O. 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 0 Have you looked at the rear of that?

25 A Yes, sir.

i

.-,,w,m,-,- . ,
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1 Q Does the rear impression of the "7" also show

2 the slight curve to the right?

' O 3 A It's hard to tell without having the side

4- lighting on the document, which we had with the. microscope

5 before, as to whether.-- but you can see the heavy

6 indentation of the "7" going down. But I can't see the

7 bottom part of the "7". But I.can in the face -- the face

8 of the document.

9 O So that there is that variation between the "7"

10 that appears on line.3 of attachment 3, and the "7" that

11 appears on line 4 of attachment 3; is that correct?

12 A In my opinion; yes, sir..

13 O And is it also your opinion that that variation

14 is a more significant variation than the variations
,

15 between either of those two "7s" and the three "7s" that

16 appear on attachment 5, and are shown in the blow ups,

17 Exhibits 1, 2, and 3?<

18 A It is just significant in the fact that he does
1

; 19 make these variations. He has variations.
!
! 20 Q I know. But my question is, is that a more

21 significant variation between those two "7s" than between

22 both of those "7s" on the one hand and the three "7s" on

23 attachment 5?

24 A In my opinion; yes, sir.

25 O Can you explain that to me a little bit?

.

1
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t

l' Looking --~let's look at the "7" that appears on Exhibit 3,

2 which is the last "7" on attachment 5. That's the one

O 3 that has the upward swoop to it. Do you have that in

4 front of you?-

5 A Exhibit 3?-

6 Q Not attachment 3 but Exhibit 3.

7 A Exhibit 3.

8. O It's the big photo, Mr. Chaney.

'
9 A Here. Yes, sir.

10 0 Isn't that upward swoop a very significantj

11 variation, compared to a tic? Or a tendency of a line to

12 move slightly v.o one side or the other?
.

~ 13 A I don't think -- it's a variation. I wouldn't

14 call it any more significant. He just has that variation

15 in his writing of the numeral, either straight or curved --

16 O But --
a

; 17 MR. WATKINS: Would you let the witness finish,

18 please?

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Sustained.

20 THE WITNESS: Either straight or curved,

21 evidently this is one of his variations in writing.
,

22 BY MR. ROISMAN:

23 O All I'm saying is it takes more -- more movement

24 of the hand to a different position in order to make that
i

25 variation in that "7" than it does to have or not have a

j
.
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1 slight curve at the bottom of the straight line of the "7";
f

2 doesn't it?

O 3 A Yes, it does.

4 Q And, by the same token, looking at the Exhibit 1,

5 which is the -- one of the blowup photographs of the "7"

6 on attachment 5, making a "7" with'such a long vertical --

7 excuse me -- horizontal line, as compared.to the length of
y

8 the vertical line; that, too, requires substantially more

9 hand movement by the writer than does slightly curving or

! 10 not curving the vertical line of the "7"; doesn't it? .

11 A Yes, sir.
,

| 12 O And looking at the "7" which appears on Exhibit
<

(~T 13 2, which is a blow up of the first "7" on attachment 5,
i s_/

14 making the vertical -- excuse me -- making the horizontal

15 line more parallel to the line on which the "7" is written
i

16 also involves a larger amount of change in the way in

17 which the writer writes it than a very small change at the
9

18 very end of the "7," as it appears on attachment 3; isn't
J

19 that true?

20 A Yes, sir,

i 21 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, is the variation in

22 handwriting reduced when people press hard?
.

23 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, because the heavier

' 24 pressure they put on, of course they don't have the

25 fluidity of movet.ent. It is more of a straight -- it's a

1

<

1
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1 drawing type thing. And it makes it heavier. And just,

2 for whatever reason, whether it's what they are writing on,,

t' )
\' 3 or their mental attitude, of course the mind guides the

4 hand, tells what you to write, what you are doing, stress,

5 whatever --

6 JUDGE BLOCH: So if you felt stress at a

7 particular time you would expect less variation in the

8 "17s" that you were writing?

9 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

10 BY MR. ROISMAN:

11 O Just one last question, or at least I think one

12 last question on these "7s," I was noticing that there's a

~s 13 "7" that appears on attachment 5. Do you have attachment(d
14 5 there in front of you?

15 A Yes, sir.

16 Q Down near the lower right-hand corner that I

17 believe you have testified was written by your

18 photographer or your assistant, as a way of identifying i

19 different photographs -- isn't that correct?

20 A Yes, sir, that's correct.

21 O Now, I take it that that "7," which has -- it

22 looks to me like a little curlicue at the beginning of it,

k]/
/ 23 a down stroke, a circle, and then out to the "7" -- that's

24 a fairly distinctive "7"; is it not?

25 A Yes, sir.

:

- -. , . _ _ . , , _ . _. . _ _ _ _ . _ ?,
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1 O I mean if that person normally wrote all of his

2 "7s" that way, you would spot that rather obviously if you,_
\# 3 were looking at a writing, trying to find out: Did he

4 write the "7"; isn't that correct?
|

5 A Yes, sir.

6 Q Isn't it true that the kind of "7s" that

7 Mr. Stanford writes, doesn't have anything quite so

8 obviously distinctive about it? It's more -- everybody

9 writes "7s" pretty much like that; don't they?

10 A I'd say about half the people. Although a lot

11 of people use a little -- a little downward stroke at the

12 beginning of the "7," before they go to make the upper bar

/~T 13 of the "7," and coming down.
'% )

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

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

16 A Yes, sir. As far as I'm concerned it is very

17 common.

18 Q In your work do you regularly have occasion to

19 try to develop a level of confidence as to the accuracy of

20 your opinion? Is that a standard part of your work?

21 A Yes, sir.

22 O And how do you go about determining what your

23 level of confidence is, once you have reached an opinionOt

| 24 and you say: Okay, my opinion is this; how do you give it
|

25 a confidence level?

!
!
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1 A Before I reach a final -- first final--

2 decision, I look at it two or three times before I reach a,,

(
'_ 3 final decision. And once I get -- make that decision, I'm

4 pretty confident in my own mind that this is the item I'm

5 looking for, or that this person wrote this item, or

6 whatever.

7 O My question was, among the dif ferent opinions

8 that you have over the course of your work, not just this

9 particular situation, are there some in which you have a

10 greater degree of confidence that you are right than

11 others?

12 A Yes, sir. Some are more obvious than others.

13 O How would you rank this one? That is, how would
(~)S\_

14 you rank your opinion that the "1" and the "7" were

15 written by the same person s:ho wrote the "1" and the '' 7 "

16 which appears next to the initials? High? Medium? Low?

17 Average? What?

18 A Because of the variation in the writing, I would

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

20 Q Because of the variations?

21 A Yes, sir.

22 O I would have thought that if there were no

<3 23 variations in writing and a person always wrote their 7""

U
24 the same way, that that would give you a higher confidence

25 than it would if there were variations; why isn't that so?

!

I

- + - .,. y * - - - - - - - - - 9- -- -
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1 A Yes, sir, I'm sure it would be higher. But you

2 are. talking about high levels. I. feel pretty confident

- )
3 with this . .

1

4 Q But you would use the qualifier "because of the
,

| 5 variations you had high confidence"; and it seems to me

6 that based upon what you have said, that the more

7 variations there are the lower your confidence level

8 should be; isn't that true?

9 A If you can't prove that he has these variations;

'
10 or you don't find the variations in his writing; yes, it

I 11 would be.

12 O No. I didn't mean that. Assuming that you've

13 got a person and he writes 7s" 11 different ways. And"

14 you find a "7." And you find in all of his writing that,

15 that "7" is one of the kinds of "7s" that he writes.q

i
16 Don't you have a lower degree of confidence that he

17 actually wrote that "7" than you would have you had an;

18 individual who always wrote the "7" exactly the same way,
3
.

i
'

19 and you found the "7" matched all of their other "7s"?
i
. 20 A Possibility; yes, sir.
I
! 21 O Isn't it not possibility -- it is the case,

22 isn't it that you would have a lower degree of confidence
!

23 when a person had 11 different ways of writing their "7"

24 than if a person had only one way of writing their "7"?,

:

| 25 A Yes, sir, it's probably true.

i

!

l
s
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1 Q Not just probably true -- it is true; isn't it?

2 A' Well, I don't know. There again you are dealing

- 3- with cases -- if I can prove -- if there are 11 variations

4 in'the way a person does his "7" and I can find where he

5 does this iniall of his writing, then I would say I was

6 100 percent sure. If I can only find one "7," and the "7"

7 in question doesn't match one of his variations I wouldn't

8 be very confident. I'd say he didn't do it.

9 O I understand. I'm talking about the case where

10 he has 11 different ways of writing a "7" and you have

11 found the "7" that is written and it matches one of those

12 11 different ways. And I'm asking you isn't there going

13 to be less confidence that that "7" was written by the

14 person who has the 11 variations than in another case, all

15 other things being equal, where you have a person who ;

16 writes all their "7s" exactly the same and you get a "7"

17 and you see that it matches the way they always write

18 their "7s"?

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

20 0 I would like to direct your attention to page 7

21 of your testimony, please?

22 A Yes, sir.

- 23 Q In particular, answer "17." You are being asked

24 whether or not you can tell whether the same instrument

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

i

4

_ _ _ _ _._,- _ ._ __ _ __ _ . _ _ _ ._. _ ._ _ _ - . ,_. _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . . _ _
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I

1 to write either what is being crossed-out or what's above

2 it where the initials appear. And your answer is: I7-
'

3 cannot, however, determine whether all of these writings

4 were made by the same pen.

5 Do you mean there is no technique available that you

6 could 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. It'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

(~N, 13 feasibility to submit ink tests to them to test the inks
V'

14 to see whether it's the same type of pen.

15 O But there's -- I'm sorry, go on?

16 A There's so many different types of ballpoint pen

i 17 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?

rs 23 BY MR. ROISMAN:U
24 O But I take it, it's not an unheard-of process to

25 take a neraping 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.

! .O-' 3 it's not an unheard-of process?'

] 4 -A No, sir, it is done.
,

5 O And it doesn't only get done by alcohol tobacco
i

6 people, it could be done by any sophisticated chemical .

| 7 laboratory, couldn't it?
3

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

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

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

j 11 ability to do that?
1

I 12 A Yes, sir. I can't. I don't have the :

13 feasibility or the money for the equipment.
7

24 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, can you tell whether
1

i
,

j 15 the cross-out and the "17" above the line was written with
i

j 16 the same backing under the sheet as the other one? With
s.

j 17 the initial next to it? !

; ,

j 18 MR. WATKINS: Could you explain? I'm not sure I
I '

i 19 understand the question.
1
1 20 JUDGE BLOCH: Do you know whether the document:
1

| 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
1 i

$ I

! |

: 1

i

|
1

!'._ _ . , _ . . . , _ . - _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _



._ . _ . _ ~ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _._. . -. _. _

21189.0
'

20510
BRT

; 1 have an opinion?

2 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. Do you have an opinion as to

O 3 whether they were made with the same backing under the:

4 document?

5 THE WITNESS: I have no reason to believe that.

i
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
4

9 cone at the same time. But I can't tell that for sure.'

10 JUDGE BLOCH: You say you have no indication

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

12 they were the same?

j' 13 THE WITNESS: No, sir.

14 JUDGE BLOCH: And so do you have an opinion as
1

| 15 to whether they were made at the same time?
:i

! 16 THE WITNESS: No, sir. There again, I can't
1

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

!

18 at a later date or what.

I 19 BY MR. ROISMAN:
I

i 20 0 Mr. Chaney, at the bottom of page 7 and the top

i 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 i~ndicate that in your opinion theO
24 difference between them is that the writer pressed down

I

; 25 more firmly as to some of those markings as opposed as
!

i
t

,

!

- -- -..-- .-.- - - - - -
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1 opposed to others.

2 Now, if the writer was pressing down with the same
(-)'k' 3 pressure, rather than more firmly, but was writing with

4 different substances under the paper -- in one case softer,

5 in one case harder -- would that also produce a variation

6 in the darkness of the color and the extent to which there

7 would be an indentation on the paper being written on?

8 A No, sir.

9 Q That would not change the indentation, if you

10 were writing on a softer as opposed to a harder backing?

11 A Not with this heavy card; no, sir. This is a

12 pretty heavy document itself. The card itself is heavy

(- 13 material. It's not -- if you were writing on a piece of
V)

14 bond paper; yes. But not on a heavy card of this nature.

15 JUDGE BLOCH: I don't understand that. The

16 extremes of course are I hold the card up in my hand and I

17 write on it and the other is I put it down and a hard

18 surface and write on it. You say there would be no

19 difference in the impressions?

20 THE WITNESS: Oh, yes, sir, even if I pressed

21 the same degree of hardness --

22 If you put it up, held it up, and tried to make the

23 same indentation you couldn't do it. You don't have theO,

24 streng'.h in your hand to make the "V" indentation onto the

25 document as you have where you are sittiag 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.

!'O'

| 3 JUDGE BLOCH: What about if you are holding a
*

,

4 _ bunch of docume,nts on the one hand as opposed to putting

5 it down on a firm surface in the other, would there be a;

i
'

6 difference in the degree of impression?
,

7 THE WITNESS: Possibly. Yes, sir.
;

8 BY MR. ROISMAN:
i

9 Q Even though the same amount of pressure was

10 being applied?

11 A Yes.

! 12 O Even with that card?
I

" 13 A Even with this card.

; 14 O What about in terms of the darkness or lightness
!

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

17 the paper?

I, 18 A Or the pen; yes, sir.

) 19 0 or the pen?
'

20 A Yes, sir.

21 0 So that either of those could vary. Writing (
22. against a very hard surface with the same pressure, and

23 writing as you write against a very soft surface, might

j 24 give you a different darkness --
6 !

25 A Different -- darkness. -
,

I
'

!

!

!
'

i
|

3

. . . . ~ . - . _ _ . _ . _ _ , _ - . - - , , _ . _ , , - _ _ . . - - - . - . . _ _ . _ , . . , - . . - - - . - - ~ , _ _ . -
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1 Q -- as well as pressing harder one time than the

2 other?,

\ '' 3 A -- than the other -- yes, sir.

4 O Now, you also did a comparison of the line outs

5 that appear on attachment 4 to your testimony. And I

6 believe you indicated that when one looked at attachment 4

7 in its original, it was apparent that it had been written

8 with an entirely different kind of writing instrument than

9 the writing instrument that was used on the crossed-out

10 portions on attachment 3. Is that correct?

11 A Yes, sir. That's correct.

12 O And if I understand it, the essential difference

,e 13 between the two kinds of writing instruments was that

14 whatever the particular one that was used on attachment 4

15 was softer, and tended to make a more indistinct edges to

16 the writing than the kind of ball point that was used on

17 attachment 3. Is that sort of the essence of what the

18 difference was?

19 A Yes, sir, because of the fluidity of the ink
,

20 that was flowing onto the document.

21 Q But things like tics, those would tend to appear

22 if you made that little extra mark equally on either type

23 of pen; is that correct? I f that was the writer's style?

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

25 up a multitude of sins because it covers up -- it makes
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,

1 you a better writer than what you ordinarily are'and it

2 covers up a lot' of things that you ordinarily do in

.O 3 writing, a felt tip pen. It's broader and it covers up

4 the little idiosyncrasies that you might have in your

! 5 handwriting. |
-

,

6 O So. idiosyncrasies that came through when you |

! 7 used the felt-tip pen would be significant in the sense |

j 8 that whatever came through would have had to be fairly
4

9 distinctive not to have been, in effect, disguised or

j 10 masked by the kind of pen you were using?

11 A Yes, sir,
i

] 12 O Now, looking at the third line on which writing

! 13 appears on attachment 4, the cross-out for the 13. I

4

'

14 notice that that cross-out has, or appears to have a tic

| 15 at the beginning of it; is that correct?

16 A Yes, sir, it does.

17 O Okay. And looking at the cross-outs that appear

i 18 on attachment 3 on lines 3 and 4, those cross-outs also'

| 19 have a tic; do they not?

i
i 20 A Yes, sir.
1
a

21 O Do you have an opinion as to whether thosej

| 22 cross-outs were made by the same person? The attachment 3
<
I

23 cross-outs and the attachment 4 cross-out, where the "13"'

i
j 24 is crossed out on line 37
i

! 25 A No, sir. I don't.

I

i
i

I

(...-_..,-__.-,_.-.
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1 Q Did you attempt to form an opinion on that?'

2 A No, sir, I didn't.

-

),

3 O Is it possible tc form an opinion, if you were

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

5 other techniques that you use?
1

I 6 A No, sir.

"

7 0 Why is that?

| 8 A Because they are made with a fluid. ink pen.

9 There's no way of telling. It's just one idea by itself

10 you can't determine, like a cross bar, whether one

11 individual did all three of these or four of these cross

' 12 bars.

13 O Is that equally true for the cross bars on

i 14 attachment 3? That is you cannot say with any confidence

15 who actually made those cross bars? Whether it was
1

| 16 Mr. Stanford or anybody else?
i

{ 17 A In my opinion, they are made similar to the way
>

j 18 he makes his cross bar. And in my opinion, based on the
;

] 19 numerals, the cross bar, and the other numerals appearing
4

[ 20 in the "/84" of Exhibit 3, that there is no reason for me

21 to believe that it is not his writing.

! 22 O Where were the other cross-outs of his that you

23 looked at to get a sense of how it is that he did his

24 cross-outs?
't

,

! 25 A The Roman numerals that appear throughout -- on
<

,

%

i

1

1 \

*
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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,s

- 3 but they do appear on --

4 0 On attachment 17

5 A Yes, sir.

6 0 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,

~'s 13 than the bar that crosses out the 13 on line 3 of(J
14 attachment 4?

15 A Not really; no, sir.

16 O 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.
5

24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

25 0 Mr. Chaney, in your testimony there are a number

i
,

!
1

- - _ _ _ , _ _ _- . . ._ - - - _. ._



V

21189.0 20517
BRT

1 of places where you talk about the distinctiveness of

2 Mr. Stanford's "8s" when he writes "84" and also the way_,

( \
V 3 he writes his "4s."

4 A Yes, sir.

5 0 And I take it that that's a factor which was

6 important in your evaluation?

7 A Yes, sir, it was.

8 0 I'm not sure I understand what role it played,

9 at least as to this question. The question that I

10 understood was of interest here was: Who wrote the "17"

11 that's above the crossed-out "14s"; and who crossed out

12 the "14s"; was it Mr. Stanford or was it somebody else?

13 How does the fact that Mr. Stanford has a very

14 distinctive "8," and a certain style of writing a "4,"

15 give you any clue as to that?

16 A The combination of all of them together were

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

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

19 the "1s" are not a very distinct characteristic by itself,

20 but "7s" and "8s" and "4s" are very distinct in trying to

21 make a comparison. And that was used -- I used all these

22 numerals in comparison,

g3 23 I was asked to not only identify the "17s" that were
(-)

24 added or altered, placed on the document, but also the

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

1

1
2 had been altered.

7_
(' '1 i

3 O Well the "/84," that is the special
1

4 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 O So it doesn't really help us to know whether it

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

(~3 13 the "7"; does it?
V

14 A It does. In my opinion it does.

15 O 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 "7s" 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 O But what is it -- I'm sorry?

2 A I'm sorry. Go ahead, sir.. That's all right.

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

4 -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." In 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,

I
'

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

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

! 13 you are saying?

I 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 question is that he made the
i

17 "17s."
i

18 THE WITNESS: In my opinion the "7s" are his and

19 the "1s."-

t
~

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

i 23 conjunction with it. j
i

24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

i 25 Q So that was answering a different question?
'l
i
1

1
;

_ . _ . - . - . - _ _ , _ , _ , _ - - _ _ _ - . . _ , _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ , . _ . _ . _ _ _ , ~ _ _ . - . _ _ . _ . _ . _ , _ . _ _ . . _
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1 A Yes, sir.

2 O Did you ask for or did you get samples of
O_,

3 handwriting of people, other than Mr. Stanford, who might

4 have been thought to have written the "17s" and done the
'

5 cross-out of the "17," if Mr. Stanford hadn't done it?

6 A No, sir.

7 O Wouldn't you need to have that if you were to

8 say with confidence that those were not done by Mr. -- by

9 someone other than Mr. Stanford?

10 A I probably would have liked to have had it. But

11 then as far as I was concerned, I didn't need it.

12 O But, if we had a finite number of possible

13 authors of the strike-through in the "17," other than

14 Mr. Stanford, I take it that, if you had had their sample

15 handwriting and could have either clearly excluded them as

16 possible authors of these numbers, that that would have

17 tremendously increased the confidence level that you have

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

19 by somebody else?

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

21 MR. ROISMAN: I have no further questions for

22 Mr. Chaney.

23 JUDGE BLOCH: Staff?

24 CROSS-EXAMINATION

25 BY MR. BACHMANN:
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,
.

i 1 O Mr. Chaney, earlier a question was asked you
,

2 about the number of samples of handwriting that you might

O
,

3 look at to determine whether or not a person had written a-

I 4 particular handwriting specimen. I believe you testified
i

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.
i

2 9 0 How do you determine, on any given handwriting
j
i 10 analysis, whether you have a sufficient number of
. ,

| 11 handwriting specimens to be able to make a determination?
i

; 12 A By the number of variations that appear in the
!

13 writing. In 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

j 19 numeral or a signature, and these things don't always

I 20 appear in every signature, every numeral that you make.
1 t
1 ,

j 21 Some -- most of the time they do, but not all of the time.
)

| 22 You write them differently.
i

i 23 O Now, bringing it back to Mr. Stanford'sp
i v
i 24 handwriting, how did you determine that you had a
! I

j 25 sufficient number in this case? That is, just the ones
:

i
i

1
1 i

i !

t

!
'

;

-.._---_.._m_.. -,_.-,-.,..,._.-,___.,-____.-.-~,_.-___,_,,-_,..,my_ ___ . -, - , __ -
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1 contained on those three attachments I named earlier.

2 A I felt that the variations in his initials and
f,,_ i
''# 3 his signatures were sufficient enough on the document

4 itself, and document 5 and document 6, for me to make my

5 determination; that there was consistency enough that I

6 could prove the variations in his writing and his

7 signature and his initials.

8 O Earlier some questions were asked about the

9 timing of various dates. And just to make the record

10 clear, was it your testimony that you have no opinion as

11 to whether or not, on attachment 1, whether the original

12 date, 1/14/84, and the date, the changed date, to the 17th
13 and then the "l/17/84, " with the initials, that you had
14 not formed an opinion as to whether or not these were done

15 at the same time or at some other time?

16 A Yes, sir. That's true. I did not form an

17 opinion as to whether they were done at the same time or

18 at a later time.

19 Q Generally speaking, would there be a difference

20 in the handwriting if a particular number, in this case

21 the dates, were made on different days?

22 A Yes, sir. Possibly a variation might appear --

23 of course the pen pressure, a different pen -- such as the

24 darkness of the "17s" on the items in question which is

25 indicative of heavy pen pressure or a dif ferer.t ball type,
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i.
i
i
~

l ball point pen, were used.
.

-

(1)-
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

4 written at one time followed up and then written again,
;

3 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 j
- )

i 8 or two?
?
'

9 A 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

i 14 there's no way I can arrive at an opinion as to when they |

f

| 15 were made.

j 16 MR. BACHMANN: Staff has no further questions.

j 17 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Chaney, on page 9 of your

18 testimony?
!

; 19 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.
}

i 20 JUDGE BLOCH: Will you read question 23?
i

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

i 22 JUDGE BLOCH: No. No. To yourself. I wasn't

| 23 testing your reading ability.

24 THE WITNESS: Oh.
;

! 25 JUDGE BLOCH: Is this the first time, when this
;

4

:
t-
<

s
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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
,_.'\!

2 3 documents we were looking at, attachment 1 -- attachment 4

4 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.

/^x 13 JUDGE BLOCH: So the words he used when he gave
t

14 you the first assignment were about the same as the words

15 he used on page 9, question 23?

16 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Doesn't that question 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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I1 he first gava you the assignment?

i 2 THE WITNESS:- No. Possibly he asked me in the

O 3 office that day. Just asked me to make my. comparison and

4 see whether these numerals were similar to the writing

5 altered "17s." Maybe I misunderstood the question. But

6 as'I understand it, he did ask me to make my comparison
(

7 and find out: ' Were these "14s" on attachment 4, if they
,

8 were in fact made by the same person who made the "17s" on
3

9 attachment 3, the altered portion.

10 JUDGE BLOCH: Maybe you can clarify this,

11 Mr. Watkins?

12 REDIRECT EXAMINATION,

a.
13 BY MR. WATKINS:

i
j 14 O Mr. Chaney, what document did I ask you to

j 15 examine first when I first asked you to examine the

! 16 documents, the weld data cards -- well, the package of

17 materials?
,

4

!

18 A Lines 5 and the alterations.

19 0 Did you provide me with an opinion?
,

h 20 A No, sir. Not at that time.
:

21 O In evaluating handwriting, do variations in the;

,

22 handwriting amount to similarities sometimes?
J

23 A Yes, sir.,

,

24 O With reference to attachment 3, lines --,

|

25 JUDGE BLOCH: Is he going to explain that? I

;

|

|

i
i
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,

1 don't understand how a variation. amounts'to'a. similarity.

2 Maybe he can explain that.

('
, *

3 BT Mit. ' WATKINS : ;] '
t

4 0 'With reference to attachment 3, lines 3, 4, and
'

s s s ., ,
,

thit: .the cace'here?5 5,'i,s .
'

6 'A- Yes, sir. 'I was able to prove that the

7 variations in the way that he makes the "7s" appears in

' 8 '- his standards of writing which are similarities to his

9 writing. So a variation is a similarity,. It's not a
i- ,

.,

10 , difference. ;
i ,

11 If can you find the variations in the writing.
i

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Similar-to another sample?s

13 It doesn' t mean' that the two variatioris are similar toO'4 ,

14 each other? s

15 THE WITNESS: No, sir.
,

16 JUDGE,BLOCH: It's similar.to the other sample?
' ' ~17 THE WITNESS: NW: sir. Similar to the other

'
ts

' 18 standards of wqitinge .# '
,

* ' '
i

. ,

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay., ,
*

\ ,
,

20 MR. WATKINS.: We have nothing further..

21 ; JUDGE BLOCH: Thank you, Mr. Chaney, you are

.

22 excused. Thank you for your testimony.(

; 23 THE WITNESS: Thank you, sir. I'm sorry about-

~'

[24 the microscope. I apologize. '

,
4

| 25 JUDGE BLOCH: Those things nappen. Thank you.
i

,

s

' ,
i

i

P

I y

\
'

N-
<

,.
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4

1 Mr. Watkins, was.this the only handwriting expert you

2 consulted?
:
': -

3 MR. WATKINS: Yes. For the record we did

4 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

7 rarely be conclusive. I meat 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'

1 14 raised --

'

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

16 testimony.

17 MR. WATKINS: I agree.

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

'

19 consult with Mr. Chaney about copies of the exhibits.
1-

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Sure. How much time?

21 MR. WATKINS: Three minutes? Five?

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Let's make it five minutes.

23 (Recess.)

j 24 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will please come to

25 order. Mr. Watkins?

! !

i
;*

,

I4

: |
|

. .
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1 MR. WATKINS: We have Cecil Manning.

- 2 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman? I thought we were

O 3 doing Mr. Brandt. I didn't know we were doing

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

5 interrogatories question.-

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Well, before you got 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: Now 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
i

21 things was that we would do them in the order in which
i

22 they have arisen. Mr. Chaney we took out of order at the

23 Applicant's request because they wanted to get him in and
O-'

..

24 out and so forth, and that was fine. But we expected that l
1

j 25 we would do Mr. Brandt on the items which were still, if I

i

1

._ - - , _ . . . . - - , _ _ . . . - . _ _ _ . - _ . . . , - . _ - - . . . _ , , . .. ,, __ , - _ , , _ , _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . , . . .
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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

C)N- 3 recently.
t

4 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

10 are going to do the Corry Allen cross.

11 Our situation is different. Perhaps it wasn't clear

12 from the colloquy. 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 so I can't side with either side at this

17 point.

: 18 JUDGE GROSSMAN: What was the Staff's

19 understanding?

20 MR. TREBY: There were not discussions. I don'tj

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

: 1

;

I
.
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1 to go forward with the O.B. Cannon. The Intervenors said: :

1
2 No , they wanted to do the travelers. So I assumed that '

/_.'

it <

' ' ' 3 was going to be the first order of business. But that was

4 just my assumption. It wasn't based on any conversations

5 with any of the parties.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Watkins, what would you

7 suggest?

8 MR. WATKINS: A five-minute recess so we can

9 consult with the Intervenors.

10 JUDGE BLOCH: Granted.

11 (Recess.)

12 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.

(T 13 The parties have reached an agreement that we can go
(/

14 forward on the liner plates at 12:30 today, having

15 completed our lunches. Mr. Roisman would like to address

16 the interrogatories.

17 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, we have not received

18 a copy of these until this morning and in looking at the

19 service list it appears that we were never served with a

20 copy either. I would like to move to strike the document.

21 JUDGE BLOCH: The service list we have it on

22 page 2.

r- 23 MR. ROISMAN: Yes, but if you look at
k_-

24 introduction of the service list it says that there are

25 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 double7_.3
's )

3 asterisk. If you look next to our name, we have neither. |
''

I

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.

14 MR. WATKINS: Every service list that I have

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

16 whether this was served last Tuesday. I 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: It'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 thep\ /
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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1 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. I'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: Is 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. I see 15 questions,

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

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -__ _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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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 certain statements and full explanations of where various

4 information came from. It will involve --'

'
-

5 JUDGE BLOCH: It's complex. I agree.*

1

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

7 weeks are out for us, so we don't even start on it until;
4

8 at the end of two weeks from now. And I've got --

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

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

4 11 JUDGE BLOCH: You want 30 days from today?

12 MR. ROISMAN: Yes, please.;

i '

13 JUDGE BLOCH: Is that a problem, Mr. Watkins?

| 14 MR. WATKINS: Yes, please.
I

l 15 JUDGE BLOCH: The expedited deadlines are struck
:

; 16 and the 30-day deadline in the rules is reinstated. The
1

| 17 hearing is adjourned until 12:30 p.m.
1

| 18 MR. ROISMAN: Thank you.
1

i 19 (Whereupon, at 10:35 a.m., the hearing was

i 20 recessed, to reconvene at 12:30 p.m., this same day.) !

'

21
.,

t L

I 22
i

i 24
,

:
i 25

|

1
1

!
I
i
6
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1

|1 AFTERNOON SESSION (12:30 p.m.)
|

2 Whereupon,,_
; ;
''' 3 GEORGE W. CHANEY

4 was resumed as a witness and, having been previously duly

5 sworn, was examined and testified further as follows:

6 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.

7 Just after the break, the chairman approached CASE and

8 Applicants separately and asked whether opening statements

9 would be appropriate this af ternoon, and the last we heard

10 Mr. Roisman could make a brief opening statement if he

11 chooses and Mr. Watkins has said he would not respond --

12 or at least probably wouldn't.

f"] 13 MR. WATKINS: I have a response but it's
's_/

14 nonsubstantive -- I have a statement and it's nonsubstantive.

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Do you choose to make an opening

16 statement, Mr. Roisman, or would you rather pass that?

17 MR. ROISHAN: As I understand it, the board had

18 asked the parties the question, in light of the testimony

19 that has come in and the statements that were made by CASE

20 and the responding testimony from the Applicant, did we

21 want to indicate, sort of, where are we now? Where does

22 that stand? And if that's what the board wishes, I'm

e3 23 prepared to do that.
( !v

24 JUDGE BLOCH: I'd appreciate that.

25 MR. ROISMAN: In some generalized way and not

___
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1 intended to represent a definitive statement.

2 The liner plate issue started because Susie Neumeyer,_ s

I
'w'] 3 indicated that she was forced against her will to sign off

4 on certain liner plate documents; that a fit-up and

5 cleanliness had taken place on a date substantially

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

| 7 and that she didn't want to do that and eventually she did

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

9 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

11 the liner plate issue was to determine whether it was

12 reasonable to assume that Susie Neumeyer would have signed

13 off these documents, without having complained; and that,(-},

V
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
1
'

19 ones that she was signing off but others, and that a

20 skilled OC 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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1 on this matter, Mr. Brandt, has conceded that there were

2 problems nob previously identified with the documents;.,

3 that there have now, even as recently as within the last

4 couple of weeks, been new NCRs written with regard to the

5 documents, and of those some 18 or 20 of the documents

6 were ones actually that Ms. Neumeyer was signing off on

7 that night.

8 So, on that -- for lack of a better term -- somewhat

9 narrow question, I think that CASE has made the point that

10 it set out to make and that the -- that there's probably

11 relatively little additional that further testimony is
;

12 going to shed on that, at least through Mr. Brandt.

V(~T
Presumably, Applicant could bring back another witness13

14 and we tried to say, well, we told her all those problems

15 and she said: Gee, I'm glad to sign it. But at this
,

16 state in the record --

17 There was a second question which was also part of this4

18 proceeding but admittedly didn't start off to be part of

19 what got us into the whole liner plate question, and that

20 is: What is the role of documents and procedures in the

21 OC program at Comanche Peak? And documents are intended

22 to be freestanding documentation, if you'll pardon.the

23 representation, of the existence of certain events, which

24 is why we started off by saying here are the documents,'

25 and anybody can read them and draw their own conclusions
i

!

|

|
;

L
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, 1 from it, and felt it was unnecessary, once the documents
!

2 were in evidence, to actually put on testimony.

O 3 In a large respect, the very existence of Mr. Brandt's

4 testimony in two different parts, and his presence here
!
'

5 today, is a concession that the documentation program

6 didn't work. The documents don't speak for themselves.

7 They need a spokesperson in Mr. Brandt, and there are'

8 ambiguities created by the documents which are not able to
|

9 be determined by simply going through the documents and I
i

10 looking at them, according to Mr. Brandt's presence here.

11 We think those ambiguities are themselves -- themselves '

l
12 create the flaw. The document should not need an

13 interpreter. It should be obvious on its face that

14 something was done or that it wasn't done; when it was i

l

15 done; what order it was done in. So that's a second part
i

16 of what CASE is about in this proceeding. And, again, I l

17 think the record on that is fairly clear.

18 The documentation process didn't work as a
|

19 documentation process is required to work under 10 CFR,

20 part 50, appendix B.

21 The explanation that we have for that - essentially

22 what I'll call the Brandt theory of appendix B -- is that

23 if, subsequent to the discovery of a breakdown in the

24 documentation, if you can go back and explain away the

25 problem -- the best example being explain away the absence

.

.. . _._ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _
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1 of an ability to establish that fit-up and cleanliness

2 were done on the outside wells by saying that on second()\"' 3 look it was determined that it was not safety-important to

4 know whether fit-up and cleanliness were done -- if you

5 can do that after the fact then the existence of the flaw

6 in the original procedure can be ignored. It doesn't

7 matter.

8 And, related to that, it seems to me, are two questions:

9 One, just is that approach right? And, again it's not an

10 evidentiary question, it's a quasi-legal question based on

I 11 documentation -- do the regulations permit that kind of,

12 if you will, documentary backfitting? And secondly, what

13 is the Applicant's response with respect to the discovery

' 14 that, with respect to the liner plates there were

15 breakdowns, that there were proper procedures that were

16 not followed. If Mr. Brandt is correct, even if this --*

17 they were innocuous to the question of safety. And that

18 goes to a question constantly occurring in these

19 proceedings, and that is: Ilow does the Applicant treat

20 bad news? Does it do damage control or does it look for

!
21 the root of the problem? And again, I think the answer

22 here is fairly clear. Applicants, with many opportunities

23 to do so, have never shown us that we went back and didO |
24 anything remote like a thorough investigation to find out

|

; 25 how and why these various problems arose in the first
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.s

1 place and how widely did the problem reach?
|

-

:

'

2 We have just looked at a snapshot, a piece of the whole'

-O 3 liner plate issue at the plant. Because we've only looked ;

4 at reactor cavity, unit number 2. We haven't looked at
:

5 transfer canals, we haven't looked at the fuel pool,

6 building, and we haven't looked at reactor number 1. And

I 7 even there applicant's testimony, if we take it as
)

8 complete at this point, stops the investigation well shortj

i 9 of even the whole reactor cavity in unit number 2.
t

j 10 It goes to the limits, essentially, of what my team
'

;
!

11 here points out and Mr. Brandt then proceeded to
I
; 12 investigate up to the point that my team has investigated. ;

1 :
13 His investigations and the company's investigations don't ;

i 14 appear to go beyond that. ;
;

15 The third thing that comes out of this, which is -- and

16 at this point I think it's fair to say that we begin to I

! I

j 17 rub against the edge of, if not actually intrude upon, the
4 i
i 18 other side of the hearing -- is the disclosure of specific !
l

!

19 subsequent problems with the liner plates as revealed by
,

|
, 20 these documents.
) I

{ 21 And there's quite a number of these on which the |
i

| 22 testimony of the utilities is, in a sense, a concession i

23 that the problems were there. ;Oi r

| 24 Early on Mr. Brandt admitted that the proper form was i

l '

; 25 never used during a discrete period of time back in '78 |
!

r

!

!
I

i
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1 for the recording of this material. He has indicated that

2 there were forms on which the word " sat" apparently was,_

\# 3 written before any inspector ever got to the form. And of

4 course, that means that there is no way for the inspectors

5 to record "unsat," so we have a trending problem. Every

6 time an inspector views a weld, if the form said " sat" on

7 it, he didn't cross that through and write "unnat," he

8 said, "I can't sign yet." That's the best we can say of

9 what happened. So we don't have a trending situation. We

10 don't have reports of unsat conditions, because these

11 forms that were used didn't seem to lend themselves to

12 that. They weren't like the traveler that we looked at

f- 13 this morning in conjunction with weld 40 C --
N.g.)

14 JUDGE BLOCli I'm sorry, you interpret

15 Mr. Brandt's testimony as substantiating that statement in

16 that the inspectors, when there was a form already marked

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

18 MR. ROISMAN: I would say it was a concession by

19 omission rather than a concession by admission. Unlike

20 the first point which I made, in which I think there's a

21 concession by admission.

22 I would note, by the way, that a similar kind of

(^%]
inability to record unsat conditions, and only to be able23;

%-
24 to report sat conditions, was the source of $120,000 fine

25 to the Midland nuclear plant some years ago, so it's not a

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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1 matter of insignificance in our judgment.

2 Third, there is the problem of the chit, and the use of
b\> 3 the chit.

4 Here again, I think there is essentially no doubt, by

5 looking at the procedures, that chits had a very

6 specialized way in which they were to be used. The

7 documents were required to be maintained in the millwright

8 office. The chit was to go to the field. It was to have

9 the inspection reported on it and then the chit was to be

10 brought back to the office. And when it got back to the

11 office that same day, the information from the chit was to

12 be recorded on the form and then the chit was to go to the

( 13 vault. And this was apparently a way that the company

14 devised for dealing with the problem, that you didn't take

15 the traveler to the field and yet you had to have some

16 record that you made when you were in the field that was a

17 true document.
.'

18 Well, we note that didn't happen. We know the chits

19 didn't reach the vault. We know the chit's information

20 didn't get recorded simultaneously on the forms and that's

1 21 apparent throughout the forms.

22 Now, in addition, we show that we have forms that were

23 signed on the days that certain chits were dated. And yet

24 similar chits, ostensibly dated the same day, don't show

25 for a signature: This is the step 1, the fit-up and

i

;

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ _ . . _ ._ ___ ._. _ .__ _________
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1 cleanliness line, where there was a chit and a date for

I
2 that chit; and then lines 2 and 3, we have another chit i

I) !
'~' 3 for the line 2 and 3 inspection, and a signature en lines |

4 2 and 3 for the same date that appears on all three chits.
1.

5 But no signature on line 1. And it is that that creates

6 an unexplained anomaly, which there's nothing in the

7 record here to indicate that it's anything other than what

8 it appears to be, which is that the inspector did not do

9 the inspection on the same day, contrary to what it says

10 on the face of the chit. Or that he did it on the same

11 day, and followed procedures for steps 2 and 3 and ignored

12 procedure for step 1.

13 Either way, it's a choice of which improper procedure

14 was done. But in either event, there was an improper

15 procedure.

16 The fourth problem is the problem of whether we are

17 dealing with ASME or non-ASME matters here.

18 At some places in his testimony, Mr. Brandt is very

19 clear that he says: This is not an ASME system, and thus

' 20 we did not have to and did not follow ASME code, except to
i

21 the extent that we used it for welder qualifications.

22 Beyond that it is not a relevant document.

23 We have cited the regulations of the agency, and

24 procedures, to indicate that the liner plates in the --

25 throughout, for wherever you are going to have spent fuel,

__--____ -__- _ --_- - -_- _ - _ _ -- - - _ _ __- ____- ___ _.__ _ __. -
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1 are, in fact, ASME components; that they have to have

_ 2 seismic verification, and the like. That point of

- 3 controversy at this point is not explained. It remains.

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

5 essentially admission, although he feels it's not an

6 admission that causes him trouble, but his admission that

7 it wasn't being done under ASME.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: Can I take it that the case where

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

10 and codes?

11 MR. ROISMAN: That's correct.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: And it really doesn't have to

13 depend on evidence?

14 MR. ROISMAN: No. And that's our point. Either

15 we have the correct view of those regulations and

16 standards or we don't. It's not that we are putting on

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

18 not.

19 I would note that in his testimony Mr. Brandt does

20 provide us with a number of documents that reference ASME.

21 For instance, in the early procedures for the liner plates,

22 the procedures that were in place up through the early

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

24 code, and they use it without the qualifiers that

25 Mr. Brandt has added to it. But there again, it's not so

. - . - - - - - - - - . - . - _ - - . .- - . - . - -
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I

|1 much what he thinks the code says or what we think it says,
I

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

4 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 BT,0CH: Do we know about the application
i

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

24 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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:

| 1 documentation and he has -- that is, the liner plate ;

{ 2 documentation for unit 2 -- and that all the problems in

Os' 3 his judgment have been identified and that deficiency
i

4 paper written on it.

] 5 We now know from his current prefiled testimony that at
i

6 least five additional NCRs had to be written on some 30 or |

a

| 7 40 liner plate documents.

I 8 That's not just a "aha, we caught you" sort of thing.
1

9 It's more important because Mr. Brandt has, on a number of

I 10 occasions, testified at this hearing that he's done
:
1 11 something and he's satisfied and therefore you should be
i

12 satisfied that it's okay because he's checked it. And it1

i
13 appears that the nature of that check and the thoroughness

]
14 of that check is brought into substantial question by that

.; 15 very question that we have here. *

I

| 16 Six, Mr. Brandt has indicated at the same transcript '

i

i 17 pages -- I'm sorry, yes, I'm sorry -- the same transcript
i

18 pages -- and this is sort of a variation on, again, what

; 19 I'll call the Brandt theory -- and that is that the !

i 20 procedure in only of concern to him if he subsequently r

;

j 21 finds that there was a substantive reason why full :

f 22 compliance with the procedure would be important. And, so, t

i.

. 23 on numerous occasions we will have Yes, we did violate

.;

24 the procedure where that is undeniable, but not to worry

! 25 about it because it is not structure -- is one of the
1

i
:

i

i
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1 answers that we get -- or we checked the cleanliness and

. 2 fit-up on the inside after we've done it on the outside

''' 3 anyway, and if there was a problem with fit-up we would

4 have picked it up -- and those sort of explanations, post

5 hoc rationalizations, seems to me, are again not a

6 matter on which we need more testimony. It's still a

7 question that, given that, was it a proper or improper

8 procedure to be taken in the case?

9 JUDGE BLOCH: I take it because there's two

10 issues Was there a violation of procedures? And the

11 second one is, what's the significance of that? Was there

12 either a total breakdown in the area which would be a

13 concern, or did it safety significance?

14 So, even if there was a breakdown we would still have

15 to inquire further into the significance, so that

16 Mr. Brandt's testimony on safety significance would be.,

| 17 relevant although it may not explain why the procedure was

18 violated.;

19 MR. ROISMAN: It would be relevant in the sense

20 that once you learn that, let's say a particular

21 cleanliness and fit-up had not occurred, whether you would

22 feel that unless it did occur you would have to flunk the

23 plant for the safety, not procedure, for the safety
,

i

! 24 problem. But it wouldn't bear -- it wouldn't help on the
!

25 general question: Did the company meet 10 CPR part 50 B7
,

I

|

c
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1 One of the important points that we are making here is

2 that appendix B is not merely a make weight on the7_
3 question of whether the plant is safe. It is a-

j 4 freestanding NRC regulatory requirement; and that even if

5 one could explain every single defect that a particular

! 6 procedural glitch was designed to have detected at an

7 earlier date, away as an insignificant safety matter, you-

t

8 would not have passed the 10 CFR part 50 appendix B test.

9 You would have yourself still having to establish -- now,

10 admittedly if you had 10 isolated examples would you have

11 to weight that and decide how important was that in the

12 overall question of how demanding was the 10 CFR 50 B.

13 But it's not enough to answer that I don't have to go back

|
14 and redo the fit-up and cleanliness tests because I can

15 write it off.

16 And of course, I'll mention in a moment there's still

17 controversy over whether you could write it off. But, I'm

18 trying to establish what we are not really debating about

19 any more.

20 Next. With regard to the existence of a substantial

21 time perial between when fit-up and cleanliness tests were

22 done and when welding was done, essentially on transcript

23 45,373, 45,394, and 45,400 -- and when I'm talking aboutO
24 transcript, I'm talking about transcript page numbers put

25 on Mr. nrandt's profiled testimony, which in the way the

|
.

L
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1 Applicants helped identify it, just as we did with the

2 depositions this summer in Glenrose.

O 3 That here again, the gap is explained by the untested

4 hypothesis that if a wolder came back to do the weld four

5 years later and cleanliness and fit-up had been dono in

6 the first instance, he would check or should we check and

7 make sure that it was still clean and that the fit-up was

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

9 all right. And thus you didn't nood the inspector.

10 Obviously, that line of logic would extend to all the,

11 inspections. All the inspectors are doing the work that

'

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

13 competent, well-qualified well-intentioned wolders,

14 electricians and the like. Nevertholoss, the requiremont

i 15 is there.

16 JUDGE DLOCil: They said the fit-up and!

'
17 cleanliness are not required at all for the lino?

10 MR. ROISMAN: For some they have said that the

19 fit-up and clonnlinoss is not required for tho -- well --

20 they said that clonnlinons is not required as a safoty

i 21 matter, now. Not that it wnon't procodurally required.
|

22 But that after the fact you could ignoro it bocauno it was
.

| 23 only rolovant if structuro was the function of the wold.
!

24 If the wold was to ho lonk tight, that could ho tonted

i 25 with tho vacuum box tost and tho hydrontatic tonto, and

i

!

v

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ - . _
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1 that would allow you to ignore the cleanliness problem, if

2 there had been one that was undetected.
b) '

'' 3 On the fit-up question, I think there's a little bit

4 more ambiguity about that. On the one hand, if the fit-up

5 appears to be something that's important and yet it's not

6 always clear that the first fit-up is verifiable -- but I

7 believe Mr. Brandt's position is that when they get to the
|

8 inside of the wold they rocheck the fit-up. And thus, if
i
'

9 it's still okay it must have been okay in the first

10 instance. Or, if it's okay now, it doesn't matter whether;

11 it was okay in the first instanco.

12 Now, that disputes the fact that there are two separate

13 fit-up tests for the two sided wolds.

I 14 Next --

15 JUDGE BLocH: Is thero going to be any evidence

16 that that's wrong? I understand that it's required twice.

17 But it is wrong, physically on that?

18 MR. ROISMAN: You mean on the question of

19 whether or not you can ignoro the clonnlinons because they
20 are not structure?

21 JUDGE BLocil: No. On the question of whether a
|

| 22 fit-up inspection on the insido necessarily ontails
1

23 satisfactory fit-up on the outsido?

24 MR. ROISMAN: Wo have no evidence to offer at

25 this point, in an affirmativo naturo, on that. We may

|

__ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
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1 have some questions for Mr. Brandt but we don't have an

_ 2 independent expert that we are offering at this point on

\l 3 that question. I

4 Next, there's the question of whether chits were

5 available for all of the inspections. And there's a

6 concession that -- this is on pages 45,369, 45,376, and 45,393,

7 that there were instances in which there weren't chits.

8 But there is a signature on the appropriate line of the

9 form, of the traveler form; and, thus, that is a

10 verification that the inspection was done.

11 And, again, I think all the testimony needed is in on

12 that. The real question is, given what we know about what

13 the procedures were, is that a legitimato way to conclude

14 that the inspections wer-> done. The travelor had to stay

15 at the millwright shop and could not go to the field by |

16 proceduro. The chit was the record of what took place in !

17 the field. If thoro's no chit and thoro's just a

18 signature on the lino, there are two equally plausible

19 explanations: Ono is the algnature was put on the lino

20 after looking at a chit which subsequently got lost --

21 which is the one that Mr. Brandt would havo us follows and
22 the other in the signaturo was put on the line without any

!

23 chit having hoon looked at and either the document was

24 taken to the field in violation of procedures, sinco it

25 was a control document and not to go to the field, or it

_ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ -
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1 was assumed that the inspection had been done, but it had

2 not actually been recorded in any way and thus this was
OY '' 3 done as a post hoc recordation of the inspection.

4 Fourth -- I'm sorry -- next, hardly fourth, and this is

5 a point which was explored by Judge Grossman during the

6 hearings in September, there is the problem of the

7 handwriting on some of the inspection lines.

8 There is not any question but that on some of the lines

9 the word " sat" and the date and the signature are in

10 different handwritings. There's a question regarding

11 whether that has any significance. But tnat it happened

12 seems now to be generally conceded and it's just a
,

13 question -- Mr. Brandt gives us his explanation of that at

i 14 45,379 and 380.
i

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Did the explanation involve the

16 issuance of any deficiency paper to investigate what

17 happened?

18 MR. ROISMAN: No. No, it does not. I believe

19 Mr. Brandt's statement is, and I'm euro at an appropriate

20 time he or his counsel will correct me if I'm wrong -- but

21 I believo his explanation is that the signature is the key

22 and that the person who signs it won't sign it whether " sat"

23 is there or not. It's unsat unlosa it's "nat," and unless

24 that dato in the right date. Thus, ovon if the signature

25 was put in after the "nat" was in and after the date was

:

_____-_- _-_- -_
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1 there, the signature is the documentation, if you will.

- 2 JUDGE BLOCH: Just like the form was preprinted

- 3 with " sat," and it just doesn't matter.

4 MR. ROISMAN: Precisely. That is correct.

5 Next, there is what I'll call the Brandt hypotheses.

6 In a number of instances we have identified events which

7 seem to have no explanation. Mr. Brandt hypothesizes an

8 explanation, not surprisingly an innocent one, in which

9 nothing wrong has occurred.

10 An example of that would be at transcript page 45,476,

11 where we've identified the fact that a form was signed on

12 the wrong line, for purposes of doing the inspection. And

; 13 he looks at some extraneous events and testifies about

14 them, and says that he believes that it was nothing more

15 than just a mistake, that it was signed on the wrong line

16 and that the failure, in effect, for the documentation to

17 match the events is just an innocuous glitch.

18 The problem with that, of course, is that the

19 hypothesis is not testimony and that we are left -- and

20 will, of course, in our proposed findings give you several

'
21 other hypotheses that will equally well fit the fact

22 situation and are substantially less innocent. The event

! 23 remains there and there is no real evidence that rebuts
t

24 the more sinister hypotheses that one might draw from it.

I 25 The next point -- and I'm having a littic trouble

1

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ - - - _ - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 reading my notes here -- has to do with the-use of;-

i
- 2 different inspections for different welds. Mr. Brandt has

: s

3 told us that certain types of welds -- that is, plate to' -

! 4 plate, on angle to plate, on angle to angle -- those give

j 5 you a different set of inspection procedures which you are

.l 6 to follow. And thus the absence of a certain type of hold

i

7 point sign-off as to one of those is irrelevant, because [;

1

{
8 there is nothing to worry about.

i
' 9 What's difficult for us to follow is that there is nc ;

| 10 documentation of that. i

} 11 It would appear that in the documents which have been [
J

j; 12 provided of the procedures for inspections, that the early

j - 13 procedures -- the CP-QCI procedures, which were the ones

- 14 that were in existence up until '79 -- that these documents
i
j 15 covered OCI, which is a QC inspection. My understanding

|

16 is that there is also in existence a QCP, which is a QC

17 procedure.

| 18 If there is a set of procedures which allow you to ,

f 19 disregard certain hold points for certain types of welds
i
1 20 and not for others, that the QC procedure would include
i I

21 that. That has not been provided. The document would be
'

22 KP-QC P-2.1, which would match CP-QC I-2.11. -- the first7
:

j 23 one should have been two "1s" -- 2.11.
i ,

! 24 JUDGE BLOCil: Is that a document that you think '

1

1

25 you should have had or we should have had? What's the f;

i !

1

|

.

I

i
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1 status of that one?
,,' , _ ,

, ,

t
2 MR. ROISMAN: I think in the scope of what the

O 3 board asked for, that to have had all the inspection
n

4 procedures, that only the inspectien[snstructions was
,

5 inadequate and that the inspection' procedures should also
4 ,

# 3 |6- have been included.
) >

7 i, JUDGE BLOCH: But you would infer that the
l

8 inspection procedure was in full effect if there was no i

n |
,

9 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.

15 JUDGE BLOCH: And on that score Mr. Brandt'sa 5

16 testimony would not be the best evidence? Would have to

17 precede the OCP?

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 has5

22 ' lettering such as OI-QP-11.14.>

e>
,

'

23 Now, that appears to be a merger of the OI instruction

24 and QP procedure into one document. That, again', is also

25 just a surmice, 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 thej

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 whether that was'because of
1

: 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

i 2 the. absence of deficiency paper, of course, means that

O 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<

'

7 random mistakes that didn't seem to be repetitive, you

8 might draw one conclusion; if all the mistakes were in one,

9 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

i 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"
C:):

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

| 25 the chits. All we have is the reality that most of those

,

i
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i 1 chits were written in one of two hands, where " fit-up and

2 cleanliness" was written,-and on its face where they

O 3 appear they were not written by the same person who wrote

4 the other information on the chit, either ordering the

5 inspection or the inspector himself or herself.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: We have exhibits by which we are

7 to conclude that Lthrough our own examination of the

8 handwritings 7

9 MR. ROISMAN: Well, yes or no, absent the
i
' 10 originals to see whether it's the same pen, same color pen

11- or something. You don't necessarily have the most, but

12 you do have enough, I think, on itu face, to show -- and

13 that the words " fit-up and cleanliness" were basically

14 written by one of two people on most of the chits which

15 are attached to these travelers.

16 JUDGE BLOCH: So, if we were to conclude that,

17- would we have to request that the evidence -- request the

? 18 evidence directly? Or would we be able to see that

19 without seeing the originals of the chits?

20 MR. ROISMAN: You can conclude that, without

j 21 more, that they were all written essentially by one of two

22 people. What you can conclude without them in front of

23 you is that Ms. Neumeyer concludes, sometime after she did,

24 the signing of the liner plate documents or before that

25 date, and presumably contemporaneously with the production
$

l

i

i

*,
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1 of the chits, which I believe Mr. Brandt has said. That's

2- a nonresolved question at this point. We sinaply 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.
I

*

r- 13 I don't believe his work would have brought him in touch
I

i 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,
s

17 irrespective of what documentation may show.
1
~

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,_
,

-]'

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

4 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?

r's 13 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. I think the documents
U

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 raise all of those questions. 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
V

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

.

- r , ~ -
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1 inspections were done and not following the clearly laid

2 out procedure on that.

O 3 Third, there's still the question of: How did the

4 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
1

9 concrete wall encasing the liners will absorb the

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

i 11 itself." But the thing of it is, it was all done wrong.

I 12 If that's done out of procedure, I wonder how much else is?
.i

; 13 And Butler was wondering about the welds done on the fuel

i 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
i

, - . - . ~ , _ _ . ~ _ . ~ . _ , - - _ . _ . ~ , . . . . . _ - _ _ _ . , _ _ , - . , . . . - - . _ . . . . _ - _ . . _ _ . - - _ - . - . - . - _ . . . .
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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,

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

4 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 that time to find out the cause of the

11 deficiency?

12 MR. ROISMAN: In order to be able to determine

{J~)
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

|
:

I

r --r
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1 question of admitted breakdown -- forgetting about the

2 controversial ones -- the admitted breakdown in the
( _,8
\~ 3 documentation and procedure for the plant.

4 JUDGE BLOCH: You are also suggesting a

5 breakdown in the documentary view process which allowed

6 the documents to go to the vault?

7 MR. ROISMAN: Sure. Absolutely. It went all

8 the way through the system and some of them -- I guess now

9 the NCR was written, they come out of the vault. Yes.

10 Here again I think the major question is: Utility

11 response to the breakdown, and what does that show us?

12 And, lastly, there is the question raised --

rS 13 JUDGE BLOCH: What was three?
O

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

15 JUDGE BLOCH: The vault?

16 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. Three was the procedural

17 breakdown on which they have had notice and still have not

18 done this investigation to find out why and how it

19 happened, to root out the root cause of it.

20 And lastly, using the hypotheses approach, what

21 hypothesis that neatly fits the facts of how it happened,

22 that you had so many signatures that looked -- that are

e- 23 the same by the same people on the same day or very nearly
b)

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

25 apparently had " sat" prewritten on them, and that you had

___ _ _ _ _ - _. _. _-
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1 all of these people, like Dillingham, complaining that the
4

2 documentation may have been missing -- one explanation,

- 0- 3 one hypothesis that fits all those facts, is that a
:

'

4 substantial number of control documents were lost at the

5 plant site sometime in 1978-80 time period; and that af ter

) 6 they were lost, a new set of documents was created,

7 applying the thesis that all that work wouldn't have been

8 done and approved if it hadn't been done right, so what we

9 are doing is morally acceptable even though procedurally

10 irregular.
1

11 And, what we show as an example of that is the Exhibit
;

. 12 Number 2 which is attached to our supplemental filing,
i

13 which is a copy of the proper. form as required back in

! 14 1978 for doing liner plate inspections; the form which

I 15 Mr. Brandt had indicated had not been used.

I 16 Mr. Brandt's testimony here, his most recent testimony

'
17 says: Well, that's on the transfer canal and it's not on

!

18 the liner plate cavity for reactor number 2, and I have

19 never pretended to be testifying about that.;

5 20 But the form which appears on page 2 of that Exhibit 2,

21 that is the same form which you'll find attached to the

j 22 original procedures which were in place in '78 and '79.

23 And most importantly, you'll notice that the signature

j 24 line in the "sats" are there by Larry Wilkerson. His name
>

25 also appears all over reactor cavity number 2.

.

. - . . - . , . , - . _ _ . _ . . . . _ . _ _ . ~ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ . . _ . . . _ . . , - - . . - - - . . . ~ . _ . _ _ _ - - . _ - - - - - _ _ . _ - . , . . - _ . - - , _ _ _ . , . . .- -
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1 So Larry Wilkerson, according to Exhibit 2 on page 2,
!

2 on the 2nd of May of 1978, or depending upon whether he's
,_

\# 3 from Canada or not, the 5th.of February, 1978, was --

| 4 JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sorry, I don't understand that
?

5 part.

6 MR. ROISMAN: In Canada they write the dates

7 differently than we do. When you are using only numbers,

'
8 there's an ambiguity when you are on a low month.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: They don't usually use that in

10 Texas.

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

12 Texas.

~ 13 In any event, Mr. Wilkerson knew very well what the

14 right form was when he was using it. How do we explain
,

15 that Mr. Wilkerson, when working on reactor cavity 2, was

16 using the wrong form, not raising any question about it
1

17 and not being bothered by it? One explanation is that he

18 wasn't. He was using the right form over there too, but

19 he lost it. Not he personally, but it got lost in the

20 transfer of the documents. That's where we have the

' 21 anomaly of the wrong form being used. In the millwright

22 shop it was discovered and the millwrights used a document

23 which followed their OCOP -- strike the OCQP -- whatever
'

24 those construction procedures are called -- and that's why

25 that form shows up for this large number of documents.

,

d

.I
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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

4 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
,

4

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. ROIS!!AN: Yes. Mr. Brandt's testimony at

i 14 page -- this is -- this is not definitive and I will

4 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

i 20 testimony, that our concern as expressed in -- on page 5"

21 of Exhibit 1 to our supplemental filing regarding the use
:

22 of an improper welding procedure was in error because in,
i

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

,

!

,

s
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1 we were not aware of that change, and that with respect to

i 2 those items, that we, in effect, we don't withdraw it but

3 we concede that his explanation' is valid.
i !

|

4 JUDGE BLOCH: Will there be room at the l,

i

{ 5 conclusion of-Mr. Brandt's testimony to file further

6 stipulations which may narrow the issues? It sounds like ;:
!

'

i 7 you have some that you think are important. Can we get

j 8 rid of the unimportant ones? Are there others that you

9 may be able to stipulate away?,

i
# 10 MR. ROISMAN: I would never say "no" to that

11 question.

i-
; 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

j 18 will be whether and to what extent we are able to agree:
!

i 19 What are the items on which you are not seeking testimony?
i
:

} 20 But it's your decision to make, rather than us to put
i

! 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
i

f 24 those are than the Applicant may, so that may narrow some
!

! 25 of the items that we can stipulate on. But I'm more than
!

I

i

|
i

i
,

l
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1 amenable to talking it over with Mr. Watkins and

2 Mr. Hoffman, for the Staff.

()\- 3 JUDGE BLOCH: Have you concluded your

4 presentation?

5 MR. ROISMAN: With one addition. Since there's

6 been so much discussion about independent investigations

7 that were conducted by us, I thought at least for the

8 record that I should introduce my team. Of course next to

9 me is Ms. Garde, and to her right is Ms. Meddie Gregory,

10 who did much of the document analysis work.

11 To my left and sitting further back is Dobie Hatley,

12 who was a document control specialist at the company and

13 has been a document control specialist of ours; and at the

14 table with me is Ms. Neumeyer who, of all the people here

15 in the room, I believe is the only one who is qualified as

16 an ASME QC inspector. Should the board have any questions

17 about ASME QC procedures, Ms. Neumeyer is willing and we

18 are more than happy to put her on the witness stand to ask --

19 to answer questions about technical matters of that nature

20 that she has special qualifications to be able to answer.

21 JUDGE BLOCH: First we'd have to find out that

22 the ASME code is applicable; right?

23 MR. ROISMAN: And I think she could certainly
'

24 give you the opinion of someone who is an ASME inspector

25 on that question. Since you may remember it was she who

. . . - . - - __ . _ _ _ . - -.
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1 was asked out of the inspectors to come and sign these

2 documents. That would of course have been unnecessary to,. ,

/ 1

3 get a QC, an ASME QC inspector to sign them if they were"

4 not themselves ASME QC documents.

5 JUDGE BLOCH: I think we'll be consistent on

6 that and rely on the code themselves rather than rely on

7 testimony about the codes.

8 Mr. Watkins, you said you had no response. Have you

9 changed your mind?

10 MR. WATKINS: I would like to reintroduce our

11 witness, C. Thomas Brandt, and announce that he would like

12 a brief recess.

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

14 past.

15 (Recess.)

16 Whereupon,

17 C. THOMAS BRANDT

18 resumed the stand, having been previously duly sworn, was

19 examined and testified further as follows:

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Mr. Watkins?

21 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Brandt has testified and is

22 here to testify as to the technical merit or lack of merit

23 in many of the allegations just summarized by Mr. Roisman.

24 And I'll leave chat technical testimony to our expert.

25 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
i

2 with the testimony of Sue Neumeyer. We are now dealing

~

3 principally with purely technical issues regarding these
i

4 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
2

the majority of those are identified inrm 13 lack merit --

s

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.
4

19 Mr. Roisman identified one. There are others.i

:

i 20 Mr. Brandt has identified limited instances in which we
:
!

21 agree with the Intervenoro that there were some problems

22 with some of the travelers and some of the welds.

23 These limited 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
|

<

1,

!
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1 as the board inquired. That concludes our statement.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: We, I assume, are going to be

\d -I'
/ 3 briefed on the codes themselves rather than testimony. |

4 MR. WATKINS: You are not going to be briefed by

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

l
'

6 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. I'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?

fs 23 THE WITNESS: It's in table 17, A-1.

N-
24 JUDGE BLOCH: And it has been that way since

25 when?

- __. ._ __ _ - -- - , _
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1 THE WITNESS: I won't attempt to guess. I know

2 of no changes with regards to safety classification on the
,

'- 3 fuel pool liners.

4 JUDGE BLOCH: I assume if there were,

5 Applicant's counsel will inform us?

6 MR. WATKINS: Noted.

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

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

9 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. You are reminded, Mr. Brandt.

10 Thank you.

% 11 EXAMINATION

12 BY MR. WATKINS:

13 Q Mr. Brandt, do you have before you a document

14 consisting of 18 pages of questions and answers with'

15 attachments dated November 21, 19847

| 16 A Yes, I do.

' 17 0 Would you identify that document, please?

j 18 A It's titled "Prefiled testimony of C. Thomas
,

19 Brandt regarding CASE's further ' evidence' of a quality
|

| 20 control breakdown in the construction, installation, and
i

f 21 inspection of the stainless steel liner plate."

f 22 O Is that your testimony, Mr. Brandt?

i 23 A Yes, it is.

| .

24 Q Do you have any corrections to make in your|
1

25 testimony?

i
i
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1 A No, I don't.

_

2 O Is this testimony true and correct?

\- 3 A Yes, it is.

4 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

9 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

es 13 qualification. My review of my document indicates that
i i
G

14 some of these are illegible due to duplicating errors, and

15 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: Is 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

O
24 provision for service of the other document at a later

25 time.

-. . . . . _ _ _ _ _ . .
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1 (The document follows:)

2

O |,

4 !
,

; 5

l
6 ),

:
i I

7
.

8,

1
I 9

I 10

11.

! 12
:
t

'O
14

1

15

| 16
4

. 17
i

i

! 18

! 19;

20
;
i

i 21
|

22

!
'

24
i

25'

|
:
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November 21, 1984

; UNITE D STATES OF AMERICA''
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING ) Docket Nos . 50-445-2 and
COM PANY, _e t _al. ) 50-446-2

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric ) (Application for
Station, Units 1 and 2) ) 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

(~ Q1. Mr. Brandt,
k .), 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 November 15,
1984?

A1. Yes.

02. Mr. Brandt, directing your attention to page two of that

memorandum, CASE contends that applicants incorrectly

assert that the liner plate is not s a fe ty-rela ted . Do you

see that passage?

A2. Yes. It is set out in the first three paragraphs on the
-

r3 page.
U

03. Is that contention correct?



.
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A3. 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 Iv

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 when it asserts that applicants have testi-
fled 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 different from, and unrelated to, the fact that the

() fabrication and installation of the liner plate are
safety-related activities.

i
: The significance of the welds being non-structural is

that the architect-engineer did not impose stringenti

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 AS?!E
}

activities, but neither of these matters apply ASME fabri-

cation and installation requirements to the liner plate.
I

l
|

. , _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ .
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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 do not apply to the liner
plate. Second, as an administratite matter, the inspection

group originally assigned to perform these inspections was
i the ASME group. In February 1982, responsibility for these

inspections was transferred to the non-ASME inspection

group; this transfer was also 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.

Q4. 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 sere wrong in testifying that all travelers were

1 initiated on the wrong form or that you knew that some
,

travelers were initiated on the correct form and your;

testimony was deceptive. Do you see these allegations? '

() A4. Yes, I do.

05. Is CASE correct?
.
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AS. 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 different 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.

06. Directing 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 of 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?

A6. Yes I do. I

i

07. Have you reviewed the travelers for these welds?

A7. Yes.
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08. What were the results of your review?
A8. In each instance, I found that there was either a chitf

and/or a traveler documenting QC verification of the fit-up
and cleanliness of the outside weld. Accordingly, CASE's
allegation is factually wrong.

,

F

; Q9. CASE asserts on page three of Exhibit b

1, "it is evident
that

the chits [ attached to the 147 travelers] were not5

intended to verify step 1, but was [ sic] intended to verify
Step 3 and/or 2 only." Is this correct?

A9. No. The chits themselves reflect that they document QCi
'

verification of the,

fit-up and cleanliness of the outside '
,

weld.
t
.,

Q10.
CASE also alleges on page 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?

| A10. Yes.

; Oll. What were the results of your review?
t

All. With the exception of weld 326, I found that there was a
i

chit and/or traveler substantiating the QC inspection ofi

. 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 wrong.
Q12.

Have you determined why there was no documentation verify-
] (} ing the cleanliness and fit-up of the outside weld for
!

traveler 3267

| A12. Yes, I have.

I

- ----- ~ ---- ~
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013. Why was documentation of the QC verification for this weld
not found during your review?

gs A13. The weld has not been made. It is a weld between an angle0.
and the top plate of the cavity, which as of November 20,
1984, had not yet been fit-up.

Q14. 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 B, Criteria V. Do you agree
with this characterization?

A14. I cannot agree with CASE's position. I do agree with '

CASE's contention that, because of the dates of the signa-
(} tures,

the chits attached to these travelers do not
definitely establish that the five cleanliness and fit-up
inspections 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
j address this deficiency.

While I agree that there is a paper problem with these

five travelers, I cannot agree that the deficiency is tech-
<

t
nically significant. The fit-up of the plates associated

I

with the travelers identified by CASE was reverified and
j } documented and the cleanliness of the inside joint was
{

i

verified and documented prior to making the inside welds.!
3

,

Under these circumstances, the verification of the fit-up'

'
)

and cleanliness of the plates prior to tack-welding the
.

\

,

- - - - - - . - , - - - - - - - . > e ~ -- -, ,---- -, , - - , - - -,..- - - - , ---e e. ,
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backing strip-to the plates is not
a technical concern.

The only purpose of verifying the cleanliness of the plates

( )s prior to tack-welding the backing strip to the plates was
,-

'_

to assure that the backing strip could be securely tacked
on and would not become dislodged inside the leak chase
channel.

The sole purpose for the inspection is 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 were performed for the
inside welds.

015. On page five of Exhibit 1,
CASE identifies a number of

welds which were done using selding procedure 88023 and
claims that the correct procedure for those welds was weld-
ing procedure 88025.

Do you agree with thi; assertion?
A15. 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 shich the deposited weld metal

thickness (joint thickness) is .1875" (the thickness of the
plate).,

The proper procedure for making this weld in 1978
was W PS 8802 3, which was qualified for thickness ranges
.0625" through .750".

Prior to October 15, 1979, WPS 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-x_/

0.185" through 3.50". Af ter 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, W PS 88025 and 1977 ASME IX, QW 202.2 are append-

ed to my testimony as attachments 1, 2 and 3 respectively.

Q16. On page six of Exhibit 1, CASE identified 243 travelers
which CASE claims lack QC verificatic.7 for Step 5, fit-up

and cleanliness of the inside welds. Have you reviewed the

() traveler packages for these welds?

A16. Yes.
,

017. What was the result of your review?
A17 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 includes 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 does not make any sense. In any event,

. - . - - .-..
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,where the fifth line of the five-line traveler is unsigned,,

>

W \

it simply means that weld is in process, and it does not', ,

, f] ' ! , reflect-any paper or technical deficiency.
'

s-

The eight-line travelers on the list fall into several
N '

categories. First, many of the\ travelers are for welds

that are welded on one side only (welds 875, 896, 901, 908,

909, 910, 912, 682, 713, 714, 779, 783, 784, 785, 797, 798,
and 793). F6c usese weias cAss * p , allegation is wrong

>

because there is welding on onlyecne side of the liner;
s3

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,
() 93, 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 > ins 7ections have not been
documented. Finally, my examination of all of the remain-
ing eight-line travelers on CASE's list reveals that CASE
is

'

factually wrong because the inside fit-up and cleanli-

ness inspections were performed and documented.
Q17. 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?
) A17. /Yes. *

Q18. What conclusions have you drawn as a result of that review?

:

)
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A18. This
is another example of CASE's lack of understanding of

the fabrication and inspection process.
CASE is correct ins

noting that a final visual inspection has not been perform-t <

%/

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 ,

exists for any Of thusa -eld 6.
Ol9. Pir . 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?

A19. 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

a copy of the applicable WFML is to be kept in each
traveler. I might also add, there is no requirement for
filler metal traceability on any of these welds.

Q20. On pages 9-15 of Exhibit 1, CASE alleges that WFMLs are
referenced on travelers indicating that new welding was,

done, but
there is no QC verification or involvement

[

when
the welding is done. Assuming this to be true, what
significance does this allegation have?

A20. Although I have not reviewed all the travelers listed byn CASE on pages 9-15, I have reviewed enough to lead me tous

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-

. - - - . . . - . . -
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points have been bypassed. If 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

is no requirement for " verification" each day welding is
performed. From the sample I reviewed, I am unable to
detect any violation.

021. Mr. Bracit. turr.L.; jeur attention to pages 16-20 of

Exhibit 1, CASE lists numerous welds for which welding was

done, but no OC verification or involvement is shown, and

that WFMLs are attached to, but not references on, the
travelers. What significance, if any, is there to this
allegation.

() A21. None. Once again, as I discussed above, this is apparently
another instance where CASE is attempting to assert that

verification of welding must be performed on each day that
welding occurs. Of the travelers that I reviewed in

,

connection with this allegation, all welds were still in-
process, i.e., they had not yet 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.

O) The millwrights are procedurally required to enter thisg_

infcrmation but they simply have not done so as of this
date.

,- . . _ . .. - - - - ._ - .
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Q22. Mr. Brandt,
CASE identifies 5 NCRs on page 21 of Exhibit

I

which describe welds for which vacuun box testing was
[s) improperly noted as not applicable. Is there significance"'

to this observation?
A22. No.

It was an error made by the inspector, but was proper-
ly reported and dispositioned on an NCR.

Q23. On page 22,
CASE lists fif ty-seven (57) welds which it

alleges are da ficiaa* 50:: :: final V.F. nas been performed
without vacuum box and/or liquid penetrant examination
being performed.

Have you reviewed this allegation?
A23. Yes, I have.

024. What was the result of your review?
A24. 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.,

Q25.
. On the bottom of page 22, CASE notes "the final V.T.

of the

inside welds were signed off on the following welds by
other inspectors."

What is the significance, if any, of
this observation?

A25. I am not quite sure to whom CASE is referring by the use of
the phrase "other inspectors."

I 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 is without

i

I

I
,

_., ._- _ . _ _ _ .. - - _ .
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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

/~N
Q violation exists.

Q26. 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 I 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?

A26. Yes, I have.

Q27. What did your review indicate?

A27. The welds listed fall into several different categories.
;

For a number of we'ds which CASE asserts that " completionl

() 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,"

i CASE is 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 wolds, (weld numbers
1240, 1242, 1245, 1248, 1182, 1209, and 1210), CASE is

i

correct and I have directed that an NCR be written identi-
fying the condition as nonconforming. For all other weldsO

(,) listed on page 23, CASE is incorrect because the referenced

tests are not required; therefore, no violation exists.

.

-- _ _ . - - , . - - _ _ - _ - - . , - , ,- . . _ - . , . - - _ , _ - - - . - . - - , - - - -
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Q28. CASE alleges on page twenty-four of Exhibit 1 that "[m]any

NCR's were written for welds that James Cole had N/A'd the
3 vacuum box test on. The vacuum box test has been reestab-f

lished on all but the ones below." Have you had an oppor-

tunity to review this allegation and the travelers involved
with this allegation?

A28. Ye s , I have.

029. What was the renuit of your review?
A29. 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 other wieds are not pressure
('} boundary welds and therefore do not require vacuum box\_-

testing, and the step is properly marked not applicable
("N/A") on the traveler. I have directed that an NCR be
written for weld 932 noting that the vacuum box test for
that weld was improperly marked "N/A."

030. Mr. Brandt, CASE alleges on the bottom of page twenty-four
of Exhibit 1, that "Pr test has been performed on these
welds but vacuum hox has not". Have you had an opportunity

'

to review this allegation and the related travelers.
A30. Yes I have.

(} 031. What were the result of your review of these travelers?
A31. CASE lists an additional forty-eight (48) welds for which

vacuum box has not been performed. For four (4) of these
welds (welds 1230, 1232, 1235, and 1238), CASE is correct

I

. _ . . _ - - . .-
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and I have directed that an NCR be prepared describing this
condition. For all other welds listed here, CASE is
incorrect;_

the step has properly been marked not\~/ applicable
as these welds do not require vacuum box testing.

Q32. Mr. Brandt,
directing your attention to page twenty-five of

Exhibit 1,
in particular to CASE's discussion of NCR M-83 -

01847 dated 7/7/83.
CASE states that "The NCR was written

in 1993 and 4 hold tag applied. It has not been disposi-
tioned yet, and there

is no copy of this NCR in traveler
151. There is no RPS in package for weld 154.

154 was
signed of f by Don Vogt, S.M. McCoy, for steps 2, 3, and 4.

Jim Cole inspected 151 on 4/20/80 and 153 on 4/24/80 "
.

What is the significance, if any, of these allegation ~s?
f-) A32. First, CASE is incorrect in stating that "...it has notu)

been dispositioned yet." In fact, CASE describes the
disposition of this NCR on page 25 of Exhibit 1. Second,
original NCRs are not

filed with traveler packages, nor

does the lack of a 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 it is without significance for
two reasons: first, the repair is not

yet complete, and
!

second, the repair, when completed, will be of weld 151,
-

not weld 154, and accordingly a copy of the RPS will be in
,

package 151, not 154.
Fourth, with respect to CASE's

observation that
" Jim Cole inspected weld 151 on 4/20/80

.

(

,

[actually 4/2/803 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 CASE notes, the incident (grinding
through the backing bar) was properly reported as nonform-
ing. In the other incinant described, i.e., the failure of
the backing 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 de fi-,

cient condition becomes clearer after looking at the draw-
ing.

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 all
form the vertical weld which attaches a gate guide to

,

; <s
plates A35, 835, M35 and M35, respectively. This weld

'

(

(although 4 weld numbers) was fit up on 5/17/79. The back-5

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
-

7s on an NCR, and is attributable to inspector error.td
033. On page 26 of Exhibit 1, CASE refers to a numbering

discrepancy which was reported on NCR M-83-00907. What

significance, if any, is there for thic allegation?
A33. This allegation is correct, however without significance.

In this caso the ecuatruction group which issued the

travelers, assigned separate 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 marked-up drawing which they were proce-
() durally 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.
034. Mr. Brandt, on page 27 of Exhibit 1, CASE identifies two

nonconformance reports, NCR M84-01969 and NCR M84-00498.

Have you had a chance to review CASE's allegation regarding.

these NCRs?

A34.
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 is not
a violation of any requirement. As I stated earlier, the

original NCR is filed in a location separate from the

i

_ -. - _ . _ . . , - - _ . -. - . _- .
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< traveler package. All packages do.contain the corrected PTl'
p report and reference NCR M-84-00948. Other than the defi- i4

| -

ciency which was reported on these two NCRs, I am not awarei

of any deficiency in the way they were processed or dispo-:
3

; sitioned. :
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cinra Arcen fI)PRCCarmion , ; ,a : pt:w pyg 5 CFH Min.

f !* rues 'f /1 FLCW RATI "/S
; wp _

FILLER METAL 8 FLUX '%//CPS Sg,x
.

f t.

.: NO. 2, | .::./..~;I-' CATION 'f / *-PRCCIC S F A t:C. 0 1 P;0. #***" B - - - T
,.ect:s m :,A ,;c. va m. : n , mn i u- .c. s =, m sa a a s-w- g.

'1/ A E EY Ib*t N' DCTHER ._
. | T.* *, '': I re. .*.: " *

w = - . i t

PREHiAT . ;J.;':* J s.2AT T3EATME';T ' { ff .},j
'

t.

Q.f4c- .PR E H E AT TZM7. . *, c?Oc r ,pg , u.., e- ,- e ,

,

; fINTE R7 AS: R AN CE , 'F T E''''?A T*.;n: ' I ' '' **

. e, _ . ., s. Tr w .

. ..

AC0iTIC.'eA LCi SUML. . ::. tan'.' ~.2CU!.a.- '.!! F- N-"

1. Price to tha : tart Of weldf r.g. th i iti- ;:s fr:a the purge trea chall te
checked f:r its exyge . c:nten:. .' ,;c : . 2-t of th2 exiting ;as mus: be-

2'; or teic.i bef:re ..uidir 0-- : ::. '~ e cur;2 shali ':e ain:2fned fcr
at least :'na (2) pas:es (g ::.1

.

i . e. , F.: :: 1.- : :.3Ff;;).
.

2. All weld joints shall be fr:e af -r:f stun, ut:2, grea:e, oil and protective
ccatings. All slag and/or surfac: ce/2c:: ::.all t.e rencvec as prescribed

.

frem each weld bead price ta the c:ntinua:fcn cf weldng.

(1) Purge re'quirement still te deicted ..han b:: king strip is utilized.

.

N.{ ET 1-e . 5',''''PR E/t.R ATIOjrAP CVAL C A'i:! is:U:CATE
\ og j *=

0 0 % W C'JP9LinR |

INA 3 ..~ e u .t >. 9-70
e,-

n

r -L * suasnets A'TM'''-I ~ ) 1 ' '' '' d ''PWu.ces.a en:mt1.vna - cp
A 7' r'.o,.o.s A / . ! ,pa,.cT so. 0 mn !

.

,

,, . is a v.g
'

,

uAm$u , /.w.o . ?~-2a ,'. .: |
'

/

-cw w ;e e n4.. h ' | flTjd(M/f)[/\[[~ f .-

.

..

"'
, _ _
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TTT ,

AN8h\\\\ D@ A
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y'

o,u u 3-
r*rg i

WELD PARAMETERS

FILtd4 METAL | G AS!F LUX | ELECTRICAL oATA . TRAVEL M
PAS 3 P A OcES3 e(Ao

, ,. g,g,, , . , , , , , ,, , ,

1 GTA 1/16" See t'ote 7 Arg:n 15 CFH OCSP 100 Max. 11 Max. 3/8"-

GTA 3/32" See note 7 ;rgen 15 CFH DCSP 100 Max. 11 Max. 3/8"-

2-3 GTA 1/16" See Note 7 Argon 15 CFH DCSP 115 Max.11 Max. 3/8"-

GTA 3/32" See Note 7 Argon 15 CFH CCSP 115 Max. 11 Max. 3/8"-

;&Ott GTA 3/32" , See t;ote 7 Argon 15 CFH CCSP 140 Max. 11 Max 3/8"-

t':* a 1/en $na *', tp 7 *rean 1C reu aaec 141 vi, 1i es.y 9mn-,. .

PREHEAT goof e A:n couc;Nc METuco WA

INT E R P A.S$ T E M,. 60 F - 35 $ ccNTAc7 Tusa to WORK (IN ) N/A

SINGLE OR MutitPLE ARC $4e*In CatF#CECR Cups!ZE 1M" V4

tDe | Ucwa r d,,g ge ,q gen g ggigySINGLE CR MULTf PLE #4':S

SPECI A L INSTRUCTIONS.

1. Preheat shall be established prior to the :: art of weidi .g.
'

2. The interpass te:cerature Cateve 1503F) sr.all be checked using temper 1ture
incicating cr3ycns or an sc;:revec ecual.

3. The number of weld beads may vary witn section thickness.
4 The starts and sto:s of all tack welds snall be tacerep by 3rinding so that

the initial pass can be properly consume the tacx.
5. Tack welds which are used at the root cf f oints shall be c:molete cer.etration.
6. The non-consumable electroce for the Gas Tungsten 're orecess shall cerfem

to AWS AS.12 Class EWTh-1 (l". Thoriated Tungsten) or Class EtTh-1 (2'; Thoriateda

Tungsten).
7. The type of bare wire selected for the base metal te be weided shall be as

follows:

O ease "sta' ' vat $^as " tat 'o et usto
304 or 30aL to 304 or 30aL EUC5 or ERICdL
316 cr 316L to 316 or 316L ER316 cr ER316L

304 or 304L to 316 or 316L ER316 or ER316L

2

*
;

---. - ~ ' ' ~ * '

_ . _ _ _ - - -
..

. . . . . . . . . . . .
> _ _ _ _ .-_. -- . .. . - _ . - - - . . . . - - -



d C Y[O C' .C2
.
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PROCEDURE QUALIFICATIO.'J RECORD 1

!
.

t'a e. I o f .,,

Msteria: Spee. SA-312 TP304 20596 !.,
to SA-312 TP304P No. 3 Gr. No. _1 to P No. O !G r. .$. o .:a: cess and O.D. dO" !!3 I $ IP'iCkI.as s X

'

Welding Processes 1._ Gas Tunnsten .'re 2. *; / A S. GN ;
%nual or Automatic !. f*1nu]I 2. *! /1
Thickness Range 1. -

2. N/A(7 Total Qualified Thickness Range _0. 07'' * , r'1 .E60'xD

FILLER StETAL
WEI DING PAR.V.!ETras

F.No. 1. 6
_2. N/* |dieType Sincie */ee Groove !.| eldA.No. I. 8 2._N'A Fo.ition 6G U:mardSFA Spec. I, _ 5. 9

2. ti/A nging Consutbale Insert (Tyne K)AWS Class. 1. Er1308 2. N/A
Preheat 60cFFilter Size 1. 3/32" 2. N/A

Trade Name 1.__A M IPT Range 60cF_ - 350up
m.. n U""a

2. N/A
Passes; Side 1. ?'u l ti o l e 2. N/ADescribe Filier 5fetalif not mcluded ni Sect.un IX

1/8" x 5/32" Arcos Concurable :nser*. %. of Ares 1._Sinqle
2.- N/A

Current 1. DCSP 2. N/A
Amps 1. 70-100

FLUX OR AT510 SPHERE _ 2. N/A
volts 1. 8-10
Travel Speed 1. 1"-2" IDM

__ 2. - N/A
Trade Name 1. _ 2. N/A2. N'A-

0.c.t!ation I, 3/8" Max. 2. _ N/AShieldin; Cas 1. ?FF09 .2. N/'
Bead Type 1. Strincer 2, fl/AFlow Rate !. 16CP "i t 2. N/A

Purge 1. lECCH *'i n. _ 2. __ ';/1-

,

) TENSIL2 TEST
'#

Specimen No. Dwen .in n'

t ,][tp imate Unit Character f F.:dareAreahidth ( Di dne>$ Streu psi And Locatian
OW 462.1(b)dl 0. 72? 0. 2 C_i .15c5 : 13,1C0 87,000 Ueld

i

,

OW d6?.1/b')e? 1 711 n.205 1174 |
,

! 1, ,r.n en,799 p.q c4

GUIDED GEND TESTS
Type J.Id

Fi ure No. Result I D P' '"d
I Fi2ure No. Result

QW-462.3(a) Face Sati: fact ry ! Q;i-462.3(a) P. cot
Sa tis factory

QW-462.3(a) Face Sa tis factory
G'.! 452. 3(a) F.co t Satisfactory

Welder's Name Jirmiy E. Hite
clock so. 2314

hho by virtue of these tests meets s.elJer perfor-.ance reduirements. Stimp No. __ AAC
fm Test Conducted by Southwes tern Latoratories bbora:ary Test No._29559-60
() per_ f fr. 00n Sorc'.s Adress _ Houston, Texas

} Dste. 2-20-76
he certify that the statements ;n :hn re:ord are corteet :nd that

,

accordance with the requirements n( Surion IN uf the ASSIE CH .the test welds prepared, we!ded _

and tested ;a

Signed 3202 ?. ROOT, INC.

( %nuf ac turer)
Date- S * 7' E '

By AQ// *
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bYD'NUf OCh CC. Housic 1. ruas C- 2 Rev. 3
* ,.

i
SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS ( ,,,, g , , , 4

~

TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER

SIZE PER 20597

. SPICt%lkN TEST . NOTCH M2P 4 3.HTpsg.ggy p.T LB's stiLS LAT. FXP % SilEAR
i 10FNTil'lCAlt0N TITtP LOCATION t'.T E A K V, c g t.n

i
I

|
|

HARDN ESS TEST TYPE PER.

.N O. %EL D 4tLTAL HFAI 4FFECTCD /.OSE B ASE sthTAL

I

FILLET h ELD TEST FIC
|k 41\LMO ttST RESULn | FRACTURE TI'.iT RCSULTS
|

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS ~, METHOD '..'s t Chami cii PER A5''I ~??O-7a

(Ltsi. C sin P S Si Cr Ni un ($ fi N Q___ g_

WELD [Q33 1,76 ,d2 19,89 9,4$ ,29 ,059 q,O

Accroxirate Celta Ferrite Critent: 9'' (5 : w w f e1.s ,- ni vr eor. et,,..., -
,_t

ADDITION \L TESTS
.

Delta-ferrite tests were conducted on the ccT.pleted weld at 12:00, 3:00,
6:00, and 9:00 o' clock witti a severn ferrite indicator. All positi:ns
recorded a 7.5 to 107. delta-ferrite centent.

O
We certify that the statements in elia r6 cord are cortect a.id that the tests were cor. ducted in 2:corJ2 we .uh
PQR No. OB09A204 Dav. '! and the reqdrements of IIIA

3;;wd BRC';II #' 900I. IMC.

uste 'A ' ~7 7 P | Br
. '-4*M'M,

.



*
,

| {0'$$b s0 1.
' ,

nou2 Ton. Tex:.Se

30 A204 pgy, 3
SUPPLE.'.!E.' TAL TESTS

P z;. 3 or 4

,, TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER.
20598SIZE PER

SPiftstEf4 TEST NOTCit FWR(;Y FT L35 u!LS LAT.E.XP 3 Si! EAR DROP u t 1(.H rIDI:NT!!'!CAllON Tr..%f t' LOCATION

O BREAK NO BRE4K

HARD. NESS TEST TYPE PER
N O. I wtLD METAL ltEAT AFFtCTED /ONE BASE 4tLTAL

i

FILLET WELO TEST FIG

urctG TEST RLSLLTT | FR ACTURE TEST '<LSULTS

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS F. METHOD PER

utu. c u, P s s. ., si uo c. n re
wno |

'

sAsr|i

ADDITION AL TESTS

Bend tests were examined at 10X .Tagnifica:!cn if:ar~ be'r.cing to T.eet the
acceptance critaria of "Interm Reguh. tory Guide 1.21." fio fisstresexceeding 1/G4" were present.

Radiographic Report of lleider Qualification: Radiograpnic reper 'lGRT
00009, was run in accordance with 2ccticn IX,1974, Paragracn Q'el-142. Theacceptance criteria of Section VIII, Division 1 was herein net.

We certify that the staternents inn this record are correct and that the tes:s were condected isi :cordance wok
PQR No. O MAA204 DaV- 3 2nd the re;uirements of 'I ' *-

Signed _ BP.CMI % ROOT. (fiC.

Date _ $' 7 * 7M ,' 3y . 'i'%uu/
, -

.

.

d
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[ .y Q. % e' * ' "2 . '.a s (. .&. . 'w
,-

f .. . ncuero 4. rsx As
0303A/1204 Rev.3-

SUPPLEME*!TAL TESTS
. Pa2e 9, of 4

o TOUGHNESS TEST * TYPE PER
SIZE /ER 20599

SrlerittEf4 TEST SOTCil
F5F Kt.Y Vr t 05 tills L AT.EXP t SilFAR OROPW ITIDI NTlf ICAllON FI'511' LOCA T!ON BREtX NoaxFAg

%j

; ,

I I I
.

.

HARDNESS TEST TYPE l'ER
NO. wet D %thT41 itEA T siTH.Tr3 /ONE B ASE METAL

i

i

Two (2) specimens were sensitization tested in accordance with ASMT A262-70,Practice E. Specimens were examined ac 20X ragnificaticn for presence ofp' microcracking. |i0 fissures were present.
v

The following parameter excerpts have cean ex:racted from the actual parameters
utilized within cualification of said pr cecure and are calculated to asseverate
that the mdximum energy input range during T;alification is within that prescribed'by the PSAR.

ADDITIONAL TESTS ENERGY I: JUT P.A:GI

GTAll Prccess
Amperage 80 90Voltage 10 8
Travel Speed
(in, per/ min. ) 2. 0 1.0Kilojoules/ inch 24.000 nin. 43.200 n3x.Note: Parameters noted are indicative of the maxir um and minimum energy input

range and do not
necessarily reflect the naximum/nininum amperage / voltagep utilized during qualification

V
he certify that the it::ernents in it.a record are correct and cut the tests were cotiducted in accord nee wahPQR No 0808AA204 pev. 3

and the te idrernents of - WA

Syned ? O'. 'l 1. 9007, INC.

om ._3 7 7EB //IYoue
'

/ '.

.

.

_

- -

. _ . _ . . . . . . . ..__...- . _ . .
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y ge y F:7 .:m e;'t.op.n diik
'

/ - a w J.,. ,. Houston. re.usf CE03ASICS ;'av. d
/ PROCEDURE QUAllFICAT ON RECORD

hp 1 of 3'

20600
Material Spec. SA-312 TP 304 to - S3-312 TD 304,
F No. 8 Gr. No. I to / No. 4 Gr. N o. i Thicimess and o.o.. 0 2M" ,.'si l TitiD ness x 6.G"
Welding Processes I. Gas Tunce *an Ar- 2. Chialded V.2 21 .: r r
Manualoe Automatic 1. ,vanual 2. V$nuai
Thickness Range I. 2.- -

Total Qualified Thickness Ran3e 0.052E" *aru 0. W "

FILLER METAL. WELDING PARAMETERS

F.No. 1. 6 2. 6 Joint Type 9incia 'l o a crnnen unlei
A.No. 1. 8 2. 8 Position 6G Ucuard
SFA Spec. 1. 5.9 2. _ E.4 Sacking Nene
AWS Class. 1. ER308 2. E309-16 Preheat 60*F
Filler Size I. 3/32" 2. 3/32"il/S" IFT Rarue 60'F icA*C
Trade Name 1. Arcoj .N w r m .- ,

.

2. Arcos Passes / Side 1. 'N1 ti cl e 2. Multirle
Desenbe Filler Metalif not inchided in Section IX No.of Arcs I. Sirole 2. Sinr1 et

N/A Cunent 1.__ CCSP 2. DCRD
Amps 1. 89-95 2. 70-95

FLUX OR ATMOSPliERE Volts 1. 8-10 2. 16-22
Trstel Speed I. 3 4 IP'i 2. 2.5 c.n I:4

2. N/a Oscillation 1. E /16" "w . 2, 5/16 " .'.t2 vTrade Name 1. -

Shielding Gas 1. A* cc 2. *!/ A Dead Type 1. Stri"3Pr 2. Strince-
flow hte 1. 15 CFM "i . 2. *:/A

~

Purgr 1. 10 CCW '4 f a - 2. 'I/ A -

TT.NSILE TEST

"'"" #* '' Unit Character of FailureSpecimen No. Area - oWidth Thickness Stf'58 ps. And LocationLoad Lb.

QW 452.1lbi d1 .732 .146 1069 c.'c' of.'cq !.r31a

CW462.1[b)s1 .733 .lec .1123 To 1on ':e *nn Welei- .

GUIDED B::ND TESTS

Type and
Rest.it Qpe an? ResultFicure No. Fnure .No.

f;g 462.3(a) Face Sati firec-v rW 462.3(a) Rcot Sa tis f actory

OW d62.3(a) r3co cs+ fee =r*ary OW4F2. 3 / d Pcot Satisfactorv

Welder's Name Jir v Hite clock No. 2314 Stamp No. AAC

hho by virtue of these tests meets welder performance r quirements. Laboratory Test No.17923

Os Test Condacted by Scuthueetara !ther=M ise Address ??? Cor31cid?. Ucu-tan. TV
per Hanry u35 nicist Date . rf 6. 1976"

We certify that the statements in this record are correct and that the test we!ds prepared, welded and tested in I
,

accordance with the requirements of Section IX of the ASME Code.

Siped ""? 1 5000t IFC-
_ via ter)

'l-ao 7f /- U iG W MD,,e gy

|
c
Ag: . _. - =.
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O [[.s.@ [[N 2 HouSrora. Te x^' S ABing A 4
,

; SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS !
Pg. 2 .e 3 i

.

-^ TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE PER 20601
SIZE PER

SPtrtMEN TEST S01Til DROP wt u.HTF %FRGY >T.LB5 MILS LAT.EXP 7. SHEA R
IDFNTil1CA110N TI;M P LOCATION 8REAX No BREAx

.-_.-w- -

HARDNESS TEST TYPE PER

NO. ktiD VLT4L llEAT AIFFLTI D 70%E B ASE METAL

,

1
-

FILLET hELO TEST FIC

I MACR 0 TLST AC$t.L:s FR ACTLRE TEST RCSL'LT3

i

|

CHE%t! CAL ANALYSIS ";. SIETHOD U0t C'#'iCSI PER ASTM E?cq-74

ELE 4. C wa P S 5 Cr Ni u .- ci r; y
_ Q___ g

WELD .070 1.co .70 13.73 0.11 _00 .cen 0.0

BASF ADer0xi"1ta %1 *3 terr #*a C9a***** ? *' N a u # #1.'" Gh"m aar c<~,a ?i33 1
of tne M:|E Section III'Coce).

| ADDITIONAL TESTS

Bend tests were examiced at 10X magnifica:icn after der. ding to r:'eet the
acceptance criteria of " Interim Regulatory ,iuide 1.31." t;o fissures were

present.
'

Radiographic Report of i'eldar Qualification: Radicgrachic report k'CRT 00030 was
!

run in accordance with Secticn IX,1974, Paragr2ph C.|-la2. The acceptance
criteria of Sectice. */III, Divisicn I was herein ret.

O
he certify that the state rents iin the record are correct ud that' the tests were conducted in accordance with

PQR No. 0208381C5 hv. 4 and the req.;irements or ft/a .

S.gned Brown t, Qco r. . frc.

I*Y** 0 0 ** W ByO,g , -

.

I

'
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I L.@b C .1,, e Hdusrors. TE x As/ C3 AAlle p37,,
SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS

_.

L.

Pm 7 c' 3TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE _ PER-

SIZE
PFR 20602

sPF CtM EN TEST NOTCH
_

10t N Tit 1CA110N Tr. M P LOCAT10 N FSERGY >T.LBS Lff s 5 LAT. EXP sSHEAR DROP N h.HT
BREAK so3Rt4x

V
__

-

-

HARDNESS TEST
TYPE-

l'ER -NO. %ttD MLTAL
HEAT AFFtLTED /ONE

DASE METAL
i

_

I

FILLET k ELD TEST FIC -

M sCRO TES T R E5L L TS

FR AL'TL'RE TEST R ESLLT!
Ov

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS 7 \fETH00 M*t Che"iC'l
PER_ ASIM E350-74

ELEM. c B 8 si
'

si vs
WELD |013 _er_L_3_1,61 .35 9. 3(3 .07 10.95 .05?S <.M

,

_

'I ccrevinte DelA
ta Ferrfte centant: 1*" (scMorelar "< m e,-

car :<cora 3 :n.1ADDITIONAL TESTS of the AS.''E Section III C0:c)
1.

acceptance criteria of " Interim Pegulatory hide 1.31." Bend tests were examined at 10X magnif katic, af ter r;ending to eet th
~

epresent.
No fissures were2.

Delta-Ferrite tests were ccnducted at ..elve (12) ;;oints (six per side)the length of the precedure qualificatiencou::n. , along
used and the folicwing results noted: Ferritesecpe MTE/726 w1s

Positien
Cel ta-Ferri te '.'u-teaAll
All positices angec between
9.5 and 11.5( We certify th.it the staternents ist

1

thts record are correct and that' the tests were conducted ut 3:cPQR No. ^^003*411d Dav- I
and the re tunements of N/A orJ2.tce with

$igned _ Brown t Root, Irc.
9- a_o - 7E'os ,, _

77& y .~j-L_ e,

.

.

. ..
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,

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS ** 3 .e 3

^
TOUGHNESS TEST T.'PE PER

20603SIZE PER

srl(~l%tf4 TEST 5HTCit DROP WI I(.HTFSFkt Y >T LBS Lt!Ls LAT.EXP 1. sH EAR
/] IDFNTillCA110N TlLIP LOCATION BREAK No g RLa K
O

HARDNESS TEST TYPE l'E R

$0. % F.LD LitTAL HF.AT ArFF.CTLD /OSE D ASE vtTAL ,

.

1

FILLET WELD TEST FIG

i M ACAO TL3T RE5LLTS FR ACTLP.E TEST RE.5LLT3

,

ADDITIONAL TESTS

I 1. Two. (2) s:cci. mens were sensiti:atien tested in accordance with ASTM
A262-70, Practice E. Specimens were of.amined it 20X magnification fori

presence of microcracking. flo fissurcs were present. In sedition,

Westinghouse Cocument WCAP - 8673 stst:s that energy ircut of 80 KJ/ inch
for base metal thickness of 3/4" resdtad in no sensitization of the base
metal.

j
.

i
,

d

,

|*

O-

'

We certify - 3",h{l1*,tegestes ire the recorJ are cortect JaJ that lite tnis were,t7"pducted in accordance witti
1 t nia

nev. I said t5e repitements of ''
PQR No. n

.

$yed E PC'.dn % Cco t. IFC.

'7- a o - 77 N@hAm,, e,

.

|

3.-
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/ sm ., roa to
/ ' 'I7/NYJ j'IOCUI23 r e u: *: trus 0800ASl06 Rev.4. .

SUPPLEMENTAL TE3TS Pc 3 .' 3 |

''
TOUGHNESS TEST TYPE m 20604

SIZE PER

,spgg,yg.rtg3' utt$ L47.u? 5 $r4 EAR DROP wt H.H T$Pi rl4 kf4 ft3T NiTCil
O IDINTillrAll0N Tl MP LOCATION BREAK N0 5KLAK

V

|

.

I

H ARDNESS TEST TYPE PER

NO. % t.LU Mr T 41 tif AT sri I LTCO /USt; B ASE METAL

i

FILLET WELD TEST FIG

M ACR0 Tk3T RE ALLTS FR ACTURE TEST RE3LLT5

ADDITION AL TESTS

1. Del.ta Ferrite tests were ccndacted eq :ne c:caleted weld test pad at six
equidistant locations at the center!ine with a severn ferrite indicator.
All positter.s recorded the followirg celta-ferrite content:

Greater than 7.5, les: tnan 10%.

2. Lo(2)specimers were sensiti:sticn tested in secordan:e with ASiti
A262-70, Practice E. Specicans v.ere examin34 dt 20X cagnifieltion for
presence of microcracking. f:o fissares were pre:ent. In addition,

Westinghouse doceent '<.0AP-5073 s:2:ss t.":: erorgy ir.ut of E0 f.J/ inch
for base metal thickness of 3/4d resulted in no sensiti:stien of the base
me tal .

|

O
he certify th.1 the statemeists he the record are cortect .inj that the tests wert cordosted Li accordaitce with
PQR NO. OS~USEIOS E99- alid thf requitemenfluf - N # 0'

Si;ned _9 rewn 8 Ccot. fac.

M ''' N N MGYu. UDate liy
. <

e

0

[
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/ C' p n C 1.: ;j .s1./ g f. s .r,. d f y. m 'o m-- .a mrov rm.s,

0 ogAA114 p,y,. e
PROCEDURE QUALIFICATION RECORD

; **se 1 of 3
^ Mateelst Spee. SA-240 T/es 30al :o - 3A-2d Q /w 301? 20605P No. a Gr. No. 1

. Welding Processe
~~ to P No. 9 Cr. N o. ?

Thekness and O.D. 1-3 /4" ola te1. Gas Tunes en Arc 2. 'i/ A!
,, Manual er Automeone 1.Manua1 2, N/A/ \

Thichasas Raase I. - 2. ?!/a -

1

Total Qualified Thicknas Range 0.1875" thru 3.500 '

FILLER METAL
WELDING PARAMETERS

F.No. 1.6 2. N/A loint Type Dn4hl'' Vaa Craeve IIaidA.No. I. 8 2. N/A Posation 2GSFA Spc. 1. 5. 9 2. _ N / A uacking NoneAWS case. 1. ER3Gd & 308L 2.JA Preheat, 600FFiller Siae 1. 3 / 3 2'' A J / W' ? _ '. / A ter mng , ll'i>F tnrouch 3 EOFTrade Name 1. T/32" ~ A r'c01: I/3" E i-1v R tvilT. !!one

z ^

2.N/A
hues / Side I.%titf61e _ _ 2._ Pl / ADeecribe Fittee Metalif not infudeJ in Section IX No.of Ares 1. S i nr110 _1.,M A
Current 1. f]C ~ ? 2. N /A
Amps 1.100 110 2. N/AFLUX OR ATMOSPilERE Volts 1.11 2. H/A

.

'

invelSpeed 1. 2 ? -4 0 T D?4 _2. N/ATrade Name 1.- 2. _ N / A owiustion 1. 3 / 'J " '' w 2._N/A
'Shielding Gas I. A"""9 _2. 'l ' a

-

3ead Type 1. W 4 * * a '* 3 N/3Plow Rate I, 2 0 C : 4 '41 9
2. N/1

Purge 1. 20 CM Mi r* . 2. _ f / 4_

TENSILE TEST

Specimen No. Dimmon - e
A,,J Utimste W ciameter of rad 4re ~Width ' Thicknen o

Stress psi And Location
OW-462.1(a) 41 1.002 1.614 1.617 122.700 89.287 Veld Metst

. CW-462.1 h ) e2 1.005 1.491 1.aco ': . **S to.151 No u u,..e

CGDED BEND TESTS

Type and
Firare No. RWt Tygpand -

I'leure No.

QW 462.2(a) Side Satisfse:ary c/.l.462.2(1) Sida se t s he+ 3r.f

_

OW-462.2(a) Side satisfacecry C'!-462.2(3) Side sa tis hetorv
_

O Welder's Name - Curtis "*rquf9
S.S ito.. 760-64-7775hho by virtue of these tests meets welde rform stamp so. Atj

Test Conducted by_ l'a terials Endr !eer*ance reqwrements. L1boratory Test No. ~

e 1 L :': . rajt,u 3101 ClTen )inten Dr. . Pcbs:c , ,cos
~

per 4. c. Rawson
D2te_ 1978

We certify that the statements in this record are eartect and that
,

,

ectordance with the requittments of Section !X of the .WIC C4de. the test welds prepared, welded anJ tested in ~

Signe 1 -- Brovn & Acot. Inc.
t'lanur.neturer)D,', e 1-tro 7r / Tg h'e '_>
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B *I . ..

(3 1 <. i .oir. . s i . ;c e .. f. .Je .

I>'.f ).frJ. y? . ::* : *,-*''~h'.' y,ps 'S 30 ' 5j ' *=# *s HOV:| TON, TE t AS ''Q"". R EVISION -- 3*,

**ct i or2
WELOING CODE

SUPPORTING POR(S)
ASME 8 & PV 20606

.

WELDING PROCEDURS SPECIFICATION
--*0809AAll'. Rey,")SECTION lx

l .

.

WELOING PROCESS (ESI 1. '' n ' .;:3 " - . TYPE "~ ''- '-~

2. '! r , T(PE '! ' t.

B ASE Me' T A L5 iv4-40h
'Q T A LLD HE AT ' AE A TMEN T iCW-WIP No. 8 Gr. No 1 '

| Tr) eknest Rany 1da .. t3 P N e .C L M. -
a Cr '.o -- 1 IG: N i

'
* '*"' t.'e

..r.

i Pepe Dia Rany I'al.! li * 1
- l's -t

-

. a-e*
_IN. T t %~. F N''

! Range for Fit:et Tha All 0.4 /.I.irJ * a d lN
_

' : '., s o ;. -4 03 s
, , , , . . '

FtLLER MET ALS (CW-.sw ;n .c r i Gas I ' ' ' - "
F No. l. 6 2. 'l ' i Te.. - t Cs.m o -- 1M
A No 1. 5 2 .a 5" N i Gai McW 4Me - 1%' CFH Wn pSF A Spec. No.1, 9 2. _. ' . a l' . * G 11 - g- %i Flow R

'

9
, f^e CFH (m n iAWS Class No 1 C'

*

- 2. l.E- * ' r' 5' Ol"1 C2sC 7 3<st't.On' ''

Site of EI:ctroce 1.-- _ 2. 'N
* '

.

Site o( Faler 1. ''' ''' ' ' ' It;.
FL ECT AiCAL CH AR ACTE niSTICS {CW-4001Electreds - Five Class . ' . ' . ' ' a.n t 1 D'N 2. '!/ A

'

Consum sb:e intert o -..nw o r r ,, 2 w 2. .. r g-3e.
'

'. ''; A r p 1. : - l '. 2. 'I/ Ai
m_ . , m i Elee 'i er T uv _li."-l! 9"/ E','Th- 1 c - 2

\s POSITION IQW-405)
Al.. T L C 1'. t *N F 1. .'i -410:mtcin; wasten

__ __ _ , _ _ _ . - t. ' . ,ero',..c?.. .Je : 1 1 - S t rin c.1r ! /A
We'd. fig Prei.u is.n - ' O '" U 2

1.. tr P .'' 2'

__ 2
4

,o.
- l '.or e ,r % Cu,, C,te- "*

PR E H E A T (C.'. -4% |N-

1i: J
Prenest Terro

,
,,

, E I'' '' I t I . ' qu .1 t t e a n P 1 Weld.r g urtass sn il t.* * f e er she '
,,
'

a w
. 3a : e. qme

: 1
: :3, ove 5;,14,sf a or ctn r cc,ntam.nantsin:groast Tem.) A an y - "' s".

| P>.rneat 8.ta 61 h' ** . 2 ., t it . s .,w ; -- "I
- - - .

..

O' *
I . 'L . _. ! M/S _ INJ0 i f. T C C O G'. (O W.-.8 2 n

Grsove Oe. r ii Lle' 'l 2? ' n 3,. , .. a ; s e.,r.c 2 /^
l '.". L . . .. , t - 't'8 '_ 2 l e

. .. ..Jint Type 03- Y""
. C l E.' .\ E2 : .i, ' 2A

'
'

Baca n; Mati 1,o,31-1 b r ic y n. u;rt :.1
.

..
.......),g,,..,,c.,..,,,,3 itnvic.

Tr A ud.; oT.n .<t
. , . .. .

2- 'j"" ''
IPYp . . ,. 3 ,,. 4

RE'iARKS *This l'@ in4 ' 1 5 4, l e.cu t t '. .'Yat RvA..* .

I'riar te the st. art ot .i id t .

the evit in' .. u e .i t bu :ner at for
*

.
oxygen contant. I t .u t ! . r 1 . s c r t . w r c w . J 1:...

s in c. .; c nc e .Maint.nin purge isr at i o .L. t ; '. J layort (1.v.. r." an1 ne (111).
' Westingnouse sup '.ied en F. r* *i e q u t r e p.. .' e i..t:to....a far at l e t.s tthree layers (i.s.. r c .' : a n d t 4.' sillas.
,

PHP 'i R A T f iPPRO i L ATEQ4 ^ u' 10 *l7, 3 Fab C....ss . 'L'!E #"CCiO" IIIe ^*I3I UII''-I We# < ; f..,' . . r . n
-

.

,, ,,f_iyA,3 ) *4 A t ac -

I ? ' ? 1') P, o,.. c t

/

'ai r 4i tn; eg,er 3 ,
C 'o *'

*

'

f.
i

f2 b _ _f! j@ N,}. ''as.i, Atio,.m *,

g g .t
,

- - - - -
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CELDING TECHNIOUE SHE5T
, - . . _ , , , , , '' " ' ^ . . ~ s u . , s u , . 7- -

- - - - , , , ,
.

PNO. A _ GROUP 1 TO P NO _ _.il GROUP 1 ,.,.p g 05025
. - - . .

YdO I| THK. R ANCE 19 7 4 P'- 1 50
*

REviseo-

IN
,rveic AL JOINT of 5tGN5 PE muerf ro **GE 2 or 2

%a ws o w 1 k . . .. noorcacNisc oe __1/16- m g
1

. es 1/9-1/4/ 1 7< u:, r, ., . L 27 in

2Qa[..__.s' . - L'
_ i20607s .m _ , _

? - ~ . . . .,

'

%o w,, s f
.|

f.- :; .
,

' s -,
-

/q.r|.,y y
~

-

' ~

l/ -

.

, fa=,/3. ' ii -

3'

- - - _ ..,.. .,,...

# s. . . . . . . .m
7 ,., .m. , , , ,. '/// #f v.

=
-

W -| h k|| i" .,
i'

7j /~ ?/ hb, A [//
,

' '

I bM':23'

w
i i- s i ni%c, a s . . "t t t n t

FILLE A V!' A L I smou v aLuis Aas V .cuvv
gygp ~ ''

--

''AS f LEcf r.iC AL D A T A | tg. -
MA"

tile
- - - - - - - .j g t

f.* L ;, n n A ' t C F etAO
*

n,et. t n ny, Ae cL Ass r"c M* tvet/ AV#E*ASE VCLTS SMt')
,

w ,g 7,,._._

J- ,g , ,3 u n u ., ., g ,, ,,c g omi
t i g,,,.

1-3 GTA or 3/32 See Netc 5 ,srgen j 15 5 ':C 4 P 50-150 8-14 N/A 3/8

.

i

GTA 1/3 See Note 5 A r;;on ' 15 5 ut;P 50-150 6-14 N/A 3/8
Alt. GTA or 3/32' See Note 5 Ar c;or . 13 i N/ \ DCbP 50-150 8-14 N/A 3/8

i3& GTA 1/3 ' S e e ' o t ._ 5 Arpn ' 15 . A i n .. 50-130 c-14 N/A 3/s(m) I

f i, I

onv

Maximu:t t! ickni...; a t any ',tn.1cjd 7: ' -
i .-_ - . . It.:/er sh.111 not exceel 1/2"._a . .. .__.._.L_ - -

PHf ME AT f f V8 63 r....N., M ^ ' ! %.2"5 IY
INTEAPA55fEV8 C /. C P 00.Gr.29EfHOD I;f .

-

/ .A D-
i F AEME AT V AINT

.
~-S '

c . m. r f . . a. t c e,o n . : / __jf[.2
f u*.csttN (Lcci sizt & tvat' l, ' i ' > e, 9 .'>,

___ ____ t e.**,, F . o ., . t 3n c j - *s '*,si/-.
.s -

s .,
..(L ,.. r,_.....g tiv,,7.cs.,rar a ?>. 1_ nl . _- . , .u n

mt t..ucTi. t
1. Prcheat and interpan te rc atu c br 1::'r) _:111 bc H.e cd u.s'n;te parature indicatir.1 crcren: 3r in .crcc. 1.a l .2. Tack wella shall ecplcy tha 72:ac n .c e tant Nu3. Tack welds shal; be co plcte : a te. .

tart. a! . t .a p s s n a l '. '.; c t a p a r e d
.

by grinding so that the inttial pte- p r ; r c e l,. co- o tM tick.4. All welding shall utili:c : t r in.:e r 5'
5.

Bare wire selected far t!m L a S e tc t .t ! t o 2e '.cils) . hall be as fallows:
.

BASE METAL TYTT. 1. . . I 'a* U E .9 ". l' J
i

304 or 334L ts 334 or 2.;.;m .

I ) 316 o r 316L to M u e r 3 R'
Fh E or EM 03L
Eulo or ri.?bt'~

30' or 304L tt H '; o r ,1. '.+
Eul6cr EhM61,

For Westinghousc supplied *;e .e cor Coolan:
base twtal typo D. or 304t. ta 316 er MtL.Pipir.g, LOO 6 will be used f or

6.
Purge requirecent n2v to deleted for ced.et weld; or whtn specified bythe Project Weldin.; En.unecr.

| 7. Preheat esintenance chall ae
weld in still air. ccatin . au duri-g w..llig miy; ecol cc: pleted

8.
Variation in the joint gao etries sh wn abave is per.itted provided the jpintI
is single or double weldca . nd the roo'. spacing ruintained within thf tolerances. e spect:1ed

,

_ _ _ _ _
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HOUSTON TEXAS,
'

CA.
88025

_

WEl. DING PROCEDURE S.oECIF;' ATION CHM.GE NOTICE
P

20608
-

Ov
CURRENT REVISiOP.S ARE IN0lCATED BY CHANGE 8ARS..

REV. DATE ORIGINATOR'

Q(F}pV A t,'?
_

_. 9-l' '- f. B rnr. t e k t f _ &s(_Lc [u._

1
_ 3-'#-79 [ J. Branic'i r

_ P'~- k' // Q W , h5 n r,,14 :
-_ Acy e..J e g

-.
~

_
-

.-.__

--

-

-
-

---
_

_. _

__

REVISION NO-
CEECRIDE Tile CHANGE

1
_

!ioted P2R rev!.t.n. Revised thickness ranr,c, jointdetail.:, m1xi- - .11 u e.s of a:ps and volts and deletedO rc fe rv:w '.o : .u' i;eeds.
V 2 i.etvp.d en - fe r. . |d. icd the follo ing information:tillet . t . .i .t . ' and dis. uter, electrode..,4

cla.'ille a t. Joh .t statenance, jo!:t description,
flux-

.

t ra il i r. .; 2. h i - '. ':un :..n site and type, bead,,

t ;, p e , initial int , 69s ! e .nir.; ,11a:k : oupin;;
.i..-

tethod, usui- ..: ..id r c .. : .. ; .s ! . ::" : e d T @. re-v i.s i a n . <.. ;d v t a . .; .0 t. voit values. /,JJe
. .,u.

b'es tin, hot..;c - .1 i a: :or hLe i.ils.

.

3
A 3 d,> d p r,3 c , : *n:env.c . p 'ai. , root s p.1c i :1, eupsize ranses .te 7 !:. ::n ed ?' . r evi.t i o n .

. .

P.cVised :..; i.:. 4 r. . @.t .
tion. isddad layer thickness limita-

.

.

.

* REVISIONS MUST BE APFROVED BY THE MAPMCEH Or '*/ Trnt'L:; LNG
INCEHINC 04 tils der,1GPiEE

. ..

. , . . , .. ...



-

,_..- .-. - .. -- .~. _ - . . . .

~""5d.)E Od. Me. soustoN. rex 4s.

O AO?.u t I c

CH ANGE NOTICE
PROC E D' ' R E QU ', : r~l.7 A TION R F.CC i10 20609

QUALIFYING WELDING ?h?CEDURE FECIFsC ATION .

O
.

b ESSENTIAL VARIABLES CANNOT BE CHA',GEO
CusRENT REVIS6ONS ARE INDICATED BY CH ANGE EMRS.

_

WPS.PQR REV. CATE ORIGi', ATOR

|'' APPR OV A L ' (-
-

prst t e.'.: |J '/, |.''
- '

-

_. ,?'Y
- ..w
^ *

ter t + .?
_ .--}.. _ ._L - 1. i *.'o I .

..
- - . ' ''

/r ''...'i.~ . .,- 4 ..

.

. .-

-- - .

WPS/POR. REVISION NO. DE SCR:P T1:r CH ANGE

PQR 1 Deletien of Feat fr e par.a eters and addition of *.Jestinchouse
'4 CAP-H 7? re f e renru .

O
PQR 2 ?.et r d .n net, for . /,J.d e c : h.. fe:'.c.in; infernatien:

kPE nuM er, jcin s;t:ch *. :irensient. 0.0. range qualified,
thi:kness rann : qua*.''id ;er pre.:t's, c cetrode sire,
electrede-fim ci . . cercu.able ir.,.r:, velding preiressicn,.

PL"d! tyX ! t i: v re. " r e , r;rre flev rate, bead width,
orifice or ;as cu- fr.. C.an:cd "r u ses/ ride" to "ruiti
or ein:;Ie lafo:". . e r t. a r c s'' tc ".tultiple or sincie

"

'

e '. e c t r.- d c" . De ! .:: . - furence tc "A '.T ere tisde n tir e " ,h
" backing", and "A.c 'c: virtue cf t!.:e . e c t s rec.s vc '. de r
perf er _nce recp t re s-t s". Chanro.! ii.er trade narc to"! / /," . Inf.'r-.:icr ,. .' t . .u s h ' .ii c. t ed i:n.! 'r "e sc i lla: ion"
is en t e red un de r '" ea * vf .' t h" ' n t' u ._ d ' N / t. " in r!e r
osci!!ntion. C' 'r. ' :1:2.p n ' r rge ficv rc:e frer.

20Cr.1 c.:n. t c. 2 ; .

'4PS 3 Deleted ref erenc e to s'appar:ine "cR c.~.d ndeed peening , tre' c.t:
raa in t( :.c.re e ..nd c'.? r. . .:e ra nge .

.

PQR 3 Chan e "thickn~rs cuni . ? u d" : "!ep.'rited wel. .e:al
--

i

thickness". lad. ..: , . t.t n s t a r. i r.: e r r.a t i o n , t u n.* s t e n s i .:ep .

\ and type, p e e n . ; g c. ; .: b.it k;< ug i n;: .

.

.

* CEVl81089$ M JST BE AMROVED BY THE W4 N AGER OFBA ATElll ALS ENGINEERING OR Hl3 DESIGNEE
,

f
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BrownffRootnc, . e..w IM.~ .. .k4mm
' _ . . .

. .

_ - - -

weiri.no F cmi..r. Snec,trat nn Nn 0808AA11* _ . - -

''n... - 4 '- 3
R e. .s.o ns _3 _ . (d

' _ . _ . - .. 20610
. t LDING PR'. tES5t ES) 1 _Ca r. * .:..; 5 h!. .'.; -.

r rn ,vm:M2 "s./ c*.
' 'P E N '

- _ __

,_
,

,
.. '

-

.
.

~~

1ASE METAL 5 0W-403i
_ _ _ . . .

,
,

n' ~ ~
5

O Gr No ,_.b to P No 1., Gr No I ! " ' .. r .a s N T 10 c, . 4 07.
2No

T er. .Th.caness Bange 157 th.e.3. 5 .';; * __ . _
.. .

_ 1.- - '- . . . . . . . . . __ _ _ . .

' pc O a Ran e - *1* ..Ee2 . ."* : e . - _. +fu --
.. . _ _ .

.- .. .-_ . _ -
_ . _ . . ._ .

- _ . . _ _ __. . _

. _. . _ __.._ __ _ . _ _ _ . - - - - - - - -

P tLLE R VET AL0 iC A '04,

v No 1 6- - - _2 "// '

.u -

.

...''.2.'

A ',o 1 _ _ c_ _2
_ ._ 1.Je' r__ ..

' . . _ .

? ' - 3. . . _ _ _
_sea Spe: f a i l'~ !' M : r, ._

.
. _.- _ . . . . _ C rn

AWS Class No 1 U I: 3 DSL 2 . '-
.

_. .,

- - . _ s . . .. :
.__ F c.. R att %'_.hr CF H

. . . . _ .

' ~~
' .; ' O s * . '' * -r .. N/ A32eo' E u trace 1 _e..r. .a 2

.

- - IN
i.ie of F itter 1. 3/3'> 1/5 _

'. _. _ _ IN '. L f , i "

C b L '.'* A P t.C' E RIST tCS (OW-400:Electroce - FLs Csass U.' A C.- 1 'JL P-- _2 M/A
. _ _ . . . . .

.onwman:e eisert N'A _ _ _ .

A m ., s
_ __

. .10'-120._ __ 2__li.U.
'. . . _ . _ _

&- : _ . _2_..I.'_ - 2 Ii/ A
_ . . . . . .

.
-- T u n ,.. . . - e., . i t 7 ,.,. ... 1 ' 16_ ". .1. / "/ ER h -l o r 2.. t

2056 TION IOW-405)
' E O. i' t GU E 10'/. -410,A e' ding Pos,tio ' N-

. _ . . _ . - - . E' r .* A t b e .s .: 1 Str1 o r _2_ S/Ac y...cngPeogien.u, ' 's(
-

(,) _

s.,!. 1 .) -

2 _____S/A _IN (Man )
_ . _

_.

:P EHE AT 40W-4CO' D:': . t '' . '. c o * ,u / 3 2 _ e f e. 1

~ , .

-

IN |in - : - :. . .r;. A.u :"e ca: Temp __ M y tV ,
,

rg sur fins snt,!. te <. e :, 5 .m
eterpast . Tems. Ra ;e - N3d ?- . .. .,,cm:nsa; 5:a.r. 3:tg :2m3m.ams

..e ;. .

' eneat Ya t t - d' 8 '.:c. .... .c 3 ;;L _ '. i r n 11/ r :- C-i 'i ?
.. _

._ _ -.
,

. : -
. _.. _._._ 2 _ _ Me . .

,avia.T., S.-. ,u..,_ ...i;, .g:
.

..
A__

3rc:.e Oes.gn Mt Y u m: =
'

'/..t.''e o<S a;2 L..e 1
_ . . dr ., . . .. , :: c. _. i

J oia.: Type C3_ \*ae C' - 95- N/A
.

" ' ' t i '' I e'

ic . 5 w!a:m ng *.*431, ce _ N
_ e 2 .. N/^

- Y. : e c. s - - -- . :e s _ 4 i.n .! c
_

_ _ . . . -

.... i --:
^ . f, _2 'if e p *,-

_ f .-
_. ._..a.. ..__t.-

. . . . ,

S. +tch ' Cam nents
._

i

'
..

r3 =

!
\ .)'~

Cap: 1/3" -

12:1d : 1/16" + 1/32",-0 .

Bevel: 37-1/2* I 2-1/2*

Pr aae a oy

/p App.o.ce in

([_ ) t%Ca
G s n-) ,9 ,,,

b l ' '7 1 13u f
LEL3tNG EhGINEERING

_ f. f.II. r_._11. f.d e,. 4 .~6 (,;. -d"- 7'4 __
i

OATE . I
M A T C H ' t. L', i *.6 t N L i H it.G ..

GATE
--



b. . .O,!!,i l '. v.m . . . . _ . - . . _ .. .-

. i ,a (..
_ .' _ __.._.s%_ . i i to

_

. . .
M.e .: . 1.r . ..: . - - : .. .m.. . . . . .--

| . . .a.,
._. 114._ __ _.

.

,
. ...

-- ._ .,

. J .s ..
.

PROC EDURE GUALIFICA flO.',' R EC ''RD .
. .e~ * - ' *.

7,cy ,,,,,
WELDING PROCESS IES) 1. Cas T r : 1 n_J:.: ~ _ _

- ,

___._ _ TYPE. .'' ' 7 21. .-2- , , , , , _

g ASE ME T ALS TOV;-.203:
__ __.. . _ __. i 9-

- - . . . _ . _
. _ _ _

. '. U. .' ~2.,.,
*tati Soe: SA-

g~* 2, t, Io5'- -''' ~.

- - -

1,.,e or Grade

To P N a f_ _ c. , '4n . . . . .
:. 20611...~. <

a no E Gr. Ne 1
,. . . ..- - ,-
;. ' _ ' '> -

:ooor,00 N,A ..
. _ _ _ _ .

'

Tr..c . .m _ t. > . . - t? ,
: . . .,

d O. D. Ranp OuAtiec M M 1' 3 ,
,

II' ,

5

. _ . . - D. -

Opposited _V.e!d '.* '?J8 Ih n I I-
' .- I '. hS - [

'

. ._ . 2.Total Thk 9en;e Cn.2! fied . : .' .
. ., (*. '' ti

, .' ^ ~ ' '. ,

_. .
w .,t D e .. .. . t J ... ' '

;-._m

"l L L E R '.* E '. '. L S iC /. -4 M -mG ' ' 4. . ted
N o 1. . ._ t _2

__ ' . . . . . . . _ _ . . . . . _. _ . . -
,. N o. 1. __._ : 2._'

.. f h a'.' _. .. - - . - - _ CIH;FA Spe: No l. 5 0 .2 L_'s.. ._ _ U..-C - .
_ . --. _ . - -

.

. . ' . .
.

*

* 7/5 C ass '.a 1 " ~ ~ ' " '

> t t o f g * e ct r C" K' 1. . .' . :. ; - . ._. -.. . . . _ . - - F- '. . . - . _ - ~ . - - - - - -

__

.

o C. ' n.- --

- .. ..
-

~ ~ ~ ~ --

.
'

.-

3,re of c..*er 1. _.;.' : 2 s 1 ' *. 2 A I t. f ' - C. " ' ' A '-- ''

, ~ 6 R !'a T 'CS C, #i C, .9,1,
'

"lectrode - Ftv C'ess N!!
. . , .

_.

C ".~ :
-

*

-~

- '. _. ;.'< c.. - - -:ce.wmable Insert I
-

~~1.
_ 2, u. _ _ __ .

..

3. __2rrade Narre .s
__

-
.

. . _ . . .tr f r. .. . _:3.. . ". . 4 .u
_ . _ _ . .

_

. *
.. --

OSLTION (OV. . r.5' ' i. ' *
... . t1. 210siding Position "'

S r ir y Graa* L*.r!"*a" 2. S ' A
'

.. .-Velding Progress m 5./.* P. u .. :n 1. J '. . ? '- t - .,._

~

_ 2. N/A IN
,'- , .< c an F. r 1. __1'.19 2.E/A _IN

..
A EHex. T (O... . . - -. v2;

('Y cheat Te mp. __t.)" *F
. .a . , ., i I3L

.

i n______._..,_.f..
> '/ t t :. r .c;. f.._? * ' P I t.

4

'(/ ".tPC.3ss ,e erT.D .i _' ~ . A..
e-

F ,

.4 .. - _ - .

.

'CSIW ELC N E,* I '' h E A i f.* i'.1 .J /. ../

.

*
.-

-cDod '.O..__._yre _N.*'_...._._.._.
,

'

1. A. ..
I_. I - 'l

emperature _ .
. __. _ _ .r. _ 2. '!/ A.

. . ( P '.'
*

. _ . . . ._ r :'.
. ._.. - -__. . ._ . _ . _ ..- i ne Range M ._ _ . _ _ . . . _ _ '' ' ' '' ;

"

__

.

spe:.<nen ~l
_ _ _ . -- - ._.._m .

| ,; .

.. ;

, .>~-s. ..
r---- _ j _ . _ .

. _ _ _ _ . , . _ _ _ . .
__

No. I
-

F .g N a , 'e's i.:'. i # ** . . . , . , .
* *t-. _ _ . . .. e .

,,.x.,,, ,, n ,,,,*
'

I t
.._.-..l..' . _ _ * _ A M L oc ateart

. - . - .-
.

*

1 CW-4 6 2 .1_i t.' i ' l . 0 "..?_ I. . .' _. r 1 h . i 17 . ..* . : . . , - - ''
'._ . _ . _.,'.

'

.;- .. % :a 1
_

., n.;.4 g .,. . ., ( . . * -, * ,

s . , .c. .y -

.
.

.

_. ....,i...

. . . . . . . . . 1

.

_..
__-

Sp ec,c,en . - . _ _ - . - -

i :. . _ .

T .-.. ._.--
F e s.s t0 F sg. Peo TyDe _.- - - -

--I pestge *_ _.___ .._ _ .2 _.* |Ty )
e

_, _. _ _ _. _. _ .. ._ _
_1- OW-4 6 2 . 2 (s ) SB ksfi : , r- !3 '.' I

'
, . -- - . . a: utorv

2 ny 4 4> 2 , x . . ) qn c. 6S t .. - < . _ - . - . 8 ;.
._;-....-/.._. '_-

a

..
- |

... .

:

. elder's Name
. - _.

_. ....,y
. _ _ . _ .

,_--

-- -- . . . _ _ ...

( )
. C u r * i s MaI.c.'lic _ _ _ . :: Na _ ?.i_|L . _- ' ' '

1_s
.. . _ , _ _ . _

LJst Conducted by St.R M3teria:s E +9 ace
4

L. .. uter < Test Na I''2
__

i;c A 31@ C . m. c :,. Temasper Ccarre Dn : '. C.. *i- ^. * '-
* |

Vle cert.fy tha* the statemer.15.
.

ec . d - |'

accordance with .: e reauirements y r c:.c , !x c,' - - s . " t l '
3.- ' t N * t .c w e ,t;. sed, .aded ; n. tested in

. . '.* ? C , .

3.c.oc [ '.._'.!'. R O 3',j'.C.
-_

y g. .

) .} ,
e

, -J.p '9 1
-. --___

/. '. --: ate .,

_ . , _. n_ . . .r-- 7.. c5
.-

.

9. . .. . _ ix, . ! .

.. m
.

. .



. . . .

,
.. . ..

. . . . -

| -

. , . .

[h'/[O O Id HO'.JSTON. TEXAS ..[ !* ..

o g: ..,,-
.. ..

1

SUPPLEMENTAL TEST RFStJLT CH ANGF. NOTICE
.

.

)
Ctn F.EN T REVISIOP.S ARE INDIC ATED BY CH A?.SE BARS

-
REV OATE ORIGINATOR g A P.5 T/)V A'. '; 9 - 2 .' - .! . brcnic' . f.*' ". . e ., / . . -

~ '

2 .; ' t u:,;
.

. . . a . i. . . . _ . .,..

3 e- -:- J. I r - i t '- t . .!.~...er
-

_ .
. . . .

_ ._ - . . . -

. . - _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . - _ _ . .. _ _ . _
_ . -

_ _ . . __ _

__ __. --

. ..

_ . _ _ _ . _ . . . . _ _ ___ .___

-.
__

__

_ --

REVISION NO. DESCR!bE THE CH ANGE
'

.-

1 Deleti.- ef ,.: u. -u t ;, t : .c .: : e r t. and c.dd::len
of k*es ti::- W. ': , ! s'.:: run c.. s .. t

2 Typed at f c.r:-

3 .;dd e d :e; . ir.: '. 31 s tar e, :P t e.s r. . . mil testin;;
date.

.

. .

.

.
.

1
.

.

4

I

i

* REVISIONS MUST BE APPROVED BY THE MANAGER OF MATCRIALS E?.GINEERING OR HIO DESIGNEE
.



i tfTO'||n C. : ' * .'i.;i iD.' - - - .-

.. ._c.t,. --

|.
. .

,. . . . . .,
\.. . . _ . .

SUPPLEMENTAL TEST RESULTS . , , ___.. ..
, cpqgq

y

20613
.

.

,,

( ) CHEu.lCAL ANALYSIS *.
s > '". ' . f :- E J:.. ';cc PER ?.S DI E ;. 50 - 7 J.Ms

Ff Eu. . ~ C. . 7. .U._ * *'
... ..-"' C. - I' -''

'4 ELD 013 1.61 .35 4 .1 - .0' ''.-r " #. - A <. a l

. ..
.

.

SESSITlzAT 2'

Two (2) sperinens were c.nsiti:a:.
:cd .: .:.. . i th JJ D: \262-70,

*

Pra:tice E. Snec imens were e:.a- - : ^: --
21 e roc rc.:. .> ;. .a f as :rer werc ,n :or pr..<nce of.

,.

. :

MICR0 FIS5'JkL

Bend test . era ex :ined at 10 X : . i f i c : w r. .J : .. . .. .s t i n,- ev . . e: theacceptance criteria of "I.te.-i: dator. Gu ' . '.1 . ' :. 2 fi w..res were.,

present. .

DELTA- FERE ITE

Delta-Ferrite tes:s wer conct.r:e2 .x' '

in-. ( , t x p c.- <;3t) along
-'

. '
the lenEth af the proce re q atli ; ian- *

',725 was: . 3 c o.ne "used and the f Cll: -ing : c ti ts :, :
.-

s

All positic.ns ran;cJ b.:.ter ir.3 r l'..
.

'

Apprexica te 1. ; ts f arri t . Centsnt; * '',b. '
'-

- - ;, e r I; irc 2';1-1
.

of the AS.''E .sec t iv:. .!! _ : .:)
.

.

Test coed. acted t,y B&R Mater.als Eng ne: ring Lao.
'

' -'
Lab Na '5 "5 -,

(]f Address: 3100 Chnton Drive. Haus:on. Texas\j p,, Gsc r.;e Daws 'n
I Date - ".TCh ' 197

We Ctristy that the statements in this ra Ord Ofe Coff ect 37d that '5
in ACCCrdance with the above hitt0 POR and per re@irtirents of tr ? ' *t wt 1.h were preprej v."!?d 3*d tested

1*
,

. .ted COdritantf a'Jf s).

$gqad. .. __IO_bb * 90I. l00-
.n

Oste N N $~~ 0 $ n , ,

a v __.?| f'
- -_a_ $ s'- | -Cs*), . ',,

- ._. m
/

|

_



.- .. -- - _ . - - _ _ __ __

.

t

QwCI.1-QW 2e2.2 SECTION IX - PART QW WELDING
$

the necessary Procedure Qualification Record (s) QW202 Type of Tests Requirest 20614
,

R).
QW 202.1 Machmair=8 Tests,ne type and number sn

j
of test specimens that must be tested to qualify a

| welding procedure are given in QW-451, except that,'

577 QW 201.2 Proadure QuellAcetion Record (PQR). where quali6 cation is for fillet welds only, theS7s

O ne specinc facts including the base metal spe. requirements are given in QW-202.2 and. where
ciacation r e and orade <or chemical anairsis and 9 aiir><atie= 's ror st d - id e >r t* < 9 ir - -rr'

mechanical properties), and the essential variables are given in QW 202.3. All mechanical tests shall
(as listed in QW-252 through QW-282) used in meet the requirements prescribed in QW-150, QW-
qualifying a WPS shau be recorded in a form called 160, QW-170, or QW 180 as applicable.,

Procedure Quali6 cation Record (PQR). His form
>

shall also record the test results. QW-202.2 Base Metais-Groove and Fillet Welds.
It is reauired that the essential and nonessential Except for vessels or parts of vessels constructed of P.

vaEables of a WPS bt_fouowed in welding the test II (excluding P II A Subgroup I and 2) metals, WPS
~

coupons. ne WPS identtAcation (meluding date and qualiAcation tests for groove and Allet welds may be
revision nurr.ber) shall be listed on the PQR. These made on groove welds using reduced-section tension
documents shall be certt8ed by the manufacturer or specimens and guided-bend sparimea=. He groove-
contractor and shall be available for exanunation by weld tests shall qualify the WPS for use with groove
the Authorized Inspector. A suggested format is welds within the range of essential variables listed.
given in QW-483. His PQR format may be changed Groove weld tests shau also qualify for use with Auet
to fit the needs of each manufacturer or contractor. welds in all thicina=~ of metal, sizes of Aller w.16,-

A change in any essential variable shall require and diameters of nine or tube, _within the other
requalification, to be recorded in another PQR. A

_

remaining applicable essential variables. Where a
change in any nonessential variables does not require WPS quah6 cation of Allet welds only is required, tests
requali6 cation. A change from one welding process shall be made in accordance with QW-180.ne tests
to another welding process is considered a change in shall qualify the 611et WPS for use only with fillet
an essential variable. welds in all thicknesses of metal, sizes of 611et welds,

O and diameters ofpipe or tube, for use within the other
remaining applicable essential variables.

For vessels, or parts ofvessels, constructed of P-Il
QW 201.3 ra==hl==*Ia= of Weldag Prac-= or (excluding P-ilA Subgroup I and 2) metals, WPS

Precedures. More than one process or procedure may quali6 cation tests for groove welds shall be made on
be used in a single production joint. Each welding groove welds, using reduced-section tensio: speci-
process or procedure shall be qualified either sepa- mens and guided-bend specimens. He groove-weld
rately or in combination with other processes or

tests shall qualify the WPS for use only with groove
procedures (within the thickness limits speci6ed in welds within the range of essential variables listed.
QW-202.2, QW.403, and QW-451) for the base metal WPS quali6 cation tests for fillet welds shall be made
thickness and for the denosited wefd metal thicknestin accordance with QW-180. The tests shall qualify'ranne for ameh ar'ihe nrae- nr orac-dures to be the fillet WPS for use only with 611et welds in all

-used in the productioijoint. For'multiprocess or thicknesses of metal, sizes of 611et welds, and diame-
multiprocedure apphcations, the quah8ed thickness

tcts of pipe or tube, for use within the other remainingof each process or procedure shall not be additive in applicable essentialvarialles.
determini$g the maxamum thickness of the pro. Groove weld procedure qualifications shall encom-
duction j'oint to be welded. One or more processes or pass thickness ranges te be used in production, for
procedures may be deleted from a production joint both the base metals to bejoined or repaired and the
quali6ed by a combination ofprocesses or procedures deposited weld metal to be used, except as allowed in
provided each remauung process or procedure has (1) below for both the base metal and the deposited

O' been, in the spect6c combination welding process or weld metal.
procedure quali6 cation, qualified (within the thick- (1) For weldmg procedure quali6 cations made
ness limits specified in QW-202.2, QW-403, and QW- with the SMAW, SAW, GTAW, GMAW, or PAW
451) for the deposited weld metal thickness range for welding processes, using weld layer (s) of % in. (13
each of the processes or procedures to be used in the mm) or less in thickness, there is no limit on the
productionjoint.

minimum depth of deposited weld metal for repair or

22
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1 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Brandt's prepared prefiled

~2 testimony, dated October 3, and it was filed for docketing
'

3 with the parties and the board -- on -- my copy says

4 October 16. I would like the consent of the parties and

5 the board to treat that document as a stand-alone document,
!

6 just for efficiency purposes.

7 On the other hand, we can bind it into the record now.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: Which document is that?

9 MR. WATKINS: Prefiled testimony of C. Thomas

10 Brandt, dated October 3, 1984.

11 JUDGE BLOCH: That's the one that starts with

12 45,358, document page?

(~g 13 MR. WATKINS: Yes.
%-)

14 JUDGE BLOCH: You are offering that as an
,

15 exhibit only but not as testimony?

16 MR. WATKINS: No. As testimony.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: As testimony only. Then -- I see.4

i

J 18 Do you want to ask the witness at this time when we

19 receive it whether it's still correct to the best of his

20 knowledge?

; 21 MR. WATKINS: I will ask him that.

22 BY MR. WATKINS:

23 Q Mr. Brandt, do you have a copy of this documentO2

24 in front of you?

25 A' Yes, I do.

!

t

i

!
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.

1 O Have you reviewed that document, Mr. Brandt?

i 2 A Yes, I have.

O. 3 O Do you have any corrections or additions to make

4 to it?

5 A No , sir. I don't believe so.

6 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, that testimony was

7 sworn when taken. That's why I suggested we simply

8 treated it as standing alone.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: Let's treat it as a stand-alone

10 document but let us use the page numbers on it as the

11 reference and treat it just as if they were transcript

12 pages, so those transcript pages will not be reassigned.

13 So it is admitted into evidence.O!

14 MR. WATKINS: The witness is available for

! '15 cross-examination.

; 16 JUDGE BLOCH: CASE?

17 CROSS-EXAMINATION;

18 BY MR. ROISMAN:

19 O Mr. Brandt, there are several of the documents,

20 several of the liner plate documents that have the word " sat"

21 written on the document, apparently at a time other than

22 when the signature on the document appeared.
:

23 Can you tell me, was that a standard procedure at

24 Comanche Peak at any time while you were there, to have,

f 25 the word " sat" appear on the form before the inspector had

i

i

- ,_ - , , _ - . . _ . - - - . - - , _ - _ _ . - - , , ._.,,, _ . _ _ ---_. _ .- ,._,. - ~,. -- _ ,-__ - - -,.
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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-

) 3 there, Mr. Roisman?'
s

4 O 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 O And what do you know of 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 you4

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? It's a physical thing that
4

23 can be verified. !s

'

24 If you can't, you can't.

25 MR. ROISMAN: On the five-line travelers, now,
1

I

I
1

i

4 ,n w - - - - - , , , - - - , - - , . , + - ,-a--------w -~,-,-,-~m---y-, ~-n., ----n---, --.,-,-,,,y,-,,n., ,-e,, ,,,,w , - , - p r e ,,, r,-+ r, . ,-<---
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1 it appears on all of those the " sat" is, and the "NAs" are

2 in a different hand than the signatures.

3 JUDGE BLOCH: Is that consistent with your

4 understanding, Mr. Brandt?

I 5 THE WITNESS: I'm not sure I'd say "all."
,

6 There's a number of them. I haven't looked at it from
,

7 that aspect, I mean as far as separating out all the

8 five-line travelers and looking at that particular

9 situation. I guess I'm just going to have to stick with-

10 saying "there's a number of them." I wouldn't attempt to
,

11 quantify them.
,

12 JUDGE JORDAN: Would you agree the " sat" might

13 just as well have been printed on the form?

14 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I think I stated that

15 earlier. It could just as well have been typed on there.
,

16 JUDGE JORDAN: It could just as well have been

i 17 typed.

18 MR. ROISMAN: Based on what you know about event
R

19 at the site, either before you came to the site or when

20 you were at the site, were you aware of any other

21 inspections forms where the " sat" was either represented

22 or put on the form by a person other than who is actually

23 signing it?Oi

24 A Not off the top of my head, Mr. Roisman.
|

|

| 25 0 And if a form that had the " sat" on it was in
i

i

l

l
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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 O 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.

i 17 JUDGE BLOCH: I couldn't hear what you just said.

18 THE WITNESS: I said: He is assuming that the
i

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.
1

i 22 BY MR. ROISMAN:

23 0 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

i

i

, . - - .-*-w- y - ,-w-,. --,--,_y -------+-+-3 --------,wr-+ m r r- r n i -- -we----r--+-., r-,-- Tg- .v n e,-w-?-r w -+w---e---w---w-w-w--,-m*, we
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l' .was used, the procedure was that the form was not to go to-

2 the field in any event, but it was to remain at the

'
3 millwright office; isn't that correct?

~

4 A Mr. Roisman, when you made that comment in your
;

5 opening argument, I flagged that as something to look at.

6 I don't have procedures in front of me.
4

7 O Okay -- let me show you -- I'm now looking ct
1

8 CP-QC I-2.ll. Let me get the right rev -- rev 2. And the; -

a

9 rev is dated 1/9/78. And I'm going to ask you to take a

4 10 look at that note, at the top of page number 3.
!

11 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to ask
i

12 that the witness be permitted to review as many or as much
'

13 of the procedure as he feels is necessary .

i 14 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Brandt, you understand that

15 any time you are shown a document, you can look at
,

i 16 surrounding context?
!

17 MR. ROISMAN: For the witness' convenience I'm,

,

18 disengaging from it for the moment the subsequent QC

19 inspection procedures and leaving him with rev 1, rev 2,>

i

20 and rev 0 of the QC -- CP-QC I-2.ll.*

;

21 THE WITNESS: I'm now ready to answer your

| 22 question, Mr. Roisman.

23 BY MR. ROISMAN:,

24 0 Good.

25 A No. The assumption that you made isn't correct.

,

I

(

i

a

_ -,--r ,-- -a>.- -----,m-y-r-,,,e.,,a-m . -- , - , ~ , - ..,,.v,- a-. y ,,-p g-.-ge --n-, ,p-m,---c., -,.w- e ,- ,e.,m,-
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1 O 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

O 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 0 So your understanding is that you could have --

11 putting aside for a moment that one was not to have had

12 the form, the five-line form at all in use -- that if you

(~T 13 had the form you might have it with you at the " work area"
%.] ;8

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?
i

17 A I just want to make sure we understand eachj

i

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 O No. I was now taking the hypothesis based upon

22 what you just testified to.,

! 23 A I mean your original question.

24 O correct.

25 A The note to me clearly indicates that the

!

. , , , , __.~ _. _____.. _ _ ._ ___. ,_._,,_ ,,_ _ __. _ - _ _ . - - - . _ _ . . , _ , _ , _ - , _ - . . _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ .
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4

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 O 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

j 9 possession, or had a chit out in the field and then came
!
! 10 back to the millwright office, if when they went to do a j

'

11 fit-up and cleanliness inspection they found that the
i

12 fit-up or the cleanliness was not proper; what were they i

r'' 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 O 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 meanir.g

| 25 some written procedure. If you want to know what the
i

|

!

_ - _ _ . . . _ _ _ . _ -~ . . - - ._ _ . . _ . . _ ~ . - _ _ . . _ , _ _ , . _ _ _ _ , , . . _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ . - - - . _ _ _
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.

l' practice was -- maybe that's the problem between the two

2 of us.

O 3 BY MR. ROISMAN:

4 Q Let's put it in termslof practice. What do you

5 understand is the practice that was followed?

6 A There's evidence in some cases that

7 nonconformance reports were written. I know from

8 conversations with QC inspectors that if the fit-up

9 inspection was not yet satisft: tory, that they were -- ;

10 they notified the draft that they did not yet have it i

l
11 within fit-up tolerance, and were asked to be recalled for

12 the inspection when they did have it proper.

|' 13 JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sorry, you combined that with

14 a comment about NCRs. How did those raesh? |
15 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. No. There's evidence

16 to indicate, at least in one case that I am familiar with,

17 that due to a misfabrication of the plate, to where the

18 plate -- rather than being rectagonal was trapezoidal --

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Rectangular, you mean?

20 THE WITNESS: It was a parallelogram, but not at

21 right angles.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: That's rectagonal -- okay,

23 THE WITNESS: Rectangular -- okay. A new word.

24 The corners were not at 90 degree angles. All four

25 sides were parallel to the opposite side. And no matter
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l- how much you worked on it, you would never get a proper

.
2 -fit-up. In that case there was an NCR written. But due

3 to the nature of a fit-up from a production standpoint,

4 not an inspection standpoint, if.the plates aren't close

5 enough' together, the way you fix it is move them closer
.

6 together.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Without paper, generally.

8 THE WITNESS: Right.
,

9 BY MR. ROISMAN:
1

|.
10 Q And that also would apply if not properly clean,

11 You would then clean it until the inspector said it was

12 okay?

| 13 A Right. Clean it some more.

*

14 Q So there wouldn't be an occasion where, in

2 15 practice, one' would have expected to find the " sat"
)

i 16 crossed through and an "unsat" written in? They would
t

17 never have signed until it was okay?

i 18 A Yes. I was --

19 JUDGE JORDAN: Excuse me, Mr. Brandt, would you

20 wait until he finishes issues, because the reporter is

| 21 going to have a big problem here.
?

| 22 BY MR. ROISMAN:

i 23 0 With regard to the " sat" that appeared on the*

1

| 24 five-line traveler, have you actually seen any of the
|
| 25 five-line travelers in their original, the original
|

|
|
|

|

'

t
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1 traveler?

2 A Is that your question?

O'_ 3 O Yes.

4 A Yes, I have.

5 O 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 I 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 the line 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.
'T

17 O That was exactly what I wanted to know. Did you
,

q 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
1

21 from copies?

22 A I would say the majority of my preparation wasj

]
23 done from copies.

24 O Now, looking at page 2 of your November 21, 1984

25 testimony, you state at the bottom of page 2 and the top-

, ,

b

-4-- .-,-......v,.- -e p-,--~. <,y- - - , - , , , , ,.-,_...n. , . , , - - - . - . . a,, ,.,,.n,.n----.n . - - - . _ , . _ , , . , ,.nn-.-,-,,_.n . . - . --- - -
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,

1 of page 3 that there were only two matters that remotely

2 tie the liner plate to the ASME activities, and go on and,q,

(_) 3 discuss what those are carrying over onto page 3.
,

4 On page 8 you give a citation to the ASME code and

5 attached -- there is attached to page 3 of the testimony,

6 QW-202.2.

7 Now, is it your testimony that that section of the ASME

8 code that's reproduced as attachment 3 to your testimony

9 is limited to qualifications of procedures and welders,

10 and is not a fabrication code?

11 A You are talking about ASME section 97 Yes, sir,

12 that's exactly my testimony.

13 Q And by drawing that distinction between what is
,

i 14 qualification of procedures and welders in the fabrication

15 code, what is the line you are attempting to draw in more
i

16 general English than those words? What would be in the
,

17 fabrication code and wouldn't be in the qualification of

18 procedures portion

19 " Answer: I think I can answer your question, Mr.
i

20 Roisman, best, by outlining what the ASME code is, all 11,

21 sections. There's essentially two sections -- excuse me --
4

22 three sections that don't -- that you could not physically

23 construct anything to.,

24 ASME section 11 is in-service inspection, where after a'

25 nuclear power plant goes into service. Section 9 is |

|

|
1
l

|
1
4

_ _
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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,''

4 which outlines the requirementa 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

r~ 13 construction of the liner plates?U,
14 THE WITNESS: I want to be careful that we don't

15 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 OC 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, andgx
b

24 section 11, which is in-service inspection.
|

25 JUDGE BLOCH: In-service inspection. So it does
,

|
|

I

!

i
|

|

|

___ _ _ . - _ _ , _ _ _. -_. _ _._ , _ _
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|
4

:1 not apply to the inspection of the welds as they are being

,
. 2 made?

O 3 THE WITNESS: It refers you back to section 3,

4 basically.
,

5 Section 11, in any case, is totally nonrelevant to this
.

6 issue. It's only applicable _after commercial operation or

7 certification as a system.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. Please continue.

9 THE WITNESS: What I'm saying, by "not a
4

'

10 fabrication code," there is no installation, fabrication,

11 or inspection requirements in section 9, other than for

12 acceptability of the welder's test coupons, that he

'

13 performs, and welding procedure test coupons.-
, ,

!

| 14 By " fabrication tolerances," I'm talking about, oh,

; 15 misalignment, for example, in section 3 under " cut, lack
;

j 16 of fusion," outlining inspectors -- the authorized nuclear

17 inspector's duties in section 3, or the authorized'

| 18 inspectors duties in the SME section 1.

19 Section 9 is not something you could go out and

! 20 physically go out and construct anything to. That's the
:

| 21 distinction I'm attempting to draw here on page, whatever
!

22 it was -- 8, I think.
;

23 JUDGE BLOCH: Of course that's true also for the

' O.|

24 section NF; right? You couldn't construct --

25 THE WITNESS: No, sir.

. . . - . . - - . - , - , - . - - -.,-.-.- - - -.,--.--., ,_. .-. .~ . - _ - , -
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: What's the difference?

2 THE WITNESS: Section NF you can construct
[_.)''' 3 something to. Section NF of the code gives you design

4 criteria, procurement criteria, installation criteria, and

5 inspection criteria. Section 9 does not do that.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

7 BY MR. ROISMAN:

8 O I'm going to show you what appears to be the OA

9 portion of the FSAR for Comanche Peak, and ask you if you

10 could identify in it -- show us the chart that you were

11 referring to that lists the stainless steel liner plates

12 as "nonsafety." I don't think this is a trick question, I

(m, 13 just want the witness to do that so we will have it pinned
'w)

14 down.

15 MR. WATKINS: I do want to be sure this is the

16 current FSAR.

17 MR. ROISMAN: Okay. I think that's fair.

18 MR. WATKINS: I would like to ask or ask the

19 Chairman to ask whether the witness knows this is a

20 current copy of the FSAR. It's not an exhibit in this

21 phase of the proceeding.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Can the witness verify for us

r~s 23 whether or not this is a current copy of the FSAR?

24 THE WITNESS: No, I cannot.

25 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

l 3 what date that's relevant. We are going through a whole

4 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 l'ke the pages of
kJ

14 this document on which he's questioned bound into the

15 record.

16 JUDGE BLOCH: Any objection, Mr. Roisman?

17 MR. ROISMAN: I 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: Is it the current FSAR you wantf
i

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
e

4 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 now 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
i

! 11 them, is my understanding.
4

|
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.
i

j 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 --
t

i 25 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll use that as a basis for
?

!

:
.

_ , , - . - . _ . . - - , - . - - . - . - . - . , , - - . - , - . . - - - . - - , - . - , . . . . . . - - . -
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1 questions and then Mr. Watkins will correct it if it turns

2 out to be wrong.
(_)''/ 3 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Brandt seems to be still

4 looking and rather than have us all sit and look, he can

5 do that at a break and I'll just move on to something else

6 and he can do that later.

7 MR. WATKINS: I want to make sure he has enough

8 time to review.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: How much time do you need to

10 review that?

11 THE WITNESS: I don't know. The table is 50-something

12 pages long.

13 MR. ROISMAN: He indicated earlier, I think in

14 answer to a question about the appropriate table of the FSAR,

15 that this stainless steel liner was listed as "non-safety,"

16 and I'm asking him to identify where that is in there.

17 MR. WATKINS: To correct the testimony, that it

18 was "non-ASME."

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Non-ASME.

20 MR. ROISMAN: I believe it was non-safety. I

21 don't know what his current testimony is but --

22 THE WITNESS: What I intended was non-ASME. My

23 prefiled testimony clearly states that it is

24 safety-related, and it is considered safety-related by the

25 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
7
( )'' 3 next break and we can prolong that break if Mr. Brandt

4 needs it.

5 MR. ROISHAN: 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

11 to Mr. Watkins reading it during the break. It seems we

12 can have a stipulation of counsel as to what that table

r ~s 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 0 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 setO! i

24 of testimony and second filing? This is for your further

25 evidence submittal?

|

i
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l

l' MR. ROISMAN: You are asking me -- I don't know.
,

l' 2 I didn't divide up my questions, whether it was the first
.

3 or second set. I'm sorry.
.1

f 4 JUDGE BLOCH: Can you help us find it? |

5 MR. ROISMAN: Can you look at the contention?
!

6 Is that the question?

.

7- JUDGE BLOCH: We would like to11ook at the same
j

]
8 document Mr. Brandt is looking at. How can.we do that?

9 MR. ROISMAN: We didn't attach these to our
4

| 10 filing..

]

| 11 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. We don' t have them.
i
I

; 12 MR. ROISMAN: You have them only if you have
f
, . 13 them from another source than us. We have not filed the

! 14 document itself.
i

15 JUDGE BLOCH: We have not conducted an

j 16 investigation.
i

! 17 BY MR. ROISMAN:
i

j 18 Q Looking at 3, the chit, which is signed by
t

.{ 19 Mr. Wilkerson, it's dated 9/12/78; is that correct?

I 20 A Yes, it is.
i
I

; 21 O And line 2 of the five-line traveler on the
!

i
a 22 front.page has " sat," and is signed by Mr. Wilkerson, and
1

4 23 is dated 9/12/78; is that correct?

I
i 24 A Yes, it is.
(

25 Q Line 1 is signed by Mr. Evans, and a subsequent1
,

i
t

!

!
'

:

!
$

i
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1 date around the 3rd, it looks like the 3rd of March of

2 1983. Is that also your reading of it? '
,

'

3 A Yes, sir.
,

4 O Now, do I understand that your explanation of;

; 5 this is that'the inspector -- well, let me just ask you l

6 for your explanation. That will make it simpler.

7 How is it that if Mr. Wilkerson did both the number 1

8 and number 2 inspection on September 12, 1978, he only

9 entered it with respect to line 2 and not with respect to

I 10 line 1 on 9/12/787 -

,11 A Mr. Roisman, I think that's something we talked

12 about, about eight hours in September; and the fact that

13 my testimony, regarding this very form, was that it didn't
~N)

1

'

14 have enough lines. And that line 1 was not signed off

15 until the second fit-up and cleanliness inspection was+

16 performed.;

'

17 0 You mean, in other words, your hypothesis is
I
j 18 that Mr. Wilkerson did the test as required and filled out,
!

] 19 for line 1, the inspection, and filled out a chit and
1

20 didn't enter it on line 1 of the form because, if he did,

! 21 there wouldn't have been a line 1 of the form for purposes
!
'

22 of doing the second fit-up and cleanliness? And he

23 intended for the chit to be the evidence of thatO:

24 inspection?

25 A He intended for the chit to be the inspection of
i

,

,

!

. - -_ .. .. - . - .. - - - _ . . . . . - . , - . - - , - _ _ . . . - - - . . . - - - - . . . - . - , _ - . . . . . . . . - . . ._
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1 the -- I want to say outside, but in this case it's

2 actually the inside. This is a weld made from the backy,
i \
'J 3 side, contrary -- I don't want to confuse you. Most welds

4 are welded, the backing strip is tack welded on the back

5 side or concrete side, and welded from the water side.

6 This particular weld is welded -- it is tack welded --

7 the backing strip is tack welded on the inside and welded

8 the other way prior to concrete placement.

9 Q Okay. Regardless of that, what you are saying

10 is that for this weld there were two sets of fit-up and

11 cleanliness required and only one line to mark that that

12 had been inspected; right?

E 13 A Yes, sir./xsy

V
14 O And that Mr. Wilkerson didn't sign the one line

15 when he did the first of those two inspections but saved

16 that line so it could be signed for the second of those

17 two inspections; correct?

18 A Yes, sir.

19 Q Now, is Mr. Wilkerson still at the site, still

20 on the plant site?

21 A As far'as I know, yes, sir. I haven't been

22 there for a while.

gx 23 O Did you talk to him about this?

24 A He was -- it was discussed. I did not

25 personally discuss it with him.

!

L 1
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1 Q Who did discuss it with him?

2 A One of-two quality engineers that were working
_

3 on the, situation.'

N
'

,
. ,

4 Q' By "the situation'$what do you mean?
,

'
# ;5 A Why line 1 isn't sfined on some travelers.

)
,

; ' ' , 6 0 I see. Was it their' duty to report back to you'

'

, " j.

7| what they learned? /'
,

8 A I believe the way it came about was that I -- I
.

9 had discussed it with people, both in the craft and QC,

10 whenever this process first started. By "this process"
s'

11 I'm talkin'g about this particular proceeding. Due to my,

12 I want to say limited availability at the site, the TRT

w 13 was looking into liner plate travelers concurrent with my

14 testifying in these proceedings, so essentially there was

15 a parallel effort going between what I had done and what
\

16 the existing quality engineering organization had done.

17 I discussed the quality engineering's -- or quality

18 engineering's discussions with\ the inspectors that were

19 still there, with them as those' di e assions occurred.
'

20 Q Are they the sourcr ye testimony that what

21 happened was that Larry Wilke>aon aid the inspection of
'

22 the fit-up and cleanliness, the first fit-up and
1

' 23 cleanliness inspection on, when the five-line travelers

24 were in use that he did that and left the line bicnk,

25 intending the chit to be used as the verification that the

i

b e<,
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1 first inspection had been done?
,

2 A I don't want to say it was the source,

O'I 3 Mr. Roisman. I think I drew that conclusion on the paper
i

4 that's in front of me. That substantiated my filing.;

5 0 Well, then is the other true? . Is Mr. Wilkerson

6 not a source of'that conclusion by you?

7 A .I~ guess I don't understand, Mr. Roisman. I told

8 you I didn't personally talk to Larry Wilkerson.
~

9 Q That's right..

! 10 A .I told you I independently drew-the same
i

11 conclusion that quality engineering did, by talking.to
,t

'
12 Larry Wilkerson.

13 Your question to me is what is my source? My source, I

14 guess, in answer to your question, is the paper in front

15 of me.

16 O And nothing more than that?
, ,

17 A I didn't say that.

18 O I want you to pin your source for me, Mr. Brandt,.

. 19 so I can test it. I don't think that's an unreasonable
|

20 thing to ask you; do you?

21 A I don't think it's unreasonable at all,.

22 Mr. Roisman. But just like so many other things in this

23 proceeding, I don't know what you are asking.{ -q,

Q)'

24 JUDGE BLOCH: Do you know whether quality
s

25 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.

4 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 O Yes.

,m 23 A No, there's more on the chit that would indicate
k
'~'

24 to me that it is the first fit-up.

25 O What is it? Is it the WMR number?
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1 A Yes, it is.<

2 Q Now, look on the first' page of the traveler,

3 please. I guess it's the first page?

4 A The first page of the five-line?

5 Q Yes. Right.

6 A Okay.

7 O Now, on the line where that_WMR number appears,

8 which is the first line, there's a number 2, and then

9 above that "first fit, 2." Is that correct?

10 A Yes, it is.

11 Q And what is that designed to denote? What is

i 12 that line supposed to be telling us?

13 A That -- welding consumables drawn on WORAOl7 and

i 14 143, using well procedure 88125, were used and performance

! 15 of the first fit-up up and the tacking of the backing

i 16 strip to the two plates referenced on the top part of the
,

17 traveler.
,

18 Q So that the WMR number is a number for both the

19 second step and the first step; correct? The first

' 20 inspection and the second inspection?
,

21 A As a practical matter, Mr. Roisman, I think
;

22 you'll find that's true for all of them.

I 23 Q But my --

24 A The answer to your question is "yes." But I'm
i
' 25 not sure you understand why.
!

. _ - . - _ . . - - . . ._- _ _ _ - - - - - , - _ . , - - - - ,. ..__,._-.-_m..-. . - . . - - - , - , . _ , _ . . - . , . . _ - . _ , . _ - _ -
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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~'

4 looking at the tacks that are maintained in the fit-up.

5 BY MR. ROISMAN:

6 O Which comes first, step 1 or step 2?

7 A It depends on how it was fit up. It could have

8 been done simultaneously.

9 0 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

r~s 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: Is 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'll answer your question. If you want a practical answer

11 I will. If 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

f. 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.

O- 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 thisj

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:)

f 18

19

20

i 21

22

'

24
i

25i

i

I

,

(
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1 BY MR. ROISMAN:

' 2 O I'm going to show you what is marked as

> 3 construction procedure 31-1195-CCP-38, revision 3; and for7

'

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

8 hold point which precedes the visual testing of the
T

9 backing strip tacks fillet weld, and that you must do

i 10 cleanliness before the tacks.
I
I 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 bar weld.

15 0 Can you tell me who is governed by this
!

j 16 construction procedure? Was Mr. Wilkerson? Strike that.

i 17 Was the inspector doing inspections at the time this
!

| 18 procedure was in effect, was he governed by this, or was
i

j 19 it only the construction people who were governed by it?

[ 20 A The inspection procedure defined a QC inspector's
i

21 responsibility.j

! 22 O Looking at CP QCI-2.11 rev. 2, which is dated 1/9/78, i

|
i

j 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 |,

|

J

!

!

,

. _ _ _ _
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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 0 All right. Now I would like you to look at.

6 pages 45,420 and 45,421 of your prefiled testimony that

7
j,

was originally dated October 3, but filed on October 1,

| 8 1984. And starting on line 7 of 45,420 and going over to

9 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.
I

15 THE WITNESS: Please restate your question.

! 16 BY MR. ROISMAN:
1

17 0 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

i 19 you do the tack welding before you do the fit-up and
i
1 20 cleanliness inspection and that that's an explanation that
i

! 21 you give for another apparent discrepancy in documentation?
,

I

| 22 A I'm trying to figure out how I can answer your |

23 question without confusing the issue more.Oi

| 24 In order for a fit-up to be maintained and thereby
i

25 signed off, whether you are talking about a fit-up of two |

|

i

|

I

l



21189.0 20659
BRT

1 pieces of pipe, two pieces of, in this case liner plate,

2 or a fit-up of a piece of angle to a piece of plate, it

'

3 has to be tacked. Otherwise the fit-up is not maintained.

4 If you have two pieces of plate that are physically

5 separated by, say a quarter of an inch, and there's not

6 something absolutely maintaining that quarter-inch

7 separation, there's no way of signing off the fit-up as

8 proper.-

9 O So you are saying that every time a fit-up was

10 verified, it had to have been preceded by a tacking weld

11 on any of these liner plates?

12 A There had to be a tack weld holding --

13 maintaining the space, not necessarily the tack weld that

14 attached the backing strip to the liner plate.

15 0 What would the tack weld be attaching? What two

16 things would be being attached by it?

17 A Possibly the spacer bar in the plates. I'm not

18 sure. There's a spacer bar inside -- this weld is a bad

19 example, as I said, because it's welded the wrong way, but

20 on a conventional plate-to-plate weld there's a spacer bar

21 which maintains the gap between the two plates. But

22 there's nothing that prevents the two plates -- the spacer

23 bar from a physical limitation prevents the two plates

24 being drawn closer together, and in order for them to be

25 drawn closer together for a practical purpose they would
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1 have to crush or displace the spacer bar.

2 But there's nothing, without either the plates being
/9\> 3 welded to the spacer, tack welded to the spacer, or the-

4 backing strip tack welded to the plates, that would keep

5 the plates from drawing further apart from one another.

6 0 Is the spacer bar left in?

7 A No. It's removed.

8 O So if it had been tacked in, you'd have to

9 physically remove the wold, right, break the weld in some

10 way?

11 A Yes.

12 O Does that seem plausible, that they would have

13 done that?

14 A I don't know. You've got me at a loss because I

15 don't I'm sitting here trying to figure out how they--

16 tacked it together to sign off. I understand the point

17 you are trying to make and I'm really trying to answer you

18 to the best of my ability. And I wasn't there when it was

19 done so I'm at a disadvantage.

20 JUDGE BLOCil: If you don't know you can always

21 say you don't know.

22 Tile WITNESS: That is the answer, Judge Bloch.

23 I'm trying to hypothesize and answer his questions. If

24 I'm not supposed to do that I'll be glad to stop.

25 I'm trying to be as honest as I can and yet explain
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1 both the fabrication and inspection sequence.

2 BY MR. ROISMAN:
0
\- 3 Q The two plates that are to have a certain

4 distance between them, they are set down and then moved to

5 the point where the construction people believe that they

6 have the right distance between them; correct?

7 A What do you mean " set down," Mr. Roisman?

8 0 Well, they are leaned up against the wall or

9 laid down against the wall, wherever the welding work is

10 going to be done; right? They are not hanging in the air?

11 A Dut if you have two plates that are to be fit to

12 where the seam is a horizontal weld seam between two

13 vertical plates, there has to be something to keep -- or

14 even a horizontal weld -- there has to be something that

15 maintains the gap at a fixed distance.

16 Q It could be just the weight of the plates:

17 couldn't it? I mean, if they weighed 2300 pounds each, it

18 wouldn't be easily moved.

19 A or horizontal -- you could bump it, move it

20 quite easily -- excuse me -- I mean for a vertical weld.

21 For a vertical seam, if two plates were butted up as they

22 were fabricating the liner out of place, if you had bumped

23 either plate it would tend to broaden the gap.

24 0 Do either the construction or inspection

25 procedures tell us how they were to deal with this dilemma

.
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1 that you are presenting?

2 A It is more construction practice, Mr. Roisman,

i 3 than something -- there's several different ways to do it.

4 I don't know how that was done. That's clearly my answer.

5 o 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 doner is

10 that correct? That's one option?

11 A Yes, sir.

12 Q Another option is that the spacer bar was tack

13 welded in place and then the inspection was done; is that-m

)

14 correct?

15 A That's an optiont yes, sir.

16 O 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 platest correct?

21 A Yes, sir.

22 O nut in the case of the tacking -- of the backing

23 strip, you would actually be overlapping the point wheregs
(~/

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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1 tacking -- that the backing strip has been tacked to;

2 would it's,_

()
3 A Please repeat your question.'-

l

4 O If the backing strip were tacked on to the two '

5 plates, you wouldn't be able to do a cleanliness

6 inspection for the side of the weld that the backing strip

7 was applied to, because the backing strip would be

8 covering part of what you had to look at to determine

9 cleanliness; wouldn't it?

10 A There is no weld on that side, Mr. Roisman.

11 JUDGE BLOCil: Cleanliness, as I understand your

12 testimony, would be an inspection by eye of the inside of

- 13 the tacking strip and the edges of the metal? Is that

14 what you are saying?

15 TI!E WITNESS: No , sir. Judge Bloch, I offered

16 when we first got into this to draw a picture, and I think<

17 we are to the point in order to explain this and ever end

18 this conversation --

19 JUDGE BLOCil Let's do it. Draw a picture.

20 Do we have a white piece of paper that we can put into

21 the record later?

22 (Discussion off the record.)
23 JUDGE BLOCil: Could you help the witness so he

'

24 can mark what he's done and then describe it orally.
!

! 25 (Discussion off the record.).
|

|
i

|
!
l

._. .- -- - , - . - , - - - - .-- . . -- - , - _ _ _ , _ - . , . -
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll take a status check in 10

2 minutes.
I T
\-s' 3 (Recess.)

4 JUDGE BLOCH: The hearing will come to order.

5 Mr. Watkins, would you like to conduct the examination

6 which will enable us to identify the drawing and insert it

7 into the transcript for reference?

8 MR. WATKINS: Sure.

9 EXAMINATION

10 BY MR. WATKINS:

11 O Mr. Brandt, will you explain this drawing,

12 please?

(- 13 MR. ROISHAN: Why don't we give it an
V)

14 identification first?

15 JUDGE BLOCH: If we are going to bind it into

16 the record -- okay. Call it the Brandt diagram.

17 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I'm going to give a

18 copy to Mr. Brandt, the original to the reporter. May we

19 have it bound in at this point?

20 JUDGE BLOCH: Let's label it the Brandt diagram.

21 (The document follows:)

22

24

25

.-_
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1 THE WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, I have got the

2 original back and I'm going to identify the spacer bar, as

! \~/ 3 you suggested on the break.
a r,

4 Cn top of the drawirig, if you will, the top indication-<

1

5 on this page, the top shaded-in material between the

6 fit-up gap is the spacer bar, and I'm going to so note it

7 on the original of the drawing.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: The spacer bar fills the fit-up
4

9 gap?

10 THE WITNESS, Correct.
e

i 11 JUDGE BLOCH: For this particular weld? Is that

12 what this is?
3

'13 THE WITNESS: This is for a typical weld, yours,

i 14 Honor. This one, of all the welds we could have chosen,

15 this is atypical because it's exactly backwards.

16 11R. WATKINS: By "this," do you mean weld 663?
,

17' THE WITNESS: Yes, I do.

| 18 The two plates are drawn together and a spacer bar is

19 inserted.
i
'

20 JUDGE JORDAN: This is a typical weld, not this
a

; 21 unusual weld; is that correct?

22 THE WITNESS: Right. I think it will serve the,

|.

| 23, same purpose, Dr. Jordan, in the way of explanation. This i

24 weld that we have been discussing is essentially the same
'

/

25 thing only it's reversed with respect to water side,

... .

)*

| I
'

<

i

'

+

f .

___
*
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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
4

4 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..

8 The purpose of conducting the initial fit-up inspection,

9 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. It'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

,

d

, , . . , , ,r- ,._ _s~~_e , . . - . , , . _ . . . . - . , _ , . . . . - - - _ . . - . _ _ , _ . ~ . , ,- . _ - . , . _ _-
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1 going to be placed holding this backing strip'to the two

2 liner plates crack and'the backing bar falls off into the
,

3 leak chase channel, when you come around to the inside or

4 water side of the weld to deposit that weld, you now have

5 no backing strip.

6 Do you follow me? The weld would have to be made with

7 a welder qualified to an open butt procedure rather than a

8 welder qualified with backing; or the backing strip would

9 have to be reinserted to slide it through the opening and

10 retack it.

| 11 JUDGE BLOCH: If the backing strip were just not

12 firm, then couldn't there be a shift occurred during the
,

13 welding of the inside so that you'd actually have a

14 structural problem in the inside weld?

15 THE WITNESS: No, sir. Let me take you through

16 the sequence and then(I'll offer the explanation.

17 At any rate, the surface that you are interested in

18 when you are signing -- if we can assume for a moment,
,

19 just for reasons of explanation, that when the inside

20 fit-up -- excuse me -- outside, concrete side fit-up and

21 cleanliness inspection are performed, that step 1 would be

22 formed as Mr. Roisman has suggested. This is, as I say,

23 just for explanation purposes only. And let's insert a

24 new line, call it line 1-A, just for purposes of this,

25 explanation.

;

. - - _ . _ .- .-_-, . _ . . . - _ , - . . . - . , , - . .- . _ . - _ - - ,. . . .
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1 At the. time the.inside -- outside fit-up, or concrete

2 side fit-up -- or what's referred to in the travelers in
._

3 many cases as first fit -- is done,'you are interested in
.

4 verifying that the gap between the two abutting plates is

5 - proper and that the surface that I've labeled there as " surface

6 AA" is cleaned.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Are there tack welds at that point?

8 THE WITNESS: This is the point that Mr. Roisman

9 and I discussed this morning. There are several

10 possibilities.

11 The one possibility we didn't explore is construction

12 could have cleaned it in this configuration and had the

13 inspector there while they tacked it in place. In that-

14 situation the inspector would be signing line 1 and line 2

15 at the same time he saw him do it. That's a possibility

16 that we did not discuss this morning -- not this morning,

17 in the earlier session. At any rate --

18 JUDGE BLOCH: Is that just a possibility or.is

19 that what was required by the procedure?

20 THE WITNESS: The procedure required

21 verification of both, Judge Bloch. I can't sit here and

22- tell you how it was done. I can think of at least three

23 ways to do it.

. O
24 JUDGE BLOCH: The procedure is supposed to say

25 the way it's done. You not only write procedures, you
i

|

|

i
.
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1 interpret them and make sure your men follow them.

2 THE WITNESS: The procedure implies that it's

I,,/i'- 3 supposed to be clean before the tack weld is made. That's

4 clear.

5 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

g-) 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?

17 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
1

23 and a step 1-A, the step 1-A being the inside fit-up and |-)
V

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, or 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 is 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

!
!

f

- . - . . .. . . ... . . ~ . - , . , _ - - - - - - , - - . - _ . . - .
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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.
,_s

h>

3 JUDGE BLOCH: What is going to be inspected for

4 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

8 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.

I 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 O 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

. 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?

8 THE WITNESS: That's what I'm saying. If you'll
1

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

11 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, the channel flange itself.
Ow1

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

I' 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

i

i

i

1

. . _ . _, _ . ._ _- .. _ _ - . _ . _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ .
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: I notice in the third drawing that
i

2 you've drawn it so that the weld comes on a portion of the I

[_ t
'/ 3 channel? 4

!

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?

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

11 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, the 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
1

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 --

O
24 rebar is installed behind it, studs are shot onto the

25 reinforcing plates and the liner, to be embedded in

F
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1 concrete, and concrete is placed.

_
2 At this point, after concrete placement, the channel

3 and the backing strip are inaccessible. They are now in~

4 concrete -- excuse me, the back side of the backing strip

5 is now inaccessible.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: So when you say " reverify fit-up,"
}

7 but cleanliness isn't reverification. This is a different

8 cleanliness check; is that right?

9 THE WITNESS: The inside cleanliness is to

10 verify that the cleanliness on the inside is clean prior'

11 to commencement of welding from that side.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Knowing that does not let you know
J

f- 13 whether the cleanliness of step 1 was done properly on the
V)

14 outside?

15 THE WITNESS: No. But that's the point I'm

16 trying to make.

17 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay.

18 THE WITNESSs At the point in the fabrication

19 sequence to where you get to the fourth picture down --

20 chronologically we are in that timeframe now -- you have
,

21 only performed one inspection at that point that's

22 critical -- it's not even critical but it's important to

23 quality or safety, and that is the visual inspection ofO
! 24 that fillet weld attaching the channel to the back of the

25 liner plate.;

<

1

, y , , - _. , _ . . - , . - . , - ,,--.m. ,, . , , ,,
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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

4 gap is proper when you attach the backing strip and

5 ultimately the leak chase channel to the back side of the

6 liner is to minimize your construction list. Once the

7 leak chase channel is welded to the liner, the liner isn't

8 going anywhere. However, if that gap is wrong at that

9 point, it is going to involve much more costly rework than

10 if the gap was proper.

11 The reason I say the backing strip weld, the visual

12 inspection of the backing strip tack welds and the

r3 13 cleanliness of the back side of the liner is not important
V

14 is, the purpose of performing that inspection is to give

15 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,f-

b
24 or you can try to reaf fix the backing strip. In either

25 case, it's also on a construction risk basis because it's

_ _
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d

'1 reverified.

2 So, from a practical matter, and from a quality' matter --

i 3 assuming, as Mr. Roisman did in his -- I believe inferred
i

; 4- in his opening statement, that the purpose of quality was-
i

| 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
i

11 other functions, I think. That's the only point I'm

| 12 trying to make.

i 13. IIe re , 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.
a

j 16 JUDGE BLOCH: Your inspectors do it the same way,

f 17 regardless of the purpose?
!

j 18 Tile WITNESS: Right. I'm not -- I'm just

19 attempting to define the reason for structuring thej
'

i

20 inspection program that way. The inspector's function is

i 21 to follow the inspection procedure. But from a realistic
,

22 standpoint, if you are at the fourth picture, the only
1

| 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

;

i

!

!

. . _ . _ - . . _ . _ _ _ . _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ . . , . . _ _ _ . _ - _ , _ . , . . . , _ . . . _ . _ . . _ , _ . - . . , - . . - - , . . _ _ - _ . . _ ., _ . _ . . . _ . , _ . --
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1 safety significance is the visual inspection of that fillet

2 weld attaching the -- excuse me, there's two. The
,_
( )
N/ 3 cleanliness inspection prior to making the fillet weld

4 between the liner plate and leak chase channel, which is

5 step 3 on the traveler, and step 4 on the traveler which

6 is the visual inspection of the fillet weld.

7 JUDGE BLOCH: Does the leak chase channel

8 collect fluid that may come through that weld so you know

9 there's a leak? Is that the purpose?

10 THE WITNESS: The purpose of the leak chase

11 channel is to collect any leakage that seeps through that

12 joint for whatever reason. It's a second safeguard, if

r~s 13 you will, and it's collected in a sump under the liner;
i iv'

14 yes, sir.

15 At this point, as I stipulated in picture 4, the gap is

16 reverified and the cleanliness of the surfaces to be

17 joined is verified. And in this hypothetical traveler,

18 line 1-A would be signed off, for fit-up and cleanliness

19 of the inside inspection.

20 At that point, the joint is welded out and you would

21 see it in a configuration as is the fifth picture from the

22 top, once step 5 is signed off.

23 BY MR. ROISMAN:7-
V

24 0 In the lined area in step 5 now, that's not the

25 spaccr bar but is the weld?

_ __
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j

| 1 A Yes, sir, it is.

; -- 2 0 '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
1

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
,

i
; 13 the tack welding would be done. Is that correct?
i

! 14 A I'm sorry, Mr. Roisman. I missed your second
I
'

15 hypothetical.,

16 O I was trying to find out the three ways in which

i 17 one -- in which you hypothesize that one would properly do

j 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.
1

i

21 The second one, was it?'

22 THE WITNESS: The first was that you tack the|
i

j 23 spa'cer bar to the plates, the third one was do it
'

24 simultaneously. 1 don't remember what the second was.
1

25 JUDGE BLOCH: The second was tacking in the

i

,

I

o
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1 backing strip.

. 2 HMR . ROISMAN: The spacing bar.
i

,

3 JUDGE BLOCH: The. backing strip..

4 MR.-ROISMAN: That's right, backing strip.

5 Excuse me. Correct.

. 6 THE WITNESS: Spacer bar, one; backing strip,

7 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.
~

l2 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.
-

s

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 for4

,

21 surfaces AA?
!

22 A Are you asking is that a possibility?

| 23 Q Yes.

24 A Yes, that's a possibility.,

1

25 Q And the form. don't tell us when there is not --

'
, ._. -. - . . _ - . . - - - . _ - . - . . - - . - - - - - .------ -- . . - - - - . - , . -
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1 when you are using the five-line report in the NDE chit,

1 2 you can't tell which, if any of those four possibilities

)
'' 3 are used, do they? It is not broken up enough to tell how

4 they followed the steps; is it?

5 A Using your hypothesis, you are hypothesizing

6 that cleanliness was not performed at all.
!

' 7 Q No. I'm just saying you can't tell from the

8 documentation which of those four procedures, one of which

9 would be "no cleanliness test done" -- in fact basically

10 two of them were, wouldn't they?

11 A No.

12 O If you put the spacer plate -- if you put the;.

13 spacer bar in and welded it, then it's possible to do
,

; 14 cleanliness and fit-up inspection without any obstruction.
,

15 If you are physically there before they put the backing

16 plate on and you verify fit-up and cleanliness before they

17 tack on the backing plate, then you have done both steps.

18 But if they put the backing plate on before you got there to

19 do any inspection, you can't do the cleanliness inspection

20 for surfaces AA; can you? They have obstructed your view?
1

21 A Since we are on the hypothetical, Mr. Roisman,

22 surfaces AA that are of concern is the surface of AA which

23 falls under the tack.

24 Q Correct.
.

'

25 A I find it totally improbable, due to the nature i

|

|
;

- - - __.. . .. _ . .- .- ._ .. . - - . ._
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I 1 of the tacking on of the backing strip, they are not done
1

1

2 at prescribed intervals. It's an intermittent-type '

3 welding operation -- in that the distance between any two j
'

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.
;

8 JUDGE BLOCH: If 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,
!

g 13 are not fillet welds. They are only 3/8 of an inch long.
1

14 JUDGE BLOCH: Once they are on there, even the4

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 --
1

23 JUDGE BLOCH: It only has to be cleaned under0,

24 the tack welds which are already on?

25 THE WITNESS: No, sir. Maybe I'm confusing you

|

- . . . . .- - , - - - - - - . . - - - , - . . - , - - - - - . - - - - - --
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'l with from a practical consideration, or the purpose behind

2 the inspection versus what the procedures require.

- 3 The procedures require that the whole area be clean.

4 The purpose of doing such is to assure that you have a

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: Oxay. 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

13 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 O 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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d

1 covered by the backing strip as well as the portion of the

. 2 plate that's going to have the fillet weld that's going to

'

3 hold the backing strip in place clean; isn't that true?
A

4 A If you are referring to the tack weld that holds
, -

5 the backing strip in place, that's true, Mr. Roisman.-

6 0 But on line 2 of the five line traveler, it can
;

7 be tack or fillet weld, isn't it? The inspection calls
i

| 8 for either tack or fillet weld, doesn't it?

'

9 A Yes, sir.

| 10 0 So there are times when the backing strip is

11 being laid in with a fillet weld and not a tack weld; '

4

12 correct?

13 A Yes, sir. For certain types of welds that's theO]

14 case. But a fillet -- a tack weld is a fillet weld. But;

15 in some cases the fillet welds are continuous.
i

16 0 What is this line on line 2 of the five-line
i

| 17 traveler which has " backing strip tack / fillet welds
,

j 18 intended to communicate to the inspector"; what's he
!

19 supposed to be looking at?
,

,

20 A flowever the backing strip is af fixed. to the
i

21 plate. ;

i 22 O You mean there's no procedure as to whether it !

i

23 is to be done with a tacking or a fillet weld?

|
24 A I think I tried to tell you, Mr. Roisman, a tack !;

t

25 weld is a fillet weld.4

i !
4

- , - - - .-- - __- . - -.. . . .. - ..-.._ . - . - - - _ . -
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1 JUDGE BLOCH: He meant with an interrupted tack

2 weld or a continuous fillet weld.

3 THE WITNESS: I don't believe the drawings ever

4 require a continuous fillet weld.

5 . JUDGE BLOCH: It was the option of the welder?

6 THE WITNESS: It was a construction option due
..

7 to the nature of the joint being fitted.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: Do we know it was a construction

9 option or is that what the procedure says?

10 THE WITNESS: I'm telling you I don't know.

11 It's not in the procedure. It would be on the drawing.

12 For embedded plates, I know the construction sequence was
,

13 they fillet welded using a continuous fillet weld of the,

'

14 backing strip to the embed, to hold the backing strip

j 15 rigidly against the embed; place this embed, with its now
<

16 fillet welded backing strip, and tack welded the backing

17 strip on the side of the liner. Picture, if you will, a

18 wall with a hole cut out for a window.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: As I understand, it's being held

20 firmly by the continuous weld on the outside. Why would

21 you tack weld on the inside?

22 THE WITNESS: I didn't say the inside. I said

23 on the plate side.

i 24 If you have a wall with a window cut out of it, you are

.| 25 going to put a window in. You install a backing strip,

4

1
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1

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: I'm beginning to feel that if this

gg 13 is important we need another drawing.
V

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 O 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:

O
24 0 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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1 whether he's supposed to put in a full fillet weld or only

2 tacking fillet welds?

3 A I think I said I don't know, Mr. Roisman. .I'm
.

4 telling you what they did.
~

5 O How do you know that'that's what they did?

6 A The traveler clearly indicates that on some of

7 them there's an embed fillet weld, and taat's what it

8 refers to. I talked to the construction foreman that did

9 it.

10 0 Whoksthat?

11 A Craig Fowles.

12 O And you didn't ask him whether he was following
,

13 a drawing or not? You just asked him what he did?

14 A I didn't see that it made a whole lot of

15 difference.

16 O That wasn't my question either. My question was:

17 You didn't ask him, did you?

18 A No.

19 O So you don't know what he was supposed to do.

20 All you know is what he did do?

21 A. No. I think what I said was: I don't know, I

22 don't believe that it's specified in the procedure whether

23 it can be a tack weld or a fillet weld. A tack weld by no

24 code has no maximum dimension, and what I said is I do not

25 know if the drawings required for these embedded plates to



._.. .- - . -=-

21189.0 20687
BRT

1 be a continuous fillet.

2 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Roisman, I don't
O
\- 3 want to derail this discussion now that we've passed the

4 point that I have a question on, but nevertheless, was

5 there any difference between example 2 and example 4 that
1

6 you gave?
i

7 MR. ROISMAN: No.

8 JUDGE GROSSMAN: 2, if I understand it, was tack

i 9 welding the backing strip on without having examined the

10 liner plate for cleanliness; and I believe 4 was the same

11 thing.

12 MR. ROISMAN: That's right. The only difference

13 was that Mr. Brandt accepted number 3 as one of the-

14 hypotheses and when it was expressed as number 4 he
;

15 categorized it as highly improbable, which I suspect is

i

16 just a confusion on his part.

17 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Let's assume we are using

18 exaniple 2 : once a backing strip is tack welded on, it is,

i

19 never removed; isn't that correct, Mr. Brandt? *

' 20 Tile WITNESS: That's correct.

21 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Okay. Fine.

22 JUDGE BLOCil: I think it would be preferable not

23 to characterize testimony or statements by counsel.

O.4

'
24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

.

25 O Now, Mr. Brandt, let's go back to pages 45,420

t
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1 and 45,421, where you have -- where what you were

2 discussing was an apparent problem identified in a CASE,

s

'3 filing of " rods appear to have been burned prior to the

4 fit-up and cleanliness inspection," which starts at 45,419

5 where you are asked the question.
,

6 MR. WATKINS: Before you do that, have you

7 finished with 663?

8 MR. ROISMAN: No.

9 MR. WATKINS: We are still on the first weld. I

10 wanted to bind it into the record at this point but it can

11 wait.

12 BY MR. ROISMAN:

13 O Mr. Brandt, my question to you was, as IO
14 understand your explanation, your explanation was that,

j 15 well, you could burn rods before you did the first
'

16 inspection because you would be tacking on the backing
i

17 strip in order to keep the two plates from moving apart

18 from each other. Isn't that what the essence of your

! 19 explanation is, starting on page 45,4207

20 A Yes, sir.

21 O And isn't it true that, if that were the case
,

i

j 22 then, absent the -- well, strike that that according to
|

--

1

23 your testimony on pages 45,419 through 45,421, you were0 |
|

| 24 hypothesizing that the cleanliness and fit-up inspection
t

| 25 take place after the tacking is done; isn't that true?

|
6

, -_. _. - .. . . .- . . _ - - . . _ . _ . _ -_ __ -.- - .
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4

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

4 done after?

|
5 O That cleanliness and fit-up inspection was done 1

6 after the tacking was done.
!

7 A The signature on line 1 was done after the !

i
8 tacking was done; yes, sir.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: That's your hypothesis there? Is

10 that right?

I 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 --
!

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Let me ask --)
.

i 16 BY MR. ROISMAN:
i

17 Q I'm asking you to look at your words, Mr. Brandt.
i
j 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 youOi

24 please read the question and then read your answer.;

i

|
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. In all these cases that I have

4 in front of me, I believe the only rod burn prior to the

j 5 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 materin1.";

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

i 13 right.
I

i 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

i 17 inspector was verifying this at the time of the fit-up, or

| 18 if he verified that this afternoon the two plates were
,

1

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

Oi

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,

O 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. It's wrong. I don't

9 agree with you but --

1

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<

1

; 15 cleanliness today and fit-up inspection tomorrow, when do

16 I sign line 17 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

t 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
4

4
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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.
r~%
k- 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 JUDGE 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
i ;

11 explain it.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Wait -- this should not -- why

; 13 don't you explain it to us? If you can explain it to your
i
i 14 counsel, you can explain it to us.

15 THE WITNESS: I failed on three occasions, your
.

16 Honor.
4

17 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Answer one question of mine

18 before you do that. That is, are we discussing cases now

I 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,

t

i
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,

,

!
1 ' actually signed off.

,

2
, JUDGE GROSSMAN: That's what I'm asking you,

(h ).*
3 then.--

y

4 THE WITNESS: We are talking of a period of a

5 day or two. And what I'm trying to say is if the fit-up

6 inspection,,or what's termed here the fit-up and

7 cleanliness inspection, was called for late one afternoon --

8 say even at noon -- and I came over and said: Okay, it's

9 clean, go ahead and tack it; and I wanted to wait until

10 after -- as I said before -- to maintain that the gap was

11 maintained at an acceptable level, or acceptable interval

12 prior to signing step 1, and I didn't get back to inspect-
.

gw 13 or finish the inspection until the next morning, I would
b

14 sign it the next morning which would explain the one-day

15 difference.

16 ! JUDGE GROSSMAN: Okay. Although this is not

17 evidence, Mr. Roisman, do you agree that these are all one

18 or two days,that we are talking about now, in which thei

19 rods were burned and the inspection signed off?,,

' '

20 ' MR . ROISMAN: I don't have those right here in

21 front of me but my recollection is we were talking about,

22 days as opposed to months or years.

''i 23 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, I suggest the

LO
,

36 24 witness be allowed to pull the travelers about which he

25 was talking in hds testimony.
,

, v- - . r , - . . . .-y -- -1- . - y ..--r--- , .-. ...,y - , , , ,s- -m,. +



21189.0 20694
BRT

1 MR. ROISMAN: If the question is troublesome, hc

2 cught to be able to explain it on that basis because
,_

/
k ') 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 right. 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

17 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

f- 23 to make, Dr. Jordan. I failed for 15 minutes now.
(3/

24 JUDGE BLOCH: The problem is when the word " performed"

25 is used on 45,422. You read it " signed" instead of " performed."

l

. . _ ,
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1 THE WITNESS: That's what I was trying to

2 explain to you, Judge Bloch, that it's not clear. The way

- - 3 it reads right now it says " inspection performed." What I

4 was thinking at that time, or October 3 or whatever it was,

5 was " signed."

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Now I at least understand what you

7 were trying to explain.
3

8 BY MR. ROISMAN:
i

9 Q But Mr. Brandt, you went over that testimony

! 10 after October 3, didn't you?

11 A I ran through it quickly; yes, sir.
;

12 O Quickly?

13 A I was leaving the country. I read through it

14 quickly.
,

J

15 O So that the changes that we see that are written

16 all over that draft testimony, taken October 3rd, are not

17 your changes?

18 A Yes, they are. That was done at a period from

19 about 9:30 or 10:00 Thursday morning, October 4; and about

20 1:00, October 4th.

21 Q And that's the sum total of all the looking --*

22 or, if you will, relooking that you did of the October 3

23 testimony, that you did before it was filed in final form?

24 A Yes, sir.

25 O Mr. Brandt, I would like you to take a look at;

:

'
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1 page -- well, you don't even have to take a look at it.

2 You did testify, did you not,~in reference to the
r

3 question about Mr. Duncan signing a number of travelers,-

4 all apparently on one day, and the question that CASE

5 presented was: It didn't seem plausible that one person

6 could do that. Your testimony was depending on how many

7 the millwright shop would have ready, he could have done4

8 even more than that; isn't that true?

9 A Yes, sir.

10 0 So I take it if you were going to go out and3

11 make an inspection of cleanliness only on a weld, and even

12 as soon as the next morning come back in order to verify.,

< 13 that the fit-up was proper, absent some paperwork, you

i ~ 14 might not have any idea whether you had done a cleanliness
!

15 inspection on that weld the day before or not; would you?

16 A You are assuming, Mr. Roisman, that these -- at

17 least that's what I read into your statement -- that these
1

18 are at scattered locations. Generally they were in a very

19 programmatic or systematic-type sequence. They didn't

20 move, for example, from one area to 60 feet away to make

j 21 another inspection at another side of the cavity, to make
,

; 22 another fit-up inspection.

23 O But all these welds look the same; don't they?g-)
(_/

'

24 A No. No.

} 25 O All these plate-to-plate welds are so

1
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1 distinctive that you could remember when you came back j

2 that you had actually looked at weld 404 the evening

fD |
N/ 3- before? |

4 A I didn't say that.

5 O That's what I want to know about. How do you

6 know that when you came back and saw the backing strip

7 tacked up there, that that's one of them you had done the
,

8 cleanliness inspection on six hours earlier or 12 hours
!

9 earlier?

10 A I don't know what Mr. Duncan was working with.
s

11 O Whether it is Mr. Duncan or any of the other

12 people. My question to you is: Without making a written --

13 some kind of written record that you have done the
i .

14 cleanliness inspection for a particular weld, it-is really
1

!

15 very difficult to know when you returned to that weld and

16 the backing strip is on it, that that is one of those you

17 did the cleanliness inspection on; isn't it?

18 A But you're assuming he didn't make a note to'

19 himself on a marked up drawing or something. I'm not,

!

20 willing to make the assumption. And in the particular

'

21 case that you mentioned, I know Mr. Duncan quite well.

22 Mr. Duncan is a very competent inspector.

23 0 Mr. Duncan was only used to reference somebody

O
24 who did a lot of inspections. He's not necessarily the

25 one who did the ones on the early 400s.
,

4

)
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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
T>

J 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 0 You are perfectly willing to look at anything

10 you want, but let's be clear I wasn't asking about

11 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: Giveng w)(''
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.

21 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

C
24 could be done in a matter of seconds.

25 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I suggest the witness

|
._
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|

t 1 be permitted to look at the travelers.

i . 2 THE WITNESS: There is no coming back to the

3 inspection on an inside fit-up. It's either there or not.-

p 4 BY MR. ROISMAN:
|

5 0 I'm talking now about the concrete side

6 inspection before the backing strip.is tacked on. And my<

7 question to you is: If you don't have a record that you

j 8 .did the cleanliness inspection, and you don't make your
'

9 record until after you do the fit-up inspection, how can

i 10 you be confident as an inspe'ctor that the weld for which
i

11 you are doing the fit-up inspection is one that you had

4 12 earlier done an unrecorded clean-up inspection --

I 13 cleanliness inspection on?
i

14 A If we are talking about outside fit-up
|

4
15 cleanliness and fit-up inspections, unless you have some

16 record and you have done a number of them, as you have
,

17 hypothesized, it would be very difficult if not impossible
i
i 18 to accurately remember what you did.
4

| 19 O Okay. That's all I wanted to know. Thank you.
!

20 Now, I would like to show you two -- well -- I'm going',

21 to show you a copy of the traveler for weld number 236,-

:

; 22 and traveler for weld number 663. And I have one question
!

23 for you.
: O 24 Can you explain why it is for 236 an NCR was written
,

25 and for 663 no NCR was written?;

!

I

,

,

;

i

. _ . , ._ . __ ~ . _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . , _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ - _ - . , _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ . . _ . , , . . _ , - . _ , . . , _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ . _ , . . . _ _ . . , _ . _ _ . , _



. -

21189.0 20700
BRT

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.

4. MR. ROISMAN: I have a better idea, since
1

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. I'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.
J i

'
r 18 MR. ROISMAN: I was hoping we would finish Mr.
I )

19 Brandt this calendar year.

j20 MR. WATKINS: For the record, so we were.
,

i

21 Emphasis on the past tense. 1

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Roisman, to speed things up

23 overnight, would it be possible to give him a list of

O
,

24 documents that he should find for tomorrow?

25 MR. ROISMAN: If we break a little before 6:00,

.

7

4

4
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1 we'll do it.that way.

.. 2 JUDGE BLOCH:- Will it expedite things to do it

3 that way?

4 MR. ROISMAN: In all candor, I' don't think so.

5 But I'm willing to try.

6 JUDGE BLOCH: If you don't think so,.we'll do it
,

7 your way.

8 THE WITNESS: What were the numbers, Mr. Roisman,

9 236 and 6637

10 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. And do you have the question

11 in mind or do you want me to --

12 THE WITNESS: No. I remember it.

13 236 was included on an NCR, NCR number M83-00795, which4

j 14 I believe in the September hearings I testified was not

i 15 meant to be an all-inclusive review of the travelers, but
i-

16 that this type of problem was typical. That's -- once
!

i 17 again, speaking from my recollection -- that inside fit-up

18 and cleanliness inspection were performed, and as a matter
;

j 19 of fact I feel the question from the Chairman saying to
1

i 20 the extent that if others existed of this nature, would
i

j- 21 they be dispositioned the same way, and I answered, in my
,

j 22 judgment, "yes." It's the same type of weld. And looking
i

23 at the documents in front of me, I do not know why 663 was4

'

| 24 not on the NCR. The only explanation I can offer is
i

; 25 apparently it was not reviewed by Mr. Randall or Mr. Smith.
I
i

I

|
.

I
i.

{
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1 _BY MR. ROISMAN:

,
- it your testimony that an NCR should be2 Q Is

N' 3 written on 663 for the same reason that one was written on

4 236?

5 A If it hasn't been already; yes, sir.,

'

6 O Are there any NCRs that you know of that have

7 been written with respect to these liner plates that you

8 haven't already testified about in either phase of your

9 prefiled testimony?
< t

10 A There are other NCRs on the liner plate; yes,

| 11 sir.

|
| 12 O I'm sorry. I didn't hear you.

13 A I said there are other nonconformance reports on,

i 14 the liner plate.

15 O Do they relate to problems with the

16 documentation of inspections for the liner plates?

! 17 A Some of them do; yes, sir. In answer to your
:

; 18 question, the reason I had not reviewed 663 prior to my

19 final filing testimony on this subject is that it was not
t

20 included by you on your List, to the best that I can tell.
7

1

21 Q Let me be clear that I understand the scope of
.

22 your work on the liner plates -- what the scope of your

23 work on the liner plates has been. First yours and then,

O:

I 24 if you know, the company's in general.

25 Have you conducted a thorough review of the liner

:
<

f

:

!

,

. -. -- ...- - - - -_ _..--_, _ -,. - . .., _ _.-- - ~ .. _ _. - . ..._ , .___.m,..._.._..._,.-.- ~ , , . , _ _ . , - . _ - . - -

'



_ - __- . ___ _ . _ . .. . - _ - _

21189.0 20703
~ B RT -

11 plates for the reactor 2 cavity and determined in your own

2 mind that all the NCRs that should be written have been,

5 i
3 written? And all of the procedural glitches that exist

,

4 have been picked up?,

5 A Have I personally done that? Is that your,

6 question, Mr. Roisman?

7 O That's the first question.,

i
8 A No , I have not reviewed all the liner plate

|

9 travelers.

10 Q Right.;

i 11 A I have reviewed all the travelers to which I am

12 aware of that you had some specific allegation. I
,

13 reviewed them for the context of that allegation.O
14 O And what about with respect to people who are at

15 the plant site that you are aware of? Is there somebody

' 16 or some people who have done or are in the process of
,

17 doing the complete review of all the documents for the

' 18 reactor liner -- reactor cavity liner for unit number 2 to

19 determine what, if any, NCRs should be written with
|

20 respect to them and what procedural irregularities may

21 exist?
!

! 22 A I am not sure whether that review is yet
,

! 23 complete. I have, however, made a recu.nmendation to the

:
24 Utilities management that such a review be conducted.

,

i

{ 25 JUDGE BLOCH: Are you sure whether it started?

i

|

i

<
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1 THE WITNESS: To say that every traveler has

2 been looked at, your Honor? No , I'm not.
' i

- 3 JUDGE BLOCH: Has review that would do that

4 started? You said you are not sure whether it is complete.

5 Are you sure whether it has started?-

6 THE WITNESS: Excuse me. I don't know whether

; 7 it has been performed. I don't know to what extent it has

8 been performed. All I can say is I have recommended -- it

9 is my personal recommendation to Texas Utilities

10 management and have made such, as a result of my review
i
i 11 last week, that an investigation be conducted.
i

12 JUDGE BLOCH: The first time you made that

; 13 recommendation was last week?
)
, 14 THE WITNESS: The first time I made a
1

j 15 recommendation that each traveler be gone through --

16 traveler by traveler, essentially is what you are asking --

17 was based on my review last week; yes, sir.

I 18 JUDGE BLOCH: What was the breadth of that
i

! 19 recommendation? Does it extend only to this cavity?
4

j 20 THE WITNESS: No. That was for all liner
i

21 travelers..

22 BY MR. ROISMAN:
|

23 0 To whom did you make that recommendation?

24 A I made it to Texas Utilities management.

| 25 0 I'm sorry, I don't know who that is; the name of
1

i

i

o

f

k .
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1 the person.

2 MR. WATKINS: Objection, your Honor. It's not

( )ss 3 relevant. He's testified that he's recommended that the

4 review be done. What difference does it make to whom it

5 was?

6 MR. ROISMAN: A great deal. If he made it to

7 the construction side or he made it to the OC side. And a

8 number of those people whom he might have made it to are

9 people whose performance in response to whether problems

10 exist or not is exactly one of the issues in this

11 proceeding. So it would be helpful to know who and then

12 we can watch and see whether there is a response to

13 Mr. Brandt's suggestion and that is probative on the issue,
(-]x\_

14 how the company responds.

15 MR. WATKINS: I'm not sure the company's

16 response here is at issue; is it? That doesn't mean it's

17 relevant to the allegations made here.

18 JUDGE BLOCH: The company's comprehension of the

19 problem in the liner plate and its response to it is an

20 issue. So the question may be allowed.

21 THE WITNESS: I made it via telephone to a group

22 which included Ron Tolson, Lou Feiker, Bill Clemens, and

23 Mike Spence.

O
24 BY MR. ROISMAN:

25 0 Were there any other management people there,

- _ _ _ . _ - - _ . _ . . . _ _ . _ .-
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1 other than the ones you just mentioned?

_
2 A I do not know, Mr. Roisman. I did not speak

kJ 3 with any of them personally. As I said, the message was

4 conveyed to this group of management, via messenger.

5 O I'm sorry, I thought you said by telephone?

6 A That's what I mean. I spoke to Mr. Tolson on

7 the phone who I called out of a meeting. Mr. Tolson went

8 back to the meeting and notified this group that I had

9 made that recommendation.

10 JUDGE BLOCH: So you were planning on Mr. Tolson

11 to explain in full to that meeting your reasons for

12 wanting it done?

13 THE WITNESS: I don't know that I even went into

(
14 tha full reason, Judge Bloch. Basically my message was

15 based on my view and what I perceive of the quality of the

16 documentation that exists for the reactor unit 2 refueling

17 cavity liner plate, that a thorough review of all liner

18 plate documentation needs to be conducted.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Shouldn't your conclusions about

20 the cause of these deficiencies and the likely follow-up

21 be in writing?

22 MR. WATKINS: Objection, your Honor. Mr. Brandt

23 has testified he has made the recommendition.

O
24 JUDGE BLOCH: But he made it orally. I want to

25 know why, in an appendix B system, that recommendation

-_ . _-_ ._ . - ._ . _ .. ._. _. -- _ _
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1 would be made orally?

2 THE WITNESS: All nonconforming conditions,
,

3 Judge Bloch, that I have identified, through the -- with
*

4 the exception of the fact of the use of the wrong form .--

[ 5 I believe everyone is aware of -- anything that I have
1

6 identified personally as deficient, I have identified as1

7 nonconforming in accordance with site procedures.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: My problem is part of the purpose
i

j 9 of appendix B is to have documentation of the root cause
!

10 of deficiencies. And you seem to be the person who is

11 most knowledgeable at thd.s point, in the plant, about that
!

12 root cause.
.

13 Now, I would have thought that that should have been<

I 14 done in writing.

15 MR. WATKINS: Your Honor, I'll object to the

! 16 extent that the question assumes Mr. Brandt now knows what

! 17 the problem is. He's identified nonconformances. He's
!

] 18 made a recommendation to management that they review.
i
! 19- JUDGE BLOCH: Do you have a conclusion about the
i

20 root cause of the problems that you have been studying?

| 21 THE WITNESS: I don't have any conclusions other
i

! 22 than the one that I believe I stated the first week of

! 23 hearings on the subject, in which I stated it was a lack --

| 24 you were trying to get me to assess blame, either on the

| 25 procedure or on the inspector's activities. And which
:

I

.

{

!
, .

~.~----,,-,,----,,,.,n,, , , ,., ,, , ,,, - e ,-,,--,..,~., -.,.nnn-,, .,,--,-n, -m,c--,r-,-e--,,-,-,-,--,,-,va,w,,----w,,,--,--,.-
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1 after a one-night review I came back and told you it was

2 my position that it was a lack of innpection to detail on
,,

N-] 3 the part of the OC inspectors.

4 Other than that, the specific deficiencies I noted,

5 these liner plate matters, I haven't looked -- I haven't

6 had time, to be honest about it. I haven't been in Texas

7 for three weeks. I have been here. I haven't had time to

8 sit down and say: This is the list of this type of

9 problem, this is the list of this type of problem, this is

10 the list of this type of problem; to weigh each deficiency,

11 if you will. And to even think about assessing a root

12 cause, I just really haven't had time.

f- 13 What I thought was imperative was to properly identify
U

14 the deficiencies that I personally noted, which I did do,

15 and to make a recommendation to TU's management on what I

16 felt was the necessary course of action on their part.

17 MR. WATKINS: And --

18 JUDGE BLOCH: But something happened last week.

19 MR. WATKINS: And, I might add, prepare
,

20 testimony in order to prepare testimony in response to

21 them, which has consumed a great deal of his time.

22 JUDGE BLOClis flas something happened last week

- 23 that led you to believe that this investigation might

24 properly be expanded? What happened last week?

25 Tile WITNESS: I spent almost every waking minute

!

.
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1 .looking at liner plate travelers.,

!

,

2 JUDGE BLOCH: At the time you told Mr. Tolson

3- your conclusion, was there anything done by Mr. Tolson or
.

4 this group to get proper documentation?

5 THE WITNESS: I guess I don't understand,

; 6 Mr. Chairman, what you are asking for in the way of nroper
e

j 7 documentation. All known deficiencies have been reported

t 8 by me.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: And as far as possible, the root

10 cause is not reflected in the company's documents?
A

; 11 THE WITNESS: I don't-know what the NCRs say. I

l
j 12 wrote the NCRs over the telephone. I don't have NCRs here.
!

13 Rather than calling and saying: I would like an NCR

14 number, this is the description of the deficiency and have,

j 15 someone type it there, I essentially made a laundry list,
,

16 if you will, and called in two or three discrepant items

j 17 at a time. I have not even physically seen the typed copy

i 18 of my conformance.
1

i 19 JUDGE BLOCil: I would like to note I have now
:

,! 20 asked a few questions and it looks to me Mr. Brandt might

21 need a break before Mr. Roisman continues. If you would
|

22 rather continue it's okay, but it seems to me -- I had the '

i
'

23 feeling that you felt pressured.
!

i 24 THE WITNESS: No. I don't feel pressured. I

i

| 25 just don't understand. If it seems I feel pressured, it's

-

i

l i

|

|
_ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ . - . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ . .
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!

1 just because I'm having such a difficult time in
,

j 2 explaining -- you and I seem to be having more of a

=

3 communication problem today than we normally do.

4 JUDGE BLOCII: Okay. Mr. Roisman?
.

5 BY MR. ROISMAN:

6 O Mr. Brandt, directing your attention now to page

7 45,360 and 361, this is your prefiled testimony for

f 8 October 3,-1985.

| 9 TiiE WITNESS: '84.

i10 MR. ROISMAN: Excuse me. 'It s near the front of

11 that, 45,360 and 361.

| 12 Tile WITNESS: Okay.

13 BV MR. ROISMAN:
!O

14 0 Now, I want you to look at the question starting

15 on line 15 of page 45,360. The question is:
i
j 16 " Question: Mr. Brandt, you have testified in many
i

j 17 cases the wrong traveler form was used to document the

18 construction and inspection activity with respect to these
|

19 welds; la that a correct characterization of your prior;

20 testimony?

;.| 21 " Answer: Yes, it is.

{ 22 " Question: And when this matter was brought to your

| 23 attention, what were your principal concerns as a QC
!

24 supervisor at Comanche Peak?"

25 And then you give an answer. And I believe what your
:

!
!
|

k ~
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1 answer said is -- well, let's just read it here:

_
2 " Answer: I wanted to ensure that the procedurally

kl 3 required inspections could be verified as having been

4 performed through objective evidence of the performance of

5 the inspections. In cases where such evidence could not

6 be found, I wanted to be sure that appropriate deficiency

7 paper was initiated to describe the missing documentation."

8 Now, was that testimony intended to indicate that in

9 all instances where the five-line traveler was used, an

10 inspection -- an investigation was conducted by you or

11 under your supervision to find those travelers where there

12 had been procedural errors and to make sure that proper

13 deficiency papers were prepared on them?

14 A You are speaking of where I state about the

15 five-line traveler?

16 I just stated to the Chairman, with that single

17 exception -- i.e. the use of the wrong form -- I have

18 addressed everything I'm personally aware of on

19 nonconf or mance reports.

20 The use of the wrong form, to my knowledge, has not

21 been documented on a nonconformance report. What my

22 testimony on 45,360 and 45,361 was attempting to state was

23 that my concern was to verify that all required

O 24 inspections had been performed.

25 0 And that effort on your part to ensure that all

_ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _
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,

1 required inspections had been performed was directed to
.

2 all the travelers which had incorrectly used the five-line

'

3 traveler form; is that not. correct?

4 A Yes, sir.

5 0 And 663, which we have just been looking at, is
,

:

j in fact one of the travelers that correctly used a6

l
7 five-line form at one time; is that correct?

f 8 A Yes, sir.

i
9 O And that's one which you did not do a deficiency

10 paper on; is that correct?

f 11 A Once again, Mr. Roisman, I just want to make
j

} 12 clear what I'm -- the fact that five-line form was used --
!

13 JUDGE BLOCil: Before you explain, yes or noO
i 14 first. I

i

} 15 TI!E WITNESS: I don't understand the question.
j

j 16 Maybe that's a better answer.
i
! 17 CilAIRMAN BLOCll: Did you do deficiency papers on
1

,
,

i 18 that 663 as well?
!

; .'

19 Tile WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, that's what I'm

20 attempting to answer but I can answer one of two ways.

| 21 JUDGE BLOCII: Say yes or no.
I

j 22 T!!E WITNESS: I'll ask you the question then.
i

| 23 Are you talking about the fact that the five-line form was

!
: 24 used rather than the eight-line form, or the fact that the
!
) 25 inside inspection was not documented?
:

}

!
1
i

;

i

'
_ . _ _ , , _ _ . _ _ _ . . . , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ , _ _ __,,_ _ _ _ _ _ .. _ _ _ _ _ , _ , _ __
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1 MR. ROISMAN: No; that's the one.
,

2 THE WITNESS: That's what I was trying to

3 clarify before I answered. .I don't know. I found it

4 unusual that Fred Evans signed it on November 1, 1983, and

5 yet it was not included on the original NCR. I don't know

6' the reason.

7 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Excuse me -- before, a few

8 questions back, you said: "Is that not correct?" And the

9 witness answered "yes."

10 I take it -- isn't that correct? And the answer was "yes,

11 it is correct"?

12 MR. ROISMAN: Yes, thank you, Judge Grossman.

13 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Do you agree with that?-

14 THE WITNESS: I don't remember the question.

15 JUDGE GROSSMAN: We'll read it that way.

16 MR. WATKINS: Maybe if it's not clear to the

17 witness, you shouldn't read it that way. Maybe we can

18 reask the question.

19 THE WITNESS: I'm not sure which question you

20 are referring to.

21 BY MR. ROISMAN:

22 Q The question was, when you make your reference
4

J 23 on page 45,360 and 45,361 to what was the universe of

!(:)
j 24 travelers that you were going to look at, the universe was
|
' 25 all the travelers where the five-line form had been used

|
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1 improperly; is that correct?

2 A The universe was limited to-five-line forms

O. 3 where it is my understanding the utiiverse was five-line

1 4 forms where'line 1 had not yet been signed off.
I

5 O Can you just show me where that premise is
<

6 contained in the testimony? The premise that you just

[ 7 added, that it was only those where line 1 was not signed
,

i 8 off?

9 A I don't see where it states otherwise,

1

10 Mr. Roisman. The answer that starts on line 24 of 45,360
;

'11 states that I wanted to assure myself that all the
i

| 12 required inspections had been performed. If line 5 is
i

|
13 blank, it's a simple matter of going out and performing r

i 14 the inspection.

!

15 O The question is -- going back on page 45,360, at t,

ii

i 16 line 21, the questions ;
1

$ 17 " Question: And when this matter was brought to your
|

| 18 attention - "
;

| l' The "this matter" refers to the question and answer
,

t

j 20 that starts at 15. And isn't it true that that question

f 21 and answer are with respect to cases where the wrong |
|

22 traveler form was used, without any qualifier regarding
i
!

! 23 whether line 1 of the wrong traveler form had been signed
:

1 24 or not? !

i 25 A It says " wrong traveler form"; yes, sir.

4

2

['
;

a

f

a
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1 O. So the universe of travelers, which was the

2 subject of "this matter was brought to your attention" was

O 3' "all travelers where the wrong traveler form was used"; ,

4 correct?

5 A Mr. Roisman, I'm at a loss. It appears that we '

6 are arguing over the English language. If your question ,

7 is what does the English language say the way it is

8 written, I'm not sure. If you want to know what the

9 universe was, I can answer your' question.

10 JUDGE BLOCil: Let me ask you. 'I think I may

11 understand the problem. Is it your opinion that if line 1

12 was signed, then that would be a_ verification, through

13 objective evidence, that the required inspections were

* 14 performed?

15 Tile WITNESS: Both inside and outside fit-up was

16 performed.

17 JUDGE BLOCll: If line 1 was performed?

la Tile WITNESS: If line I was performed. At that

19 time that was my understanding and still is.

20 MR. WATKINS: Can we take a short recess?

21 JUDGE BLOCil All right. We'll be back in seven

22 minutes.

23 (Recess.)
O 24 JUDGE BLOCil: Come to order. Mr. Roisman?

25 BY MR. ROISMAN: i

L

s
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1 O Mr. Brandt, when we broke, I believe your

2 testimony was to the effect that when you speak at the
(h
kJ 3 bottom of page 45,360 and the top of page 45,361 about

4 those documents, those travelers which were reviewed and a

5 deficiency paper was written on, the only ones that you

6 wrote the deficiency paper on were ones that did not have

7 a signature on line 1; is that correct?

8 MR. WATKINS: Objection. That's not a fair

9 characterization. Talking about the universe --

10 JUDGE BLOCil: All right. Let him answer now.

11 You said it's not a fair characterization. Let the

12 witness answer it.

13 Ti!E WITNESS: I agree with counsel. That is not
tO

14 at all what my testimony was. Your question was, what was

15 the universe that I thought was reviewed at that time.

16 You tried to state that it was all the five-line travelers.

17 I clarified it that the travelers that were reviewed at

18 that time were only those travelers that clearly did not

19 have line 1 signed off, early March, 1983, as Fred Evans

20 signed it. You also asked why it didn't appear on the NCR,

21 and I stated I didn't know.

22 JUDGE BLOCil I don't think the question was

23 answered. Am I right, Mr. Roisman?-

24 MR. ROISMAN: Yes. That's correct.
'l

25 BY MR. ROISMAN: |
|
i
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l O I'm just trying to get clear -- the Chairman had

2 asked you a question. I'm trying to get clear which are
,

I)(- 3 the travelers, among the five-line travelers, for which a

4 thorough investigation was conducted by you or under your

5 supervision, and to which you are referring to on pages 45,360

6 and 45,361? And, in that context my question is: Is it

7 your testimony that if the five-line traveler had line 1

8 signed off, then that was sufficient objective evidence of

9 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 travelers7-
C)'

14 which didn't have line 1 signed off and saying that's the

I 15 same population. *

16 If you are not ettempting 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

O 24 inspections. In cases where such evidence could not be

25 found, I wouldn't ensure that appropriate deficiency paper

. _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ - _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 was initiated to describe the missing documentation."

2 663 was a member of this population.
O
k/ 3 JUDGE BLOCH: Which population? The population

4 that was --

5 THE WITNESS: The population that I'm referring

6 to on 45,360 and -361; ie, the population which didn't

7 have line 1 signed off.

8 It is evident, from looking at NCR, NCR M83-00795, that

9 this weld number, weld number 663, is not on that

10 nonconformance report.

11 I do not know the reason for the lack of inclusion of

12 this weld number on this nonconformance report.

13 JUDGE BLOCH: A little earlier you were talking

14 about not having included it because it wasn't on the list

15 that Mr. Roisman gave you. What did that have to do with

16 it?

17 THE WITNESS: I think Mr. Roisman was trying to

18 find out to what extent I had reviewed, or to what number

19 I personally had reviewed these travelers.

20 One of CASE's latest contentions is on page 6 of

21 Exhibit 1 to their November 15, 1984 filing, which lists

22 " inspection travelers for the following welds lack QC

23 verification of stud 5, fit-up and cleanliness of the

O
24 inside (water side) welds, welds have been performed,

25 leaving the acceptability of the welds indeterminate."
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1 And they list about 200 welds, approximately. And then

2 they list another group-of welds, in which they state the

3 same thing except an NCR was written for this condition.

4 Unless I have overlooked it somewhere in these-two lists,

5 weld 663 is nowhere on these two lists. The only point I

6 was trying to make there is as far as welds and traveler

7 packages that I have personally reviewed,-I-have not
*

' 8 looked at weld 663 from what I can tell from what's in
1

9 front of me.

; 10 BY MR. ROISMAN:

11 O Looking at that same prefiled statement by CASE,

; 12 if you look at page 3 under Arabic number 1, 663 is listed,

. 13 is it not, on the bottom row, fourth one in?
'

14 A But it's for a different allegation.

i 15 O That's what I wanted to get clear. When you
,

.

j 16 took a look at these, you took a look at them solely for

17 the purpose, did you not, of seeing if you could respond

; 18 to the allegation, not for determining whether or not in

19 fact the documentation was complete and proper; isn't that
|
: 20 true?
1

] 21 A When I looked at them, between the time that

22 this was filed, Mr. Roisman, and today; yes, sir. There

i 23 was what I consider, even know, a severe time constraint
! ()
; 24 on reviewing this many travelers.

| 25 O But going back to the testimony on pages 45,360

i

i

i

i
i
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1 ~ and 361, that' testimony which was prepared on October 3

2 and 4 contains in it the statement that is intended to

- 3 suggest, is it not, that you had in fact reviewed at least

4 all of the five-line travelers that did not have line 1

5 signed on them, and that you were, in your words, "to the

6 best of your knowledge has that objective been

7 accomplished?" "Yes, it has. The objective being that

8 they had all been looked at and where deficiency paper was

9 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 thereOI 14 are other omissions from NCR M83-00795. I don't know

15 whether that happened.
,

16 O Now, isn't it true that when you had a five-line

17 traveler uith the first line signed, that is signed prior.

;

18 to the time that Ms. -- Mr. Evans and Ms. Neumeyer did
,

;
4 19 their signatures of that line 1, signed on line 1 with a

1

!

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
: 1

22 water side or the concrete side; that the signature alonei

:

23 didn't tell you that, did it?
! C:) l
- 24 A The signature alone can tell you that it wasn't4

i

j 25 the concrete side. But that signature did not represent )

!
;

i

- . - - - . _ - - . . - . _ . , .__.-...,_____,______---_..--_.m-..-.....--_.__..~_....,__..._m_--.. . . . . .
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1 an inspection of -- if the signature was dated in '81, for

2 example, it can reasonably be established that wasn't for
,

( \
\> 3 the concrete side because the concrete was poured. As a

4 matter of fact, you can tell from looking at it if the

5 leak chase channel is welded over in the back side in 1978.

6 It is , app,arent, in my opinion anyway, to anyone, that that
7 signature does not reflect inspection of the back side of

8 the weld prior to making it inaccessible by attaching the

9 leak chase channel.

10 0 Unless that line was signed with the same kind

11 of intent as was intended when Ms. Neumeyer was asked to

12 sign it, but no one put an asterisk down; correct?

[~) You'll have to explain that a little further,13 Ai

~#
14 Mr. Roisman.

|

| 15 0 Well, if Ms. Neumeyer had signed line 1 as she
{

| 16 was requested to do, directed to do, and had not put an

17 asterisk, we would have ended up with a line 1 on a

18 five-line traveler, which was signed with a date in 1983;

19 isn't that true?

20 A That's true.

21 Q And what she was being asked to sign for was the

22 first fit-up and cleanliness; isn't that true?

23 A No, sir. She was being asked to sign for the

24 line 1.

25 O For line 1 for both the first fit-up and

>

I

'f * 1

- _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _
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1 cleanliness and the inside fit-up and cleanliness?

2 A Yes, sir. That's, I believe, consistent with
es
(m) 3 what I said three or four other times before; that the

'

4 signature on line 1 would mean that the required fit-up

'

5 and cleanliness inspections had been performed.

6 Q Both sets of them - where we are dealing with a,

7 weld that requires both sets?

8 A Yes, sir. But it's not -- if --

9 O How do --

10 A If I could expand on that a little bit. I don't

11 know what Es. Neumoyer was told. I was not privy to any

12 of these conversations. I have never discussed this with

13 Ms. Neumeyer. So if your question is what she was told

Of

14 when she signed, that I don't know.
,

1

15 JUDGE BLOCH: No, that was a premise to the,

:

! 16 question. I don't think you were agreeing to the premise.

17 THE WITNESS: Okay. I just wanted to make that

18 clear.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: The question was, hypothetically,

20 if someone was asked to sign off on that line in 1982 and
,

21 they did it without an asterisk --,

22 THE WITNESS: That would indicate on the face of

23 the document that the inside fit-up inspection had been

O 24 performed in 1982.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: Yet on the hypothetical you

f

|

!

!
_ -, -_ __ .-. . _ . . . _ . . . - _ _ . _ - . _ _ _ , - . . . . . , . _ . - - , - _ . - - . _ _ --_
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1 wouldn't know without further investigation whether all

2 the required inspections had been done?
,_ s

\/ 3 THE WITNESS: I'm not sure I understand, Judge

4 Bloch.

5 JUDGE BLOCH: If some inspector was willing, in
*

6 1982, to sign those lines and date them without an

7 asterisk, then you could have a form that looked like it

8 stood for all of the inspections being done but they

9 wouldn't have been done; is that right?

10 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. That's the case with

11 anything, though.

12 JUDGE BLOCH: Okay. And if you thought that

x 13 that had happened once, that someone had done that, I take

(~J1

14 it then you would have to investigate that possibility?

15 THE WITNESS: It's a bad word but I don't know

16 another one for it. You are implying that someone forged

17 a name on a document? I don't understand what your

18 question is, I guess.

19 Are you saying that someone just picked up an

20 inspection document and signed it? Is that the

21 hypothetical we are going after?

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Yes. That in 1982 they signed the

23 document, dated it in 1982, without having proof that all

| 24 of those things h=4 been done.

25 THE WITNESS: That which things had been done?

|
|

|
|

|
1
'

-. ,.
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.

1 . The existence of the chit?
i

2 JUDGE BLOCH: If you thought there was a

3 possibility of the improper signing of the document then

4 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.
3

7 BY MR. ROISMAN:

8 O Then if on the face of a five-line traveler you,

4 9 saw one with a signature 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, without looking further;

16 would you?

! 17 A I'm sorry to be so hesitant, Mr. Roisman. We

18 are on the hypothetical; I'm trying to make sure I
i

19 understand everything.

| '20 If 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 -- ,

O 24 JUDGE BLOCH: That wasn't in Mr. Roisman's
'

25 question.

!

!

|
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':

1 BY MR. ROISMAN:
I r

.

2 O 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 0 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.

9 0 Well, at this point I'm not assuming that you
.

i

10 are looking beyond the first part of it. Because my

I 11 understanding'of your testimony was that you didn't look

| 12 beyond any of those travelers where line 1 was signed.

I - 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 communicating.g

!

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

I (2)
| 24 was on.

|

| 25 At that point I directed my staff to go back and do
|

|

!

,
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1 whatever they had to do to satisfy themselves that all

2 required inspections had been made. And it was my
,
,

(/ 3 impression that they wrote up deficiency papers where they

4 couldn' t establish that.

} 5 O All right. And what did you do at that time, if

6 anything, about looking at, or having your staff loux at

7 the other five-line traveler forms in which line 1 was

8 signed? What did you do in that case?
I

9 A I think I've clearly stated that the population I
i

10 that we reviewed at that time was the group of travelers

11 where line 1 was unsigned.

12 O And isn't it the case that there are instances

13 in which, because of the shortcomings already long ago7_
V 14 testified to by you, in the five-line traveler, that due

15 to those shortcomings there are instances in which line 1

16 had been signed and it still wouldn't have told us that

17 all of the appropriate inspections had been done, for

18 fit-up and cleanliness?

19 A Once again, Mr. Roisman, you are conveniently

20 limiting yourself to the face of the traveler.

21 JUDGE BLOCH: Could you just answer the question

22 first and then explain it?

23 THE WITNESS: Does it make a difference?7s
'~ 24 JUDGE BLOCH: He is limiting himself to the face

25 of the traveler.

_______



.

.21189.0 20727
BRT

,

1 MR. ROISMAN: Yes.

.
2 THE WITNESS: From the face of the traveler you

, -)ss. 3 are correct.

4 BY MR. ROISMAN:

5 O So you would then --

6 JUDGE BLOCH: Wait a second. I said he could

7 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.
,

I 10 If 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 inspe'ction.

13 At that point, and at this point, for that matter, it7-
--

V
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

17 traveler and the attachments to the traveler, that both

18 inspections were performed where required.

19 (Discussion off the record.)
20 BY MR. ROISHAN:

21 O Have you finished your explanation?

| 22 A I think so; yes, sir.

; 23 O So your testimony is that when the face of the
'

24 documents show that line 1 was signed and there was no i

|
25 asterisk or anything, you would go and look at the rest of |

l,

I

_ - , ., , _ . _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ . _
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1 the paper, or your staff would go and look at the rest of

2 the paper to make sure that in fact both the outside and

s' 3 the inside fit-up and inspection had occurred before they

4 passed that document? Or not?

5 A Mr. Roisman, I think this is now the fourth time.

6 If the first line was signed, it was outside the

7 population that was reviewed.

8 JUDGE BLOCH: .So they looked no further,

9 Mr. Roisman.*

10 BY MR. ROISMAN:

11 Q So you didn't care that there might be an
,

12 ambiguity created by the face of the document with merely

13 the top line signed? You didn't want to look past that at

14 the time that you were doing this look that you've

15 testified about, or having your staff do, on 45,360 and -3617

16 A At that tima it was not a concern; no, sir.

j 17 O And the time you are talking about is around --

18 A March of 1983.

19 O Not around October of '84 when you were

20 preparing this testimony?

21 A October of '84, when I prepared this testimony,

22 I was talking, as I said now five times, that the )

23 population involved in the review at that time were-

|.

24 travelers where line 1 was blank. 1,

25 O Has anybody up until now conducted a review of

.

. - -- . , - - , - . , . ., .--.--.--,.-.,-,.----n-.. . - - , - - , - - - - - - - - , -
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1 the five-line travelers to determine whether or not there

2 are other deficiencies associated with that, beyond

f',

'

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 17 Or listing the 20
i

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.
t

: 23 THE WITNESS: I was referring to that team, your-

24 Honor.
,

25 BY MR. ROISMAN:

. . . - - . _ - - , . . . . -- - - . - . . . - - - , . --- - --
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1 O You didn' t mean the Nuclear Reg'ilatory

2 Commission's technical review team?
,-

\_j 3 A The technical review team I was referring to in

4 that answer, two answers ago, is when the NRC technical

5 review team was on the site, they were looking into liner

6 plate allegations.

7 Working with that technical review team were members of

8 the quality engineering staff. They looked at a number of

9 travelers. They answered, I'm sure, a number of questions

10 from the NRC's technical review team.

11 I'm sure -- and in that course of action there were

12 members of Applicant's quality engineering staff -- that

13 reviewed travelers..

14 JUDGE BLOCH: Are you informed of the problems

15 that they found?

16 THE WITNESS: I have asked if they found

17 problems in that review, and they had not found any

18 generic types of problems that I had not already seen.

19 JUDGE BLOCH: Because we would expect that the

20 testimony given by a company official today would be

21 consistent with what the company knows and that testimony
.

22 today will not be misleading because the company goes

23 beyond in its knowledge.
,_

24 BY MR. ROISMAN:~

25 O Can you put a timeframe on when this TRT review

. _ _ _ _
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1 and your quality engineering people's response to that

2 review was' occurring?
, ,.

k_ - 3 A .The -- I believe it was in September of this

4 year, 'Mr. Roisman. I know there were'still discussions

5 going on with the technical review team as this portion of

6 the hearing, in September -- whenever it was, 20th maybe --

7 convened.

8 0 1 would like you to take a look, if you would,

9 at the traveler for weld number 660.
,

10 JUDGE BLOCH: After you are done with that, I
i

11 want you to know that if you feel tired, at this point we

12 are going to go beyond 5:00, you should not hesitate to

13 tell us that you want to break until the morning.

O 14 THE WITNESS: Thank you, your Honor.'

15 BY MR. ROISMAN:
,

16 O Do you have 660 in front of you?

17 A Yes, I do.
:

18 O Can you tell me, does the face of the traveler

19 tell you what the signature on line 1 is signing -- what,

: !

| 20 the signature on line 1 is verifying has occurred?

21 A Your question is what the signature on line 1 |

22 stands for? |

23 0 Yes. j

O 24 A The face of the traveler does not; no, sir. |

;

25 0 would you look at the whole traveler and tell me,
;

, _ _ . __ , , . . .__ . - . _ . _ _ _ _ , . . _ . . _ .__._ _ . _ . . . _ ~ , , _ . . . . . _ _ , _ _ . , _ _ , . . .
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1 if you can, what does it stand for? i

2 A It stands for that the inside-fit-up was
,

f
'

%> 3 satisfactory and that there's a chit.that substantiates
,

t'
4 that.the outside fit-up was satisfactory.

5 O And how'does it verify that the inside fit-up

' 6 was satisfactory? What is the document in the traveler

7 package that gives you that?

8 A There's a chit that says, " clean " signed by,

9 Dave Stinson on March 1, 1982.

10 0 Does it reference any weld, material rod

11 document, or weld filler material log document?

12 A No.

13 0 Is there such a document referenced on the face

O 14 of the traveler?

i

j 15 A There's a WFML reference; yes, sir.
.

16 0 How can you tell, then, whether it is for the
.

17 fit-up and cleanliness that had occurred, if one did occur,

18 on 3/1/82, as opposed to being a verification that there

19 had been a fit-up and cleanliness done in 1978, per the
4

20 Larry Wilkerson, NDE chit, which is attached also to the

i 21 traveler?

22 A From the chit itself?s

I

23 O Yes.

O
- 24 A The chit wac filled out by construction at the

| 25 request of inspection. Construction would not request

i

. -. , ..,,,a--v- ,-,-,,---m-,w. , - . , ,,--w, s, ,, ,- ,- ,-, - n --r -,--------n--. m - ,m--m--- am- -
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1 that QC verify that letter inspection exists.

2 O Is that based upon some specific fact that you

3 know? I mean that they told you that? Or is it an

4 assumption that you are making?

5 A I know why the nondestructive inspection

.6 requests were used. I also talked to the gentlemen that

7 initiated this one, another not for this particular chit.

8 The foremon was Craig Fowles. I have talked to him.

9 0 But if you had intended it to relate to a new

10 fit-up and cleanliness inspection, then why wouldn't he

11 have filled in the blank for the WFML number?

12 A He may not have drawn rod at that time -- at the
,

13 time that they requested the inspection.

14 0 Where in the traveler will we be able to tell
,

15 when the rods were drawn?

16 A On the copy of the WFML B649, which is

17 apparently filed with a different trnveler package,

f 18 O So that you can't tell from this whether your

19 supposition that the weld rods were drawn at a different

| 20 time is correct or not; can you?

' 21 A No. But I ocn't think it's important. The chit

i 22 clearly states that it was for a cleanliness inspection of

23 weld 660; it's signed by Mr. Stinson. The front of the

O 24 traveler is also signed by Mr. Stinson.,

;

25 O If we are going to do it by the chit, the

,

i
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1 signature line is for a fit-up and cleanliness; isn't it?

2 And the chit doesn't tell you that there's a fit-up, only
g)(- 3 that there's a cleanlinesa; isn't that true?

4 A Right.
'

!

j 5 O So there's no verification of a fit-up; is there? |'

|6 A You are talking about for the weld itself? The '

l
7 traveler says " fit-up and cleanliness." Dave Stinson i

8 signed the traveler. I have no reason to believe that Mr.

9 Stinson did not mean that that signature was for both

10 fit-up and cleanliness.

11 O Except that the chit which is the -- which is

12 used by you to verify when inspections have occurred back

13 in 1978, the chit is the document that doesn't tell us forg-
(/

14 fit-up and cleanliness, only that it's for cleanliness?

15 A The chit that you are talking about is the

16 document I'm using for 1982.

17 0 And it's only marked for fit-up and cleanliness;

18 is it?

19 A That's right. But you have said '78.

20 JUDGE BLOCH: We have gotten confused in the

21 dates. Maybe you can clarify it, Mr. Roisman.

22 dY MR. ROISMAN:

23 0 I'm sorry. Insofar as the fit-up and
'

24 cleanliness of the water side weld is concerned, the chit

25 only indicates that there was an inspection for the

) .. -_

_ _ . . . - _ - _ _ - - - - --___--_

.



21189.0 20735
BRT

1 cleanliness, and does not indicate that there was an

2 inspection for the fit-up; isn't that correct?
,-.

l 1

( _/ 3 A That's true. That's true.

4 O And that's signed by Mr. Stinson; is it not?

5 A That's true.

6 O So we have inconsistent signatures by

7 Mr. Stinson, one for a line that says " fit-up and

8 cleanliness" and the other that says only " cleanliness";

9 isn't that true?

10 A If you are talking about the inconsistency

11 between the face of the document and the chit, yes, sir,

12 that's true.

13 0 Now, can you explain to me why, in 1983, you
(s',)

14 deemed it important to have line 1 signed to verify that

15 the fit-up and cleanliness back in 1978 had taken place,

16 but apparently don't consider the absence of a signature

17 on line 1 for that purpose on this weld number 660 is a

18 problem?

19 A Mr. Roisman, if I could make one thing clear

20 maybe that would eliminate the need for this question. I

21 wasn't concerned that line 1 was signed. Line 1 could

22 have just as easily raid, "see attached chit."

23 0 or it could have said --

O\' 24 A My concern --

25 0 Nothing?

I
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I

'

1 A -- it did say nothing at the time. My concern

,
,

2 at the time was to verify that the required inspections

k- 3 had been performed.
i

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 that all your people would do after
i
'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

l 12 that would end their work right there?

g~g 13 A I expected my staff to satisfy themselves that'

,

U
14 the required inspections had been performed.

15 O That instruction from you, did that take place

16 before or after Ms. Neumeyer's signing of the travelers in

j 17 the first two or three days of March of 1983?

; 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
/~N
(s) 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,
1

8 was to satisfy themselves that the required inspections

9 had been done.

10 0 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

O
; 14 fit-up and cleanliness had occurred back in 19787

15 A I don't understand what you mean by " going

16 beyond what was required."

I 17 O Just that. I thought it was your testimony that

18 there's no signature required on line 1 to verify that a

f 19 fit-up and cleanliness took place in 1978, if there's a

20 chit that says --
1

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 0 If I --
|

; 25 A Chits noting both the inside and outside

,

I

1
I

!

1

:

!.
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1 inspection, if both existed.

_
2 O Wouldn't it have been just as good to have noted

\/ 3 nothing, since the NDE chit was physically attached to the

4 package?

5 A Except that the vau'.t would not have accepted *

6 travelers with a blank line. These travelers have never

7 been to the vault, contrary to what you argued earlier.

8 They are still in the possession of construction.

9 Today they are maintained in a construction

10 organization called the " interim records vault," but it is

11 not the permanent plant records vault, and historically

12 the term " vault" in this proceeding has referred to the

13 permanent plant records vault.

14 JUDGE BLOCH: We'll take a seven-minute recess.

15 (Recess.)

16 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Roisman?

17 BY MR. ROISMAN:

18 0 Mr. Brandt, with reference, I think, to the last

19 or almost the last thing that you said as we were

20 adjourning, you indicated that none of these documents had

21 gone to the permanent plant records vault. And I would

22 like to direct your attention to document for weld numbers

23 1182, 1209, and 1210, which, in our copy in the upper

O
24 right-hand copy has stamped " permanent plant record" and

25 then a little box, and on that box there is a file

,

- i < r-- mn,-,-. ,-w.m- - , . - . - - - - - - -e. - - .
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1 location number and a subfile location number.;

2 A I see it on several, Mr. Roisman.>

' (Ds_/ 3 0 What.does that mean?
|

4 A That's a stamp affixed by the vault.

|= 5 JUDGE BLOCH: Which vault?
:
i

6 THE WITNESS: By the permanent plant records

I 7 vault. I'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:
I

12 O 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?

.

I 15 JUDGE GROSSMAN: Is that correct?

1 16 BY MR. ROISMAN:
r

{ 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 .

21 A Are we done with these last three? '
4

i

; 22 O Yes. I just wanted to see if I was correct in

23 my assumption that that stamp meant that they had been in
;'

\24 the permanent plant records vault in light of your earlier j,

i
l

f 25 statement. You clarified it. Thank you. |:

:

;

1
i

).
i
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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: Is 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?

j 13 Q As a package. Do you see anything wrong with 660

: 14 in your judgment? Is it a perfectly proper traveler?
,

9

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Package.
1

16 MR. ROISMAN: Package. Thank you, traveler

| 17 package. '

)
! 18 .THE WITNESS: I 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
i

. 21 testified 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

j 25 are passing on from 660?

!

;

!

,
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1 MR. ROISMAN: I have no more questions.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: No, it means we can put it'in the

' '3 record.

4 THE WITNESS: We started with 663, your Honor,

5 and now we are done with 660. Are we done with both of

6 them?

7 MR. WATKINS: I have a little list that I'm

8 going to request be bound in at the end of the session.

9 JUDGE BLOCH: Well, 663 will have to be bound in

10 earlier. Let's bind 663 where we said we were going to

11 bind it, and put 23 in at the end.

12 MR. WATKINS: Can I suggest that 23 be bound in

13 with 6637

14 JUDGE BLOCil: Let ' s do tha t , then.

15 BY MR. ROISMAN:

16 0 Number 29.

17 A Okay.

18 0 Now, this is one that has line 1 blank; is that

19 correct?

20 A Line 1 of the five-line traveler is blank; yes,

21 sir.

22 O Okay. Now, is that within the universe of ones

23 that then were looked at under the testimony of 45,360

24 and -617

25 A I would assume so. There's no indication on the
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1 traveler that that was part of that population.

2 O No indication that it was or that it wasn't?
,-

() 3 A No indication that it was, because no action was,

4 apparently, taken on it.

5 O But your testimony is that it should have been?

6 A Yes, sir.

7 Q Now, looking at it on the second page of the

8 traveler, there is an eight-line traveler?

9 A Yes,. sir.

10 Q And there's a line 1 signed there by Mr. Cole?

11 A Yes, sir.

12 Q Dated 2/17/81; correct?

- 13 A Yes, sir.

'''
14 0 What is that? What does that line indicate?

15 What does that mean?

16 A In this case it indicates that Mr. Cole signed

17 on the wrong line. The fit-up at that time was for the

18 inside weld. He should have signed on line 5, as the

19 outside weld at that time was in concrete.

20 0 Or it could have meant that he was doing a

21 signature similar to the one that Ms. Neumeyer did, but

22 without an asterisk; namely, verifying that an earlier

23 fit-up and cleanliness had occurred; isn't that true?

O 24 A That's a possibility.

25 JUDGE BLOCH: Could it also have meant that he
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1 didn't know what he was doing on these. travelers?

2 THE WITNESS: That's-a possibility.

- 3 BY MR. ROISMAN:

4 Q iiow, is there anything in the traveler package

5 that would tell us whether Mr. Cole -- whether the
1

6 inspection that's supposed to be'done and identified on

7 line 5 was in fact done?.

8 A Line 5 of what, Mr. Roisman?
.

9 Q I'm sorry, of the eight-line traveler. Excuse

j 10 me.

11 A No, sir. On the face of the document.'

!

! 12 O Not only on the face of the document? !

!

| 13 A Nor any attachments. It requires some

;. interpretation, yes, sir, if that's the point you are14

15 trying to make.
,

16 O All right. Is this one that you have now, in
1

; 17 your testimon" of the 21st of November, identified that an
,

| 18 NCR will be written on?

1 19 A You'll have to give me a second to check my

| 20 notes.
'

T

| 21 No, sir, it's one that I determined through my review i

i ,

i 22 that I believe Mr. Cole signed in the wrong place. And

23 that that fit-up and inspection was for the inside.;

j

j 24 O But your testimony now is that there isn't

25 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
4

.

inspection that's supposed to be on line 5 simply was2

~

3 never done; isn't that correct?
,

1

; 4 A Yes, sir.

5 Q Now I would like you to_take a-look at traveler

6 number 23.

I 7 A' _Okay.

8 O ' n this ' five-line traveler, Mr.LCole has signedO
t

! 9 line 1, fit-up and cleanliness?
!

10 A Yes, sir.,

!

,i 11 0 Can you tell me, what does line 1 signify? What
!

12 does it signify with his signature there? What is he

i ' 13 attesting to?
!

j 14 A The fact that the outside fit-up had been
,

j 15 performed. And there is a chit to indicate that that
i

16 inspection was performed and that now the inside fit-up isj

17 satisfactory, on March the 3rd, 1980.

18 0 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
5 21 seam for fit-up and cleanliness, and came off -- came by
t

j 22 later, eight days later, and signed off the entire seam
1

; 23 for fit-up and cleanliness.

! 24 O' How can we -- how would we tell that, by looking
.'
'

25 at this document, that that's exactly what happened?s

f
:

4

k

'i

i

!

. _ , - . --..._--.-.....,~--._,4------ ,,r, , , - . . . . . - - - . , . - - . - . - , - - . , - - - - - - .m- . , - ~ - , - , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
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1 A It's clear to me, Mr. Roisman.

2 JUDGE BLOCH: Can you make it more specific,
,

,

\ s! 3 Mr. Roisman, as to what it is that you meant by "that"?

4 JUDGE GROSSMAN: I'm sorry. Did you finish your

5 answer now, Mr. Brandt?

6 THE WITNESS: That's all I intended to say, was

7 that it was clear to me.

8 BY MR. ROISMAN:

9 0 What is it about the document that makes it

10 clear to you that when Mr. Cole signed line 1 on 3/30/80 --

11 A On March 3rd, Mr. Roisman.

12 O On 3/3/80, thank you. -- that he was verifying

13 that the full cleanliness and fit-up for the water sidej

14 weld had been completed and that the fit-up and

15 cleanliness for the outside weld had been conducted?

16 A I think it -- it is fairly clear from the chit

17 dated February 25, 1980, that this is a chit for a fit-up

18 and cleanliness inspection for a field weld number 23. It

19 is also fairly apparent from the face of the document,

20 from the face of the traveler, that this could not be a

21 fit-up and. cleanliness inspection for the back side of the

22 weld, as the back side of the weld was made inaccessible

23 at least on October 23, 1978; sometime between September

O 24 12th and October 73rd. There's only one side of the weld

25 that that could be a partial cleanliness and fit-up
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i

,
1 inspection for.

l'
2 O Assuming for a moment that'the chit that's dated

3 2/25/80 is the documentation that there was a partial
4 cleanliness inspection and a . fit-up inspection done on

5 that date, and that:it was for the water side weld, how do

6 you know that the signature on line 1 of the traveler was
. {

7 intended to confirm that the full cleanliness'had been

8 inspected and confirmed? Or that any comments were being

9 made with regard to the presence of a fit-up and-

10 cleanliness examination in 1978?

11 A From conversations that I've had with the people

12 involved on how the things were' documented.

13 Q You mean with Mr. Cole?
~

14 A I have not talked with Mr. Cole.

15 0 Who did you talk to? And did you talk to them

16 about this particular weld?

17 A No, sir, I did not talk to anyone about this |
18 particular weld.

|19 0 With whom did you talk and what did they tell i
1

20 you?

21 A I talked with both QC, QE, and craft people on
22 what happened in that timeframe; as I have stated I think

23 twice in prefiled testimony, that the way that line 1 of

24 this five-line traveler was signed off was, it was not

25 signed off until the inside fit-out was satisfactory. To

... . . . . . - . . . . . .- . _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _
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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

4 September 12, I-think, - 1976. There's a chit that

j 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
i

10 substantial amount of welding-with respect to this weld,

11 was done a month or more af ter the fit-up and cleanliness

12 inspection was completed, if it was in fact completed on'

i

'ry 13 3/3/80?-

+

: U
14 A Please 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
1'

19 inspection? That's exactl what I would expect.

]
20 BY MR. ROISMAN:

1 21 Q But it was done at least a month or more after

! 22 that final fit-up inspection?

j 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 -

!
i
|

|

i

$

- . _ . . . . . , , , . _ . . - , . _ , _ ,_ ~ - , ~ , - - , . - ~ . , , _ , - . . . . , . _ , , _ , . , , _ _ , . - _ , . . ~ . _ . - - . , - ~ . - - , _ , . ~ . . . _ , _ _ ,
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1 material log, and looking at the -- excuse me -- the
_

2 number of rods burned, are you able to tell anything about

() 3 when the welding was done on that weld?

4 A There was some welding done using 12 lengths of

5 bare wire on April 3rd,.1980. There was some welding done

6 using a half a role of automatic GTAW wire, on March 4,

7 1980. There were three rods burned of bare wire on April

l 8 10, 1980. And there was a half role of automatic GTAW

9 wire burned on April 3, 1980. I see nothing irregular
i

10 about that.

11 JUDGE BLOCH: Is that a usual pattern of welding?.

12 You just do a little bit at four different times? You

13 don't finish a weld?,

14 THE WITNESS: You usually weld on it until you

1.- get it done. And I don't mean to be flip with that answer --

16 but, no, there's no -- as many times as schedule or

17 pressures have dictated. The millwrights is a small craft

18 group. And if the schedule pressures are on unit 1 at the

19 time, they might be pulled off unit 2. For long periods

20 of time there was virtually no work going on on unit 2. I
i

21 find nothing unusual about the situation.

22 MR. ROISMAN: Hold on just one second.
;

23 JUDGE BLOCH: Mr. Brandt, does your conclusion

'

24 on that particular weld depend on your believing that

25 Mr. Cole knew what he was doing when he signed off on that,
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J| weld?
' ?:

1[ ' ) THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.'

("%. >

ks/ -3. MR. ROISMAN: I'm sorry. I didn't hear yourt

4 answer, Mr.'Brandt.

5 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

f;. 6 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, we seem to be at a
L: ,

7 ~ breaking point here. I am ready to shift gears but it's

3 going to take me a couple of minutes to sort of mesh the

9 gears together.
:

} 10 JUDGE BLOCH: Can we clarify, then, what
'

11 happened with the review of the FSAR as to the ASME code?.$
i '-' ''

12 THE WITNESS: I can, if you would.like.
'

13 I looked through the table that I referenced earlier.

14 It was my impression that it was contained -- the table

15 was provided in chapter 17 as kind of a quick summary of

16 what's in the body of the FSAR thentselves, as far as the

17' [safetycommitments.
I i

18 Either I have missed it in a quick overview of it -- it

19 has been incorporated in a later amendment to the table --

20 or it is just not there and I was in error.

21 I will endeavor to find it in the body of the FSAR this
t

22 evening in the copies of the FSAR that are back in
P

' 23 Washington and brief you on it in the morning, if you wish.

O 24 JUDGE BLOCH: When he does that, do we only care

25 abou the current version or do we care about any of the

.
.. - a



. . _. _ ~

-21189.0 20750
i .BRT
.

s-

1 Learlier versions?

: 2 MR.~ROISMAN: No. I want to'know about the

!fD'

s_/ 3 version'that was in'effect at the time that the
F

4 inspections in question were done.

5: ' JUDGE BLOCH: Starting in '79?.

6 MR. ROISMAN: Starting actually in '78.

; -7 JUDGE BLOCH: Starting '78 to:the present.

8 THE WITNESS: Mr. Chairman, the historical

9 copies of the FSAR will have to come from Dallas, I

10 - believe. In the event that when I ' review this copy that's,

;

11 in Washington, that the amendment date on that particular,

12 page of Chat particular section is of 1979 vintage,'I

13 chink that will answer your question.;; ,

'" ' 14 JUDGE BLOCH: Is that something that Staff

15 archives can do for us or is this something only the
.

16 Applicants can do? Let ' r rely on the Applicants for now.

17 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, it may be that the
,

i
18 board,'s archives can. If I understand correctly, you keep

19 a copy of the FSAR in the board's library and they are
i

i 20 filed -- should be in the front of the FSAR an index for
a

I 21 all of the amendments to it.

22 JUDGE BLOCH: Since I have been Chairman of the

23 Board, I haven't received any updates. So -- well, if

|
- 24 amendments are being received all the time, they are not

t

25 being received by me.

|

|
|

!

;

+
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1 MR. ROISMAN: I don' t know that they have had

.
2 any amendments since the time that-you became Chairman of<

tAl 3 the Board.

4 JUDGE JORDAN: Yes. We get amendments every

5 month or two.

6: MR. WATKIMS: Would you read them if you did?

7 JUDGE BLOCH: -No, but we'would file them. Then,

8 we'd have a copy.

9 JUDGE JORDAN: I think it's very possible that
^

10 the Chairman has not seen amendments, in spite of the fact.

i

11 that he has been serviced.

12 MR. ROISMAN: Maybe Dr. Jordan knows if the
,

as 13 library here is likely to have a current version of the FSARs

,

14 with an index for the amendments.
i

15 JUDGE BLOCH: Not if they haven't been served on

16 me. Dr. Jordan should have them.

17 JUDGE JORDAN: It should be in our library here,

18 I assume, and also in the appeal board library, but it is

19 unlikely that it has been kept up to date. It's probably

20 like mine.
,

21 MR. WATKIb'G : Mr. Chairman, could we have the4

22 travelers for welds 23 and 29 bound into the record at>

23 this point?

O
24 (The documents follow:)

4

25

:

<

T-

4

4
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WELD NO. 20753

B&R Stainless Steel Liner Inspection Traveler
i

U Weld Inspection Sheet Page of

Acceptance Std.
Gibbs & Hill 2323-SS-18

7a. Penetrant Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

Cleaner Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

Developer Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck
.

NDE Procedure

Final P.T. Level II
D RESULTS INSPECTOR SIGN. DATE

/

7b. Vacuum Box GASKET TYPE SOLUTION TYPE

by

Pretest Cleaning Pressure Tempera ture NDE Procedure

Solution Application Method Post Test Cleaning

Gauge Serial Number Pressure Differential
Maintained for Sec. Min.

Final V.B.

N/A - Not Applicable

Level II
Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Inspector Date

O
,

|

O
1

1
1

I
.

. 1l
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Results Inspector Signature Date

2. V.T. of Backing Strip Tack / Fillet Welds:

Results Inspector Signature -Date

| 3. Cleanliness of Channel, Liner, and B. Strip:

Results Inspector Signature Date,

4. Final V.T. of Channel Fillet Weld:

Results Inspector Signature Date

5. Sean Weld Fit Up and Cleanliness-

'esults Inspector Signature DateR
_

6. Final 7.T. of Welds for Surface Preps.

Results Inspector Signature Date

7. Final P.T. and Vacuum Box of Seams,s

( ; (See Weld Inspection Sheet)

Resul ts Inspector Signature Da te

(~b . . . - - - - - - .

'U 8. Completion of Weld Inspection: QI-QP-11.14-6
.) \

Inspector Signature Date

\
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4M5 /}o/1522- ??O 20 4' p Jgypgg g y ,y
//67 g/)ff'/ J'/ f/' //2.3 y RESULTS INSPECTOR SIG|ATURS DATE

4ET //O 6f'/f 2, ff023 y 3. Clean 1.iness of channel, liner, and backing strip:

AGT Ao62ft] . f$O2] L|
W 'f Y d $ ty f 29 7[

REULTS INSPECWR SIGATURE DATE

3n /)- 59/ I $3o m )
14. Final V.T. of channel fillet weld:

&n1D 0~59/3 ^936.2 5- lf f fA3|- A M 9'? Y)- /O-26 - lfo

j
den O M -57,Jr g ge m I, T R 5ULIS INSPECTOR S/J:;ATi?.E DAIE

5. Final V.T. of inside weld:
' Sin-

E s ULJ15 II;SPr.CICR SIO:. iT AE LATE

Completion of wold inspection:
!

RESULTS INSPECsUR SIO:iATJRE DATE

|I

i
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Cr wing tio. Pcol . . Metal Ty;s Mtl. Thx. FC. to PC. ..

l_j Plate :: Plata I i insert Oc Plate gle to Plata i I Other-

'iF?il ' .ia1d Hold'Jeid::r .-

|Preced. Point 1. Fit up and Cleanliness of /5cve:Sv-tal "c .
'

~

M M7// ' 8tss5~ / S9 Lu WA 2-/7-N
Resuitgnspector signaturc Data

.

.. .

2. V.T. of Backing Strip Tack / Fillet: Welds:
. .

g|g ~ gp ,QQ
*

.

~

.hs 61 ts . Inspec:Or Signature Date -

_ . 3. Cleanliness of Channel, Liner, and B. Strip.
..

'

_. _ . . _ _ . . . .

DateRasul ts inspector Signature -

,

i 4. Final V.T. of Channel Fillet *.* eld:
,

| .

& x4 ob-

_,
i Re:S i n inspec :r it;na ure _Da t e

. 5. Inside Fit Up and Cleanliness:

L) 9 AIA AJ A
Rasui:s Inspec::fr Signa:ure Date

.
,

6. V.T. Of Fille: Pricr to Grinding:

A/ A>]4 DIA
?.esui s inspec::r 5t;na. .e ca n

7. Final V.T. of Inside '4 eld: -
^

I.| | | S#>

Resui:s inspe: :r signa:urs cate
j

_

; ;

'. I 5. C:::l e :i cn o f 'W el d In s ; e cti on : p.r - pe e,2.-7 |
~

Riv: (|
t -

|
|

,
* ,

i j j ..es u . :s ., inspe:=.- si gna:ure ca:e
I
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B&R Stainless Steel Liner Inspection Traveler

O weid lasPectioa Sheet eese or

Acceptance Std.
Gibbs & Hill 2323-SS-18

.

7a. Penetrant Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

Cleaner Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

Developer Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck
.

NDE Procedure

Final P.T. Level II
RESULTS It4SPECTOR SIGN. DATE

.

7b. Vacuum Box GASKET TYPE SOLUTION TYPE

by

Pretest Cleaning Pressure Temperature NDE Procedure

Solution Application Method Post Test Cleaning

Gauge Serial Number Pressure Differential
Maintained for Sec. Min.

Final V.B.

N/A - Not Applicable

Level II
Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Inspector Date

O

O

-

. -

_ - - __



0U0I 3
I

..

20764

B&R Stainless Steel Liner Inspection Travelery
|>

QI-QP-11.14-6 REV.''
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BB-240'-A Reactor LinerJ12 47$hl% XEEL N'Tc N4" l A2 M E A27
Orawing us. Pool Metal Type Mtl . Thck. PC. to PC.

Plate to Plate Insert to Plate / Angle to Plate Other

W:lder WFML Weld Hold
Symbol No. Proc ed. Point 1. Fit up and Cleanliness of Above

Results Inspector Signature Date

2. V.T. of Backing Strip Tack / Fillet Welds:

Results Inspector Signature Date
L

3. Cleanliness of Channel, Liner, and B. Strip:
-

Results Inspector Signature Date,

4. Final V.T. of Channel Fillet Weld:

Results Inspector Signature Date

S. Seam Weld Fit Up and Cleanliness:<

'esults Inspector Signature DateR

6. Final V.T. of Welds for Surface Preps.

Results Inspector Signature Da te

7. Final P.T. and Vacuum Box of Seams

(m (See Weld Inspection Sheet)j

Resul ts Inspector Signature Date

| 8. Com;,letion of Weld Inspection: QI-QP-ll.14-6
g

I 'C
Inspector Signature Da te

. . _ _ _ . ___ _. __. _. __ _ _.
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EtR STAIHLESS STEEL LDIER DISPECTION TRAVELER 20768-
_

rdOJET: C/drE JOB UO. 35-1193 Ifil T f f , g g n PAGE g OP p
~

$A 2'/01 A Asec.h ic L M'/~ 2&/ f/H " /PAA55 4 A///|gS

Wing No. FOOL METAL TIPE MTL. THK. PC. to FC.

OTHIR
TE TO PLATE RINSERT TO PLATE ] ANGLE TO PLATEy

EER WELD
'

HOLD

W30L FE NO. ,PROCED. POEIT i

1. Fit up and alcanliness of above:

>bN"% S'M
8T Aco752 I 97023 $$h*'' M

R M ULTS DISPECTOR SIGNATURE DATE

'

!'' ! 2. V.T. of backing strip tack /fi].let welds:

T A T.O A R-/ 978
S A T-

~ RESULTS E1SPECTOR SIGNATtkE DATE ;

3. Cleanliness of channel, linor, and backing strips

TmT. bE h-/5~ 78 - |SA T- DATE |
R EULTS INSPECTORSIG:iA@E

h. Final V.T'. of channel fillet wold:
_

SF _ TnmW On B-l P N -i
R :5LLTS INSPECTOR SIGiiAJORE DATE

5. Final V.T. of incido wold:
I [17

v.u u:. . wa .a s c . ; . un
.

O

Completion of wold inspection:

RuaTs EmeEcruR s10:aTuRs - uAu

i

,

'
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B&R Stainless Steel Liner Inspection Traveler

O Weld Inspection Sheet Page of
,

-

Acceptance Std.
Gibbs & Hill 2323-55-18 ,

.

7a. Penetrant Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck
.

Cleaner Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

Developer Mfg. Magnaflux-Spotcheck

NOE Procedure

. .,

1
Final P.T. Level II

RESULTS INSPECTOR SIGN. DATE
. ..,

7b. Vacuum Box GASKET TYPE SOLUTION TYPE!

by

Pretest Cleaning Pressure Tenperature ,,__ NDE Procedure

Solution Application Method Post Test Cleaning
.

'

Gauge Serial Number _

Pressure Differential
' Maintained for Sec. Min,.
, ,

i .

Final V.B.
*

N/A - Not Applicable
1 Level II
:
! Satisfactory _ Unsatisfactory _ Inspector Date

l
a, O
A

3 '

JO

.

{ . . -.

: . . . . . . . .-__e_n____:_____- _ _ _ _ _ - - -
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B&R Stainless Steel Liner Inspection Traveler

QI-QP-11.14-6 REV.
~ PROJECT: CPSES JOB NO: 35-1195 UNIT 2 PAGE OF

BB-2601-A Reactor Liner #2 drAI4tts hm ffi AA36 v>4A 6
Drawing No. Pool Metal Type Mtl . Thck. PC. to PC.'

/ Plate to Plate Insert to Plate Angle to Plate Other$FdcE IA E AA35~

'

Welder WFML Weld Hold
5)ebol No. Proced. Point 1. Fit up and Cleanliness of Above

.

; Results Inspector Signature Date

2. V.T. of Backing Strip Tack / Fillet Welds:

. Results Inspector Signature Date
'

3. Cleanliness of Channel Liner, and B. Strip:
;

Results Inspector Signature Date,

4 Final V.T. of Channel Fillet Weld:

i

! ResultT Inspector Signature Date

5. Seam Weld Fit Up and Cleanliness:

'Resul ts Inspector Signature Date

6. Final V.T. of Welds for Surface Preps.

~

Results Inspector Signature 0 ate

7. Final P.T. and Vacuum Box of Seams

] (See Weld Inspection Sheet)!

Results Inspector Signature Date

8. Ccmpletion of Weld Inspection: QI-QP-11.14-6'

Inspector Signa;ure Data
,

J
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1 (Discussion off the record.)
2 MR. WATKINS: Mr. Chairman, one final thing and

,m

k, 3 I don't mean to trigger a burst of acrimony in saying this.

4 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 out 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

,5 - 13 is of course the way it is supposed to be. 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.

18 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, 19Ct.)

25

|
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