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Sim 1-1
1 PgggEEDIEGE

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Good morning.

_
3 We will be turning very quickly to the next panel

'# of' witnesses. I will just mention-that Mrs. Flynn informs'-
4

5 me that she talked to Mr. Runkel and they have arranged, and

6 the Board agrees to set aside first_ thing tomorrow morning

~

7 a few minutes to talk about aspects of the motion to reopen

8 on-the management issue.

9 The understanding is that we will hear I guess

10 what amounts to a partial oral argument and then we will

11 have a further written response from the applicarts at the

12 date previously set.

.( ) 13 From yesterday we have one pending item at least

14 that I recall. Mr. Eddleman, you were going to designate.

15 some particular pages or parts of pages of proposed Eddleman

16 Exhibit 49 that we were-then going to review in the light

17 of the argument on admission of that document yesterday.

18 Have you got those designations?

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: I have a document here somewhere

20 chat has them laid out. Let me see if I can locate it. Yes,
,

21 here it is.

-(m,) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
,

23 MS. FLYNN: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, might I

24 interrupt. Just one thing. Mr. Runkel said that if it
Ace-Feder3 Reporters, Inc.

25 happens that this contention finishes today, and it looks

. , -- - _ . - _. _ , __ _ ._. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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Sim 1-2 that way, if I can reach him in time, he can be here by thei

2 end of today. '

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Thank you.
N

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: The cover letter from-Lewis to''-

5 Etley consisting of two pages basically has the context of

6 the report and the basis for identification of hanger program
.

deficiencies.7

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: On Appendix A,uthe. notice of

10 violation, Item B, down at the bottom of the first page of

11 Appendix A.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

() 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: And the context of the problems

14 found and also all of page 2 and Item E onDhanger design

15 at the top of page 3.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: It appears that the rest of.page

18 3 and page 4 will be as context.of this report.

19 MR. BAXTER: Does that mean that you are attempting.

20 to offer that?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.

|( ) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: You are proposing them as in,

23 but you are distinguishing Item E on the top of page 3 as

24 being the rest of it?
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: As being more directly related
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Sim'l-3
1 .to the hangers, yes.

v

2 JUDGE KELLEY: And the rest of it you would say

-- . 3 isecontext?

* 4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right.

5 . JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

6 I MR. EDDLEMAN: The next sheet is just a list of

7 the inspectors, and the two sheets following that report

8 details of the exit interview. All of this is the_ basis

9 of the description of the problems that are in here.

10 MR. BARTH: I am confused. Do you want, in

Il compliance with the: Chairman's request, to have this sheet

12 with the inspectors' names or not. I know what it says.
. -

. ) 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, I want it.s

14 JUDGE KELLEY: You want, as I understand it,.

15 the sheet with~the names and the next two sheets, right?

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: The report detail shees, that is

17 right. And then the exit interview sheet, which again is

'18 highlighted,- too, at the top. This is basis.

19 On page 3 ---

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minute. Slow down a little

21 bit. Here on page 2 is where we get into what we..were
,.

( 22 really concerned about, to start particularizing page 2,

a
23 site project management, general, are you proposing that

24 tobbe in? I

- Am-FWwd Rgemm, Inc. l

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, because I think it is

e. - - --
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'Sim 1-4
~ ' context of what shows up in the inspection effort on page 3.

~
~

j

JUDGE KELLEY: Now the; inspection efforts begin-
2

"'3 ---

3 -

-

MR. EDDLEMAN: And-.this is the basis for pointing-
4

ut programmatic. deficiencies-in the program.-
5

JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minute.
6

(Pause.)
7

in a t P cal sense you are saying that ItemiS
8

- 5 beginning on -- I mean what precedes-Item 5 on 2 is kind
9

of. innocuous, but what starts as Item 5 is contextual in- jo

11 youretview?

12 MR. .EDDLEMAN: Yes, it explains what they were'

-.looking into in the inspection efforts, general context of
- 13

ja the site management. ,

JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
15

16 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to: interrupt.

I thought that what we were.doing here was putting-the burden
17

18
.on Mr. Eddleman as the sponsor of-this exhibit to make some'

I

demonstration that the material relates to pipe hanger welding
-19

20 and inspection so that~we then, .the other parties, could

.21 respond to the offer.

| 22 All he is really doing is describing what.appea.rs

r
23 =on the pages.

24' JUDGE KELLEY- That is correct, and that is what

; ' Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.
!- 25 I thought he was going to do. Now I have got an open mind

~

2 .

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



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

? 7077-
<

s

JSim 1-5
.1 on that to some extent, but we' heard a lot of back and-forth

-

2 argumer.t on this general topic yesterday and we - can read

3 this and we know.what relates to piping and what doesn't I

i - N
'

4 think.

' '
5 We thought we would iust come in this morning

6 and say to Mr. Eddleman would you give us some pages and
' r

'

7 paragraphs that you think relate to pipe hangers in the,

i . 8 expectation that it wouldn't be most of the report.

9 Now if it turns out that you are going to say

10 that all of':this is context,- then we haven't gotten anywhere
i

11 and we will just throw the whole thing out. But if you do

12 have some particular pieces of this which you think have a

.() 13 direct bearing on the matter, that.we=will consider, but

14 further argument, we can spend half of the morning.doing
,

15 that, which we don't want to do. We don't think it is that

16
,

important, frankly.
!'

17 Now you'are on page 2-and you have got 35 pages

18 in all. Are you going to be telling us in~the next few'

! 19 minutes that you want five pages or 20 pages?
,

!s -20 MR. EDDLEMAN: Neither, Judge, somewhere in.

i

21 between. -

.

,

- 22 JUDGE KELLEY: About what? About how much of

23 this do you want? Do you want a quarter of it?

| 24 MR. EDDLEMAN: Haven't counted them, Judge.- I r

< Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

have got them marked'and I can tell you by going through25 L

:

. _ - . _ - _ . _ , . _ . _ - - - . . _ . . _ _ , . . . _ . . . . _ , _ . . . - _ _ , . _ _ _ . _ . - . . _ . _ _ . . ~ . . _
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Sim 1-6 1 them faster than I can count them.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead.

3 , MR. EDDLEMAN: My understanding was I was just,_

be
4 to say what I wanted of these things.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: That is what the Chair understood

6 you'were going to do. .Let' see where that leads us and ws

7 can see then whether we really need to hear further argument

8 on this or not.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Item 2 at the bottom of page 3

10 concerning approval of QA procedures. This all on page 3

11 is the basis of programmatic deficiencies.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: If I can just backstep one more

fs

_(_) 13 time. On page 2 you are:asking for SA, right?

I4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Now on page 3 you are asking

16 for Item 2?

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I am asking-for the whole

18 page, and I am pointing out in addition -- see, we went over.

19 Item 1 yesterday and I didn't want to repeat that. I am-

20 pointing out that Item 2 covers the concern with QA having

21 a sign-off on therprocedures.
n

s) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: 'Okay. But are you asking for all

23 of page 3 or are you asking for B-2 at the bottom of page

24 3?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am asking for all of page 3 and
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SI" 1~
11 pointing out something about B-2 that I hadn't pointed out

2 earlier.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, you know, this is turning
,,,

'

4 into a funny hybrid. I thought I was-going to get pages and

5 -that.is that, and now I am getting argument and we are going

6 to want back argument. Can you just give us the pages you

7 want? We can read this stuff.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: Sure. Okay, programmatic __-

9 deficiencies, pages 4 and 5 at the top, the conclusions.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: You want all of 4?

Il MR. EDDLEMAN: All of 4.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: And you want ---

'

13 MR. EDDLEMAN: The conclusions at'the top of 5.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now then you have to have I think

16 6A and B for context and what was reviewed, and then 6C is

17 programmatic criticism of the QA program. Then go over on

18 page 6 ---

I9 JUDGE KELLEY: So you want all of 5 is.what

20 you are saying?

2I MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.

~ 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: And all of 6 down to the part at

24 the bottom that says 7, material receiving and storage,
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

And the over on25 everything above Item 7 on page 6 I want.

- , . ,
. . . , 3....n,
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Sim 1-8 on page 7 Item 8 beginning with records.in the context of'

| programmatic deficiencies and bases. -All of page.8, document
.

control and programmatic deficiencies.7
,-

3

.
JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse me. Was there anything

i 4

on'77
5

end Sim
Joe Fols 0

,
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8
.
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Ase-Federes Reponm, Inc.
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L2-1-Wal-

- j MR.'EDDLEMAN:. The item 8, that- begins L a't the
/-

2
. bottom of page 7.1

.

' ' ' JUDGE KELLEY: All right.-

3
/'"3

MR..EDDLEMAN': And then that' Item continues.
4

.5 on page 8, want all of page 8, none of page 9, none

6 f page 10, none of page 11, none of page 12,Lon page 13,
~

I want to. pick up with Item 10, down at the bottom,7

structural construction- activities, which I b' lievee
8

9 - concerns hangers.

10 JUDGE KELLEY:: All right.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: All of page 14, which includes

12 some hanger deficiencies, all of page 15, which includes

I( ): 13 ' hanger deficiencies. On page 16, I want to'comeLdown

14 to' the middle of the page. Now, I want everything above
p
;

15 the point that'says: In addition, reactor vessel RV-
n
:-
l''

16 nozzle supports and reactorLupper internals, everything
.

i

! '17 above-that,--hanger deficiencies.

L

f -18 . JUDGE-KELLEY: All~right.-
I'
!.

19 MR.,EDDLEMAN: None of page 17,- none of 18,

20 none of 19, none of 20, and none of 21, none of 22,

21 none-of 23, none of-24, none of 25, none-of 26, none of
t.

) ' 22 - 27,.none of 28, none of 29, none of 30, none of 31, none

(-
23 of 32,,none of 33.

24 On pages 34 and 35, you,have the list-of
As>cessem nesenm, Inc.

25 items,'and --

t
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JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minute.j

MR. EDDLEMAN: The.last two pages, numbers 34
2

3 and'35.

('

JUDGE KELLEY: All right. -'
4

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay? Now, these give a

6 descriptive overview of what our follow-up items from

'

7 various parts of it, and I think you can follow which
,

8 parts relate to the ones that are numbered in the text.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: It is just an index, right?'

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: That is right.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, the material you asked

12 for earlier you want in, you might as well put this in
4

() 13 too, right?

14 MR. EDDLENAN: .That is right. I just think
1

15 it makes it a little easier to look at the thing, and

16 that is what this is for. It is just the context,'and

17 direct points of violations and unresolved items that

18 relate to hangers.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN : And that is is.

21 MR. BARTH: To clarify the last remark, Your

i 22 -Honor, I think Mr. Eddleman said relates to hangers. I

23 think that the 83-25-11 is suitability of HVAC materials.

24 Is he saying he only wants the hanger stuff on 34 and 35?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Let me just ask. Mr. Barth

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

1
makes a good point.

-2 Are you saying that in your view the materials

3 you designated relate to pipe hangers as opposed to HVAC
I-s\
~#

4 and other kinds of hangers?

5 MRs EDDLEMAN: In general, yes. I haven't

6 abandoned my view that the HVAC hangers are included here,

7 but I realize the Board disagrees, so I won't go through

8 it again.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: The item Mr. Barth is talking

11 about, I believe 14.b, occurs in the pages I already said

12 were out, and so that wouldn't apply. What I want this

() 13 last part for is basically for context and index, and

14 description that just allows you to quickly reference,

15 well, these are violations and so on, and only-the parts

16 that . relate to --

17 JUDGE KELLEY: -- what you kept?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Pardon?
4

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Parts that relate to what you

20 kept, or what you propose for keeping?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: That is right, Judge. That is

22 exactly what I am getting at. That is what I want.

23 MR. BARTH: But I thought he would identify

24 these, Your Honor, rather than have Mr. Baxter and I
Ame-Federes Reporters, Inc.

25 try to pick-them out on our own and decide whether

. _ _ _ . . _. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - . . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . ,. _ ._ ... . . . _ . - - _ -
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Batch Plant Printer Inaccuracies were something that are
1

2 in or out.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Isn't the burden now on you, for

-O
4 example, and Mr. Baxter? Mr. Eddleman has said page 13,

5 yes, page 19, no. And you can look at the index and look

6 at the page and see whether.--the two are in. Isn't.that

7 fairly straight forward?

MR. BARTH: I think, Your Honor, the burden is
8

on the Board to make a decision upon this as to whether
9

10 or not the Batch Plant Printer Inaccuracy should be

11 admitted as evidence or not.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: We will absolutely do that, Mr.

13 Barth, by ruling on the pages that have been proposed for

14 inclusion and exclusion by you and Mr. Baxter, and we will

15 make such ruling.

16 The issue in my mind now is, having seen what

17 we have seen, and we know what Mr. Eddleman would like to

18 put in, did the counsel ~want to argue this matter page

19 by page, or do they want to leave it to the Board, having

20 Iward yesterday's argument, and just go ahead and decide

21 it?

22 We are willing to take the time, if that is

23 what you want to do.

24 MR.- BAXTER: I would like the opportunity, Mr.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Chairman, to look over the designated-pages during the

_ .. _ -_ . , _ _ , _ - _ - _ _ - . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ . - . . _ . .
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1 next. break, and come back after that. .

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Even after lunch. I mean, some

3 time today, later on today, we could revisit the matter, j
, . _

U
4 and decide it page by page, paragraph by paragraph, in i

5 the light of the argument that we have heard, now.that

6 you have the designation. You would at least like the

7 Opportunity to do that, as I hear you.

8 MR. BAXTER: That is right.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Why don't you do that. )

10 If you can let us know af ter the break, fine, or.even

11 after lunch will be good enough, and then we will do it
,

1

12 that way. Okay?

13 MR. BARTH: Thank you, Your Honor. That is
.

14 fine with us.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Anything else before we

16 call the next panel? Mr. Baxter?

17 MR. BAXTER: No.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead.

19 MR. BAXTER: Pursuant to the Board's ruling in

20 September 1984, in response-to Mr. Eddleman's request for

21 subpoena, Applicants call to the stand Kenneth A.

22 Douglas, William H. Pere, and Gene G. Tingen. I ask

23 that the witnesses be sworn.

24 Whereupon,
Ace-Fedora Reporters, Inc.

25 KENNETH A. DOUGLAS,
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.2-6-Wr12
4

.XXX INDEX 1 WILLIAM H.' PERE,

-2 and

3 GENE G. TINGEN,
-

~

~4 witnesses introduced on behalf of the Applicant, being
,

5 .first duly sworn, testified as follows:

|..XX INDEX 6 DIRECT EXAMINATION.

7 .BY MR. BAXTER:

8 Q Mr. Douglas, will you state your full name for

9 the record and describe for the Board your present

10 position and employer?

11 A (Witness Douglas) Kenneth Augustus Douglas,

12 I am a quality. assurance specialist and employee of

- 13 CP&L.
.

14 Q At the Harris site?

15 A At the Harris site.

16 0 What are your current duties in that position? i

17 A I am in charge of surveillance effort that is
4

18 on-going at the Harris site.

19 Q Do you have current responsibilities with respect

20 to pipe hanger welding or. inspection?

21 A I have the responsibility of doing the

() 22 surveillance over the pipe hangers, not the inspection

23 effort.

24 Q And how long have you been involved in the
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 surveillance work?

---- - ,--.. . -. -
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'I A Since I was employed'with CP&L.

2 Q On pipe hangers? Have you been involved in7 pipe

.3 hanger surveillance since you were employed?
,_

-V
4 A The surveillance effort on pipe hangers has only

,

5 been conducted over the last two years.

6 Q And did you have any involvement with pipe hanger

7 welding or inspection prior to that time?

8 A Not with the inspection. The only other

9 involvement I had was with the signing off, the initiating

i

10 of the WDRs.

11 Q Mr. Doublas, I have provided the Board and the
,

12 parties with a two page statement of your qualifications.
4

|
p) 13 Do you have any corrections to make to that document?,

(,

14 A Yes. There. appears to be a typo on roman

15 numeral II, line A. That should be 66 instead of 67.
I

16 Q As corrected, is this a true and accurate

17 statement of your qualifications?

J

18 A Yes, it is.
,

L
19 Q Mr. Pere,.what is your current position and'

;

20 employer, please?

21 A (Witness Pere) I work for CP&L out at the

( 22 Harris site. I am a QA/QC specialist.

23 Q Do you have current responsibilities with respect;

24 to pipe hanger welding or inspection?
: Ase-Federsi neporwe, inc.

25 A Yes, I do. I am assigned to the QC structural

-
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i 2-8-Wal; ,

I .-
welding inspection unit.! .j

2 Q How 15ng have you been involved with that ;"

3 responsibility for pipe hangers?

,

A About four and a half years.
| 4

5 0 And I have also provided the Board and parties

. . :
.

6 a two page statement of your qualifications. Is that
'

a true and accurate statement?7

A Yes, it is.E -8

9 Q Mr. Tingen, what is your position, and by whom

10 are you employed?

11 A (Witness Tingen) I am employed by Carolina

| 12 Power and Light. I work in the quality assurance,

() 13 quality . control document review section for ASME code

14 pipe welds.

15 0 And what -- do you have current responsibilities

16 i n t h a t: position with respect to pipe hanger welding or

17 inspection?

-18 A No, sir.

19 0 When did you have any responsibility for pipe

20 hanger welding or inspection, and what were they?

'

A I was a pipe hanger welding inspector up until21

irx_) 22 February of 1982.

23 Q And is the two page document I have distributed

24 an accurate statement of your qualifications?
Ase-Federei neponen, Inc.

25 A Yes, it is.

!

. _ _ _ _
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!

-1 MR..GIBSON: Mr. Chairman, I would move that

2 these three' statements of the witnesses. qualifications

3 be received in evidence, and incorporated into the
,

0-
4 transcript.as if read.

i. 5 JUDGE KELLEY: Granted.
.

XXX INDEX 6 (Documents follow)

! 7

j 8
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| wFederes Reportm, Inc.
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Gene Gibson Tingen

- Q, 3
Quality Assurance / Quality Control Technician I,

- I. Date of Birth: June 24, 1959

II. Education and Training

High school graduate, Apex Senior High School, Apex, NorthA.
Carolina, September 1974 to June 1977

;

B. Attended Wake Technical College, Certificate in Program
Welding, September 1977 to March 1978

III. Experience

A. H. Cox Welding, Raleigh, North Carolina

1. July 1977 to November 1977

a. Welder and Layoutman

B. . Daniel International Construction Company, New Hill,
North Carolina

1. March 1978 to May 1979'

Certified Iron Worker Weldera.

C. Various Shops, part-time

1. May 1979 to February 1981

a. Welder

D. Daniel International Construction Company, New Hill,
North Carolina

1. May 1979 to February 1981

Qualified Visual Inspectora.

E. Carolina Power & Light Company

1. February 23, 1981

Employed as a Quality Assurance Technician II in thea.
Engineering & Construction Section of the Technical
Services Department located at the Harris site, New
Hill, North Carolina

March 7, 1981 - Transferred as a Quality Assurance /
-s' b.

Quality Control Technician II in the Engineering &
Construction Quality Assurance /Ouality Control Section
of the Corporate Quality Assurance Department located
at the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina

--
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2-

!

b
.

| c. February 1983 - SECTION TITLE CHANGE - promoted as a
, . QA/QC Technician I in the QA/QC Harris Plant Unit of-

the QA/QC Harris Plant Section of the Corporate Quality
.* Assurance Department. Located at the Harris site,

New Hill, North Carolina'

j . IV. Professiona'. Societies

: None

t i
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f William H. Pere
j- QA/QC Specialist-

, ,
'

5Y
JJ
35 1. Date of Birth

*

9' . .

j - November 21, 1952
. .

II.- Education and Training

-

:

| A. Attended Pine Forest High School, Fayetteville, North Carolina,
'

Received CED in 1971

B. AAS Degree in Civil Engineering, Fayetteville' Technical Institute.
.Fayetteville, North Carolina, 1978

III. Experience

*A. United States Navy

I 1. January 1971 - January 1975
e

,

a. Machinist Mate 3rd Class.
t

B. Woolco, Fayetteville, North Carolina !
h

,

i

f i i

! 1.. June 1975 - February 1976 j

(b ! - ia. Sales Clerk
! -

s

C. Pet Palace, Fayerteville, North Carolina
4

*
1. May 1976 - February 1977

f
' '

a. Manager - .

f D. D. R. Allen & Son, Fayetteville, North Carolina

.

1. May 1978 - July 1978
|

( a. Project Expediter

f E. TVA, Iuka, Mississippi

i

1. July 1978 - May 1979

|, a. Engineering Aide

!' . F. Carolina Power & Light Company

1. May 1979 cmployed nn n QA Inspector T in the Engineering &,

| Countruction QA Section of the Technien1 Services Department.
| I.ocated at the llarris site, New Hill, North Carolina.

,

r

a. March 1981 transferred and reclassified as.a QA/QC
'

- Inspector I in the Engine,ering & Construction QA/QC
| Section of the Corporate Quality Assurance Department.

Located at the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina.
.

.

-..
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b. May 1981 promoted as a QA/QC Technician II in the
,

Engineering & Construction QA/QC Section of the
Corporate Quality Assurance Department. Located at
the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina.

c. May 1982 promoted as a QA/QC. Technician I in the*

Engineering & Construction QA/QC Section of the -

g Corporate Quality Assurance Department.- Located at
the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina.

3 d. February 1983 - SECTION TITLE CHANCE - QA/QC Technician I
*

in the QA/QC liarris Plant Unit of the QA/QC Harris Plant
Section of the Corporate Quality Assurance Department.
Located at the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina.

June 1984 promoted as a QA/QC Specialist in the QA/QCe.
liarris Plant Unit of the QA/QC !!arris Plant Section of
the Corporate Quality Assurance Department. Located

'

at the Harris site, New Hill, North Carolina.
.

IV. Professional Societies
1

None

-
.

! * ,
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!

I
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!
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Kenneth A. Douglas
QA/QC Specialist

I. Date of Birth
,

November 18, 1947 * -

II. Education and Training

i A. BS Degree in Industrial Technology,~ East Carolina University,
Greenville, North Carolina,' 1967-1971

B. Hol'ds special licenses in Level III, Mr. PT and RT

C. -Various courses taken from 1972-1978

1. Industrial Radiography
2. American Society for Nondestruct,1ve Testing for

Industrial Radiography Safety

3. Basic Ultrasonic
4. Weld Inspection 1

5. Management Training j
6. Executive Organization Workshop 1

7. Supervisory Management |

III. Experience
,

A. Atwood & Morrill Company, Inc., Washington, North Carolina

1. 1972 - 1975 |
!i.
I

a. Quality Control Manager

*2. 1975 - 1977, St. Stephen, N.B., Canada
ij e

n. Quality Control Manager

3. 1977 - 1980 ,

n. Production Supervisor

B'. Stanadyne Company, Washington, North Carolina

1. March 1980 - August 1980

n. Production Supervisor

C. Reece Corporation, Stantonsburg, North Carolina

1. October 1980 - May 1981

Quality Control Supervisorn.

.
.

O

*e
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D. Carolina Power & Light Company !,

!'
.

1. June 1981 employed as a QA/QC Technician I in the Engineering
& Construction QA/QC Section of the Corporate Quality Assurance
Department. Located at the Harris site. New Hill. North.

Carolina.
?

. , -

( a. February 1983 - SECTION TITLE CHANCE - QA/QC Technician I\
in the,QA/QC Harris Plant Unit of the QA/QA Harris Plant
Section of the Corporate Quality Assurance Department.

i .Locat'ed.at; the Harris site. New Hill. North Carolina.

b. November 1983 promoted as a QA/QC Specialist in the
QA/QC Harris Plant Unit of the QA/QC Harris Plant Section
of the Corporate Quality Assurance Department. Located
at the Harris site, New Hill . North Carolina.

IV. Professional Societies
*None
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1 MR. BAXTER: And the witnesses are available

2 to Mr. Eddleman.

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: I want to give the court reporter
'?">
\J a copy of two documents passed'out, I believe, Tuesday,4

5 consisting of seismic weld data reports. These are the

6 _ones that are listed down towards the bottom -- some of

1 7 the ones listed down toward the bottom of the document

8 list for Mr. Pere and Mr. Tingen. t

XXX.INDEXX 9 CROSS EXAMINATION

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

11 Q Gentlemen, do you have these documents?

12 A (Witness Pere) Yes.

I")' 13 Q I would request that the:one that begins with
M

14 Hanger A-1-190-i-PDH-3, be marked for identi5ication

15 as Eddleman 50. -

' 16 JUDGE KELLEY: What does it look like?' Can I

17 see it?

18 (Mr. Eddleman holds document up toward bench)

19 JUDGE KELLEY: These are weld data reports,

20 right?

.21 MR. EDDLEMAN: -Yes. .

k 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Off the record.
s. /

! 23 (Off the record discussion ensues.)~g
SusT fols. 24

| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25

i

l-
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ , -. _ _
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#3-1-Suet 1 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's go back on the record now.

2 We have been getting some exhibits lined up for numbering and

3 I believe we have them here-in sequence, starting with 50;

O
\/

4 was that right, Mr. Eddleman?
,

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: That's right, Judge.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Could you start with 50 then and

7 just give the Reporter on the record some identifying data

P us the number on these, I think six in sequence, seismicl8

9 weld data reports?

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right. Now, I've supplied one to

11 the Reporter.

12 Okay. Now, Eddleman 50 is a thick set. It's nearly

(~) 13 three-eights of an inch thick, seismic weld data reports. And
\s

14 the front sheet is Drawing Number A-1-190-1-PD-H-3. That's

15 Eddleman 50.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

I'7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now, I'm presuming these are being.

18 marked as I'm saying them.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

20 (The above-referred to document is

21 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 50

j|heXXXXX ~22 for Identification.)

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now, then there is another group of

24 seismic weld data reports almost as thick. And it begins
Ass-Federst Reporters, Inc.

25 with the cover sheet on Drawing A-1-236-1-PD-H-121. That
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#3-2-Suet 1 is Eddleman 51.

2 JUDGE KELLEY:. Right.>

.. .

y
3 (The above-referred to document is,,

T ')'~'
4 marked ~Eddleman Exhibit Number 51

.INDEXXXXX 5 for Identification.)

6 MR.. EDDLEMAN: Now,.Eddleman 52 -- these are all
,

7 seismic weld data reports, I will' point out.
~

8 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 52 consists of seven sheets
4

'10 stapled together, the top one going to Drawing A-2-236-1-PM-H-

Il 227.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.
.

() -13 (The above-referred to-document is-

14 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 52;,

"INDEXXXXX 15 for Identification.)

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 53 consists of'five seismic
:

h 17 I weld data report sheets. And the cover one-is A-4-236-1-WL-
i

18 H-2343.|

'
,

'

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Right..

!

|, 20 MR. EDDLEMAN: That's Eddleman 53.
i

|

! 21 (The above-referred to document.is
I: y

( ). 22 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 53

INDEXXXX 23 for Identification.)

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: It also is marked Volume 36 up at
| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the top on the lef t side.

|
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-

;

#3-3-Suet I JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now, there is a single sheet marked

-3 Volume 3 up towards the upper right, A-4-236-1-BR-H-2182.
7,

(.)
4 That's Eddleman 54.

i 5 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

E 6 (The above-referred'to document is

7 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 54

INDEXXXXX- 8 for Identification.)

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: And then there is a stapled group

10 of six sheets, the top sheet being A-4-236-1-WL-H-2369..

II That's Eddleman 55.
.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

-( )' '13 (The above-referred to document is
'

14 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 55

15 for Identification.)INDEXXXXX

16 MR..BAXTER:- I can advise the Board and Mr. Eddleman

17 in advance that the witnesses have Eddleman Exhibits 50 and 51
.

18 but not the subsequent seismic weld data reports, and we can't

I9 find them on the list you provided us, Mr. Eddleman, for

20 - these three witnesses.

2I JUDGE KELLEY: The Board has three full sets. I
-

-

22 can loan my copy.
.

23 MR. BAXTER: That's finc. I was just pointing out

24 though that Mr. Eddleman was supposed to in advance provide-
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the list of documents he was going to examine on.

_. . . . . .. , _ _ . . _ - . . _ . , _ . _ _ _ . _ _ , _- _ . _ . .
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#3-4-Suet. 1 JUDGE KELLEY: The point.is well taken.

'? 2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe --

- 3 JUDGE KELLEY: This isn't just merely a matter of,q _
' ' i '1'''

4 . convenience today. It's the fact that they haven't reviewed
,

5 .the papers; is .that correct?

6 MR. BAXTER: Pardon me?

7 JUDGE KELLEY: It's not just a matter of convenience

8 this morning; it's the matter that-they have not reviewed these

9 papers before?

10 MR. BAXTER: That's right. That's right.
.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: They will be looking at these-cold.

12 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir.
;

( ) 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I believe Mr. Baxter is*

14 ' correct. When I put .these together I believe that 50 and 51

15 relate to ones that are identified on the sheet. What I was

16 checking was the pipe hanger inspections listed on.the 8/84

17 Eddleman 41 document list, and I don' t believe that ' these are.

18 included. However, having gotten then marked --

19 MR. BAXTER: I'm not talking about the 8/84 list.

20 I'm talking about the October list that was a condition upon

21 which the Board granted your request to have the witnesses

(3( ,) 22 appear.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, the October list says -- and

24 1.m reading from --
. Am-Federal Repreers, Inc.

| 25 JUDGE KELLEY: Can we be crystal clear? I think I

., - _ . . ._. . . - . , _ , . . _ _ _ _ . . _ . . . . _ _ _ . _. . _-- .
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|43-5-Suet 1 Lknow what you mean.- When you say October, list, could you

2 describe that?

. 3 MR. EDDLEMAN: It's entitled " Document-List for
'/Sg
, ' _) -s

4 Pere and Tingen.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: There is one here for Mt. Castle.
~

6 I mean, as.I go through the paper --

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: It's an 8 1/2 by 14 typewritten

8 sheet.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Right. The document, list for Pere

10 and Tingen is what is being referred to?

11 MR.-EDDLEMAN: That's right.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. And this was served on

f '13 the 1st of October or thereabouts?

Id MR. EDDLEMAN: Some time in October, Judge. There

15 was an Order when --

16 JUDGE KELLEY: And the Board said okay provided you'

17 specified documents in advance, right?

18 ' MR . EDDLEMAU: Question areas and documents. A

19 separate list for question areas.

2 10 JUDGE XELLEY: All right. Go ahead.
-

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now, what I'm referring to is the --

T) 22 you will see down at the bottom a list, an explicit list, of-

23 various pipe hanger inspection reports.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Then, right above that there is a

s. ;
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9 3-6--Suet 1 note that says: ' Pipe hanger , inspections listed. on Pages 4, 5,

,2 7, ~ 8 'and 9 of 8/84 Eddleman 41 document : list. ,

3 -Now what I was ' going to 1say. about this, I'm notg
v'

'4 even sure that these are included there. I think they may
-

5 not'be..

6 MR. BAXTER: I think you are right.

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: However, having gotten them marked,-

-8 I would propose we just leave these marked because I am. going
~

9 to probably use them with the Staff witnesses.

10 MR. BARTH:- Pardon me? We were just given two

- Il pieces of paper this morning, Your Honor, by Mr.'Eddleman to-

12 be used as cross on the Staff.

13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Additional cross on the Staff, I'm

14 sorry.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I ga her the point being that.

16 .the. condition that producing these witnesses was listing

17 ~ documents,'and these documents weren't listed. But.a similar
18 condition was not applied to the Staff, right?

-19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I have explained-to them.that

20 some of these-documents would be used, discovery documents.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: I understand. But, my. point.is'that

: 22 the condition reason doesn't apply to the Staff panel, right?
~

_

.

'23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right.

24 MR. BAXTER:' Except for Mr. Maxwell.
.Ase-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Except for Mr. Maxwell, who is'also
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#3-7-Suet 1 a subpoenaed witness.

2
MR. EDDLEMAN:

And there is a list for Mr. Maxwell.
3

O And it describes -- I think it basically includes thie li ts
4 and some other list. I just describe his list in terms of
5 other lists.
6

JUDGE KELLEY: All right. I understand your
7 proposition I think.

The Staff witnesses can come later. If
8

some disputes about that arise we can talk about them then
.

9

But you are not then proposing to use the 52 through
10

55 on these witnesses, correct?
Il

MR. EDDLEMAN: That's correct.
12

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
O '3

caosS 8x^"1n^ Tron .

INDEXXX I4
BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

15
Q

Gentlemen, do you have Eddleman Exhibits 50 and 51
16 available to you?
17 A (Witness Pere) Yes.
18

Q All right. Now, Iare these the kinds of seismic19

weld data reports that those of you who did conduct pipe
20

hanger weld inspections at the Shearon Harris Plant would use21

in documenting the results of those inspections?O 22 A (Witnees Timeen) Yes.
23

(Witness Pere) During the time periods that is
24

w Federci Reporters, Inc. listed, yes.

25
0 Okay.

You mean the time periods that you inspected,

_-
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#3-8-Suet 1 or the time --

2 A That's listed on the SWDR, right.

nd #3- 3 ,

ry flws
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

/~T 13| j
%J

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

I 22
%_ '

23

| 24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

! 25
1

i
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Sim -1 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

Q I would like to refer you to about the seventh.

** ""9 '"" " """" "9' *

3
,

- (f No. A-1-190-1, PD-H-9.
4,

.

JUDGE EELLEY: Excuse me. Just for the Board's

understanding of the questioning,- I guess I was assuming

this entire package related to a single pipe hanger.
- 7,

MR. EDDLEMAN: No, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: Not correct. A lot of different
9

iP Pe hangers?
10

MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir. And, in fact, the3;

P Pe hangers listed on the document list for Pere and Tingen,i*
12

if you look down toward the bottom,:it has a paragraphg

beginning " Pipe hanger inspection Report 4" and it listsg

a bunch of.. numbers. They are not in the same order that they
15

are there, but that is what these are. These 50 and 51g

are pipe hanger inspection reports off of that list. There, g
i

is not quite everything that is on the list.

JUDGE KELLEY: Let me ask, though, of the various
19

P pe hangers that are involved in Eddleman 50, are theyi
20

somehow related one to the other? I mean did Mr. Tingen
21

look at all of them and did Mr. Pere look at all of them?
i 22

Why are they one exhibit is my question?
23

MR. EDDLEMAN: They were basically stapled
24

Aas-Federal Reporters, Inc.
together this way for convenience of handling and carrying

25

i
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-Sim 3-2 1 them." -I don't believe they are organized by which witness,

2 looked at them.

.
_

3 JUDGE KELLEY: I just pulled that out of the hat.

U
4 I am just looking for some unifying-theme that brings us

5 to stapling them together. That is all.

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Just call it convenience. There

7 is not an obvious reason that ties them all together, except

8 that all of the two-stapled ones are ones that appear to

9 have problems on them that in many cases are not resolved,

10 or at least were not resolved as of the time of these

* II documents. That is what they are for. basically.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Normally when we assign a number

) 13 to an exhibit, it is either one transaction or one inter-(

14 related set. Is this just miscellaneous weld data reports ---

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, sir.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: --- some of which have problems

17 and some of which don't?
,

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: I selected them on.the basis that

19 they appeared to me to have problems in all of them.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't we go ahead on the

21 understanding that you have described'and we will see where

.A
22, (,/ it goes in that regard.

'23 We have, I might just note, we have done a

24 certain amount of segregating in some of these larger onas
' Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

'25 where it turns out that some of the paper in them-isn't
-

, . - , , ,-,.-., ,-,--.. .,, ,,,. _ ,.- .-. . , , . , - , - - - - _ - - . . . .~ - . - -
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1

S'imL3-3 discussed or whatever,-but we can cross that bridge I guessj

a little.later.2
! . .

=Go ahead. .That tells me at least for the time3
/"N6

i ! being where we are. Go ahead.4

MR. BARTH: Your Honor, I would like to add
5

6 confusion. If'you will look at box 5 in the first~line of

I . Exhibit 50, it has PD-H3. PD is plumbing and drainage,7

8 which is a non-safety system, and I did'not think we were

! discussing ---9

!

j. 10 JUDGE KELLEY: What page is this?

.
11 MR. BARTH: The very first page. The top sheet,

12 the thing to which the 50 is attached.

13 JUDGE KELLEY: You are focusing this on the
-t()

i. y initials PD?
!'
i '15 MR. BARTH: That is right, plumbing and drainage.

.

16 I didn't think we were discussing non-safety-systems here.

.j7 And I would like to add to the confusion'that a great deal

| 18 of this may or may not relate to safety matters.

19 .MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, it certainly adds to my
:

!-

f '20 confusion because it is a seismic one weld-data report, and

21 I thought all seismic one were safety systems.

I i '22 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, why don't we establish
,

%J-

-23 that. Maybe you could ask the witness what that means.

I
24 BY MR..EDDLEMAN:

Am-ress,es nope,se, , Inc. '

25 Q What do the initials PD-H on these forms mean,'

.

-d

s

___m________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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'

ISim 3-4 '.1 if-you know?-
'

~

I 2 A (Witness Tingen) Plumbing and drainage hanger.
.

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: . All right.'

. ,

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Why is it safety then.and why.
-

! 5 is it seismic class?
|

6 WITNESS TINGEN: There are a~ lot of hangers out

(. 7 -there.that-have seismic hangers on non-seismic systems.

8 MR. BAXTER: In-other words, the hangers are

: 9 . seismic and the systems they are supporting are not safety
|s

10 - systems in some cases,

i
Il BY MR. EDDLEMAN:|?

*

i

12 Q Is that correct?

[() 13 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

i

L 14 MR ' EDDLEMAN: All right. I think we have just.

15 .gotten rid of a couple of doucments.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: The PD on 51 would also indicate!

17 plumbing and drainage?

16 WITNESS TINGEN: Yes, sir.

-19 MR. BAXTER: According to our list, all but one

| 20 hanger identified by Mr. Eddleman, are PD.

!

| '21 JUDGE KELLEY: You.are going ahead to the 52
|

22 to 55 now?

h 23 MR. BAXTER: No the list of hangers, weld data

'24 reports identified for these witnesses.
Asfosses neporwes,Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: On the list for these two witnesses? .

;

l-
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sSim 3-5 j MR. BAXTER:

2 (Pause.)

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, do you want to explore that

(/n)s- with the witnesses and nail that down?4

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:5

6 0 Do these seismic hangers on the PD systems still

7 have to meet all the seismic requirements?

8 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, sir.

9 0 And must they be inspected and approved as meeting

10 those requirements?

11 A Yes, sir.

12 0 I would like to ask you to turn to that same

-( ) 13 7th page of the Eddleman 50 Exhibit, if we could, please.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: We are sort of'in a groping posture

15 here right.now. I would like to just ask another question

16 or maybe two.

17 The seismic support systems you put on these

P uming and drainage pipes, wouldn't it be cheaper just tol
'

18

.19 put on non-seismic, non-safety type of support?

20 WITNESS DOUGLAS: These plumbing and drainage-'

t- 21 were put onto to non-safety systems because they often run -

() 22 over safety-related systems.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay, and so what?

. .

WITNESS DOUGLAS: Well you have to support it24
r Aspeeerd n.co,wes, Inc.

! 25 so in case of seismic events they won't fall and damage the
|
.

i

,
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m -6
1 safety related ---

2 JUDGE KELLEY: They could damage one?

3 WITNESS DOUGLAS: There is a possibility, yes.

4 JUDGE KELLEY: So there is obviously reason for

5 doing it. It is more expensive to do it this way, I assume.

6 WITNESS DOUGLAS: I gather.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

8 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

9 Q Mr. Douglas, if you know, if.it a requirement that
.

10 systems whose failure could damage safety systems also be

11 safety systems?

12 A (Witness Douglas) No, they are not safety systems.

() 13 Q Did I. understand your answer to the Judge

14 correctly that these plumbing and drainage lines and so on

15 have to be put on seismic hangers because a: failure ofJthe

16 hanger could cause one of these lines to fall on and damage

17 a safety system?

18 A There is a possibility that it may be supported-

19 over a safety system or safety class item.

20 0 And that by failing in a seismic event it could

21 damage the safety class item?

() 22 A There is a possibility,.yes.

23 Q All right. Mr. Pero, do you have the page, I

24 think it is drawing A-11-90-1-PDH-97
Ase-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 A (Witness Pere) Yes, I do.

_ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _- _ - _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ __- ____- - _.__
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Sim 3-7 j JUDGE KELLEY: I think if it turns out these
are non-safety systems we are going to rapidly lose interest2

in this whole area, and I am not yet satisfied that we have3

4 really nailed this down. Could we pursue this a little further 2

5 It would save us a lot of time.

Are all plumbing and drainage type piping rated6

and treated as a seismic system on the theory that some of7

them might damage a safety system, or do you discriminate8

among those who run next to or over or around safety pipes9

as distinguished from those which just run from the bathroom10

| 11 on out to the sewer?

17 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman?

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes .

14 MR. BAXTER: Excuse me. I am not sure the witnesses
couldn't answer the question,.but these are CA inspectors.15

16 I would like to recall Mr. Nevill from the Ilarris Plant !

!
Engineering Section to give you the answers to these questions.37

I think it is really more in his bailiwick, if that is18

19 permissible.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: It seems like sort of a threshold
21 thing to nail down. If there is a warrent for getting into

O these plumbing and drainage pipes, then, fine, let's do it,22

but we should find out first just why this is true. -
-

23

24 Ceuld you recall the gentleman,wederes Reporters, inc.

25 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Nevill.

_
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Sinf-8 Whereupon,i

JAMES F. NEVILL
2

was recalled by the applicants and, having been previously
3

I- duly sworn by Judge Kelley, joined the panel and testified
4

as follows:. INDEX 5

MR. BAXTER: Did you hear the Chairman's question?
6

WITNESS NEVILL: Yes, sir, I did.
7

JUDGE KELLEY: We are just trying to find out
.8

if these are plumbing and drainage pipe systems that are

reflected in these particular exhibits and perhaps you could

take a look at it. No. 50 is the one we started with.
>

WITNESS NEVILL: Yes, sir.
12

JUDGE KELLEY: We are just trying to find outn
13^ >y

what safety significance, if any, they have. Could you maybe

just give us a general answer to that, and we might have

some further questions, or Mr. Eddleman or others may, too.

Go ahead.
17

WITNESS NEVILL: The plumbing and draining units
18

would be a system as others that are non-safety related

and have no significance to safe shutdown of the plant or

other operating systems.

Now these particular ones come under -- thereq
.v

is a Regulatory Guide 1.29 that requires any component or

f
system that is installed in the plant and not alreadyg

designated as a safety system or a Class One that it must"""''

|

< ..
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Sia 3-9
1 be seismically. supported so that under a seismic event it

2 fwon';t fall and damage any other safety.related. system..

3 So the plumbing and draining would be one example- ;

'

)
-4 where they are selectively supported with seismic hangers

,

5 so that they wontt fall down.

4 JUDGE KELLEY: But it is selective. You don't

7 just treat seismically every pipe'in the place.

8 WITNESS NEVILL: No, sir. I was going to go on

9 to say that it is definitely selective.

10 JUDGE KELLEY:. .All,right. Go ahead.

II . WITNESS NEVILL: It can even be a~ point,where

12 a system or component as it runs through the plant. .Now this

() 13 includes cable tray, HVAC,.or anything that is a non-safety
,

14 system. If it runs through the plant where all of the sudden
,

15 it is over an area where there are other safety gear, that

16 particular portion is seismically designed.
|

-17 So you can conceivably have plumbing and drain

18 lines where they are'run and only certain hangers would-be
"

19 seismically designed., Then they would go back to the normal

20 commercial grade type hangers through cable tray, conduit|

21 supports, HVAC and anything else.

( 22 And you are right, they are more expensive'and

. 23 they are more difficult to control. But we say, and in

24 fact it was in our testimony, that if there is a support:that
'

. - . , .

'' 25 'is seismic, but not ssafety related, we treat it.with the
:

k

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - __ _ _
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1 'same level of design, design control and inspection as if

-

2 ^it were safety related.
.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Including the enhanced program?

.O
' s WITN2SS NEVILL: Yes, sir.

5 (Board conferring.)

6 JUDGE KELLEY: I think.if.you want to pursue it

7 a bit more, you can, Mr. Eddleman. Our Board's reaction

8 is that it is for all. practical purposes a safety system

9 with safety pipe hangers and can be. treated as such. That

10 is our reaction from what we have-heard just now.

II Any comments, Mr. Barth?

12 It is treated the same way subject to the

-

13 enhanced program.

14 MR.-BARTH: May I have just one monent, Your

15 Honor.

16 (Recess.)

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's take a coffee break'and

18 then we will pick up here.

19 (Recess.)

20 JUDGE EELLEY: Back on the record.

21 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, in view of the discussion

22 that has been held with the witnesses, I withdraw my previous

23 objection to this line of. questioning.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
Ass-Fedevel Reporters, Inc.

25 With that as background, go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.
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Sim 3-11. MR. BAXTER: May Mr. Nevill retire again.
1

JUDGE KELLEY: Oh, yes. Thank you, Mr. Nevill.

But don't leave.
3

O
V. (Laughter.)

4

MR. BAXTER: He won't.
5

(Witness Nevill excused.)

INDEX BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
7

Q I would like to ask, Mr. Douglas, Mr. Pere and
8

Mr. Tingen, to your knowledge, is what Mr. Nevill said

correct, that the seismic one PD hangers are designed and

inspected to the same criteria as other safety related pipe

hangers in the Harris plant?

A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

A (Witness Pere) Yes.

A (Witness Douglas) Yes.

Q Now, Mr. Pero, have you still got that PD-H-9g

page that we referred to earlier?

s (Witness Pere) Yes, I do.

JUDGE CARPENTER: What page was it, Mr. Eddleman?g

MR. EDDLEMAN: I think it is about the seventh

page down in Eddleman Exhibit 50, and it is A-1-190-1-PD-H-9

in the drawing and revision block that is kind of to the
v

right of the middle.

JUDGE CARPENTER: It is dated 7/9/827g

"' [ MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, it is dated 7/9/82.

- - -- -_ - _ __ __ _ __ _ _
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Sidj12:' JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you.;,

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:2

3 Q Mr. Pere, does your signature-by the stamp " Late-
~

,' - 4 Phase'I Complete" there mean that you are the one that~

S ' verified that late. Phase I inspection for this hanger was

e complete?,

A (Witness Pere) I verified the paperwork.and'I'
7

i 6

did the review on the paperwork. I didn't'do the-inspection.1 g

.

Q Okay. In reviewing the paperwork is there-a
9

; io re'ason why the foreman's signature in block two up toward ,

, -

,

: it the top is marked NA?

! 12 A We had a procedure that. covered that. We did not
i

. 13
need the foreman's signature.'

,

14 Q What procedure was that, sir?-

15 A That was in I believe our QCI-19;3 at the time.
' '

16 Q And QCI-19.3 was used for inspecting seismic '

17 pipe hanger welds at Shearon-Harris?t

1g A It was used for documentation.
1-.

I 19 Q Documentation, okay. Did that your completa your

i
- '20 answer? ,

, 21 A Yes,.it did.'

22 Q In the remarks section it says "Cannot verify-' h
~

: ''

s

23 the original welder's ID." Is a verification of the welder's

24 ID part of the necessary paperwork to complete inspection'

' m nonnen,Inc.

25 of a safety related pipe hanger weld?

c
;
+

i

_mm___-_..__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _--



_ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _

7111

Sim W-13 A Yes, it is. In this case we had something that

2 covered, that someone else had already previously verified
y

3<

the welder'sysymbols.
-( }

'

'
4

0 Where is that noted on the form?
-

5
A On the very bottom of the form in the remarks

6
section.where it says from previous WDR.

7
0 Okay, that triple asterisk.

8
A Yes.

9
Q Now it says there previous WDR dated 10/27/80. I

10
would like you to turn over to the next page. Is this a WDR

11
on the same paper hanger dated 10/27/1980?

12
A Yes, it is.

O-- 13
Q Where is the verification of the welder's ID

14
on this?

15
A By the inspector signing off that line he would

16
verify the wolder's symbol.

17
A (Witness Tingen) The welder's symbol is also

18
documented in the welder's symbol block.

19
Q Now the welder's symbol being written in the

20
welder's sumbol block in the middle of thatpage. Okay. That

21 iis the record that that welder's symbol appears on the welding
[) 22

of that hanger?''

23
A Yes, sir.

24
hFas=w n.po,w,., Inc. O And you were saying, Mr. Pero, by the QA

25
inspector's signature they would verify that that welder's

4

_ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ . . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sim 2-14 symbol was correct?
1

A (Witness Pere) That is correct.
2

Q Now at that time it shows that -- VT is visual
3n

C inspection, right
4

A That is correct.
5

Q It shows that it was accepted, does it not?

A That is what it shows.
7

Q All right. If we turn back to the next page,
8

about two lines down in block four it shows piece one clipped
9

to embed, weld rejected for spatter and arc strikes on all

sides, doesn't it?

A Yes, it does.

O It would be pretty obvious, wouldn't it, if there

were spatter and arc strikes on all sides of a weld?

A That is what the inspector states,-and without

me seeing it, I couldn't say it was obvious or not.

Q All right. Well, let me ask you this. If there

spatter and arc strikes around all sides of a weld, it would

be easier to see than just a isolated spatter or arc strike,

wouldn't it?
20

A (Witness Tingen) The inspections done on this

p hanger are approximately two years apart, and in that. time
LJ

frame it is possible that another hanger or hangers was

welded in the same joint area and spatter and arc strikes

#"""*''"' can be found after other hangers are put up.
,

-- -- _- -
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Simfd-15
i Q- Do you mean that in welding another hanger someone

2 mike strike their' arc on thi,s hanger?

''

3 A Well, I am saying that the welder dragging his

O
4 . lead or not being careful when he is lifting his shield and

5 watching where the electrode holder is going, it is possible

o6 for arc strikes to be found other than where he is welding.

end Take 7
Joe fols

8

9

10

'

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

i )- 22

23

24
A= Fesww nepormes, Inc.

25
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5-1-W21
.

.

!
I 1 Q Now, as to spatter, are you saying it is
i

| 2 possible for a welder welding on a nearby hanger.to cause
|
t

I 3 spatter to go over to this other hanger, is that what.

Il
\'

4 you are saying?,

5 A. They could have are gouged another hanger down
.

6 in a general area, and slag and spatter went all over

7 that hanger. You can't really tell by just looking at

8 this the whole story.

9 0 Well, is there a requirement on any of these

10 seismic weld data reports that you document the cause

11 of the non-conforming condition?

12 A No, isr.

() 13 Q All right. Let me ask you to refer a few pages

14 further on to hanger PDH-23. I have a single sheet of

15 that, dated 12/22/82, that is the date block to the left of

16 the drawing and sheet number.

17 A What was that hanger number?

18 Q PDif-2 3.

19 A I do not have that one.

20 MR. BAXTER: That one is not on your list, Mr.

21 Eddleman.

() 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: IIang on a second. That appears

23 to be correct.

24 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing) I

Ase Fesses nepoewes,Inc.

25 Q Let me refer you to PDil-25, which I believn,is

. _ . - . _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - .
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i on the list, which I believe is the next page, also dated

2 December 22, 1982, in the same date block. Do you have'

'

3 ' that?
em

'

4 A Yes, sir.-

5 0 All right. The welders-qualification symbols

6 and the WPS revision, what is the WPS revision, this note

7 that they are talking about there in that column, Block 3

8 on this one.

9 A The revision to the welding procedure he was

10 using at the time he made the weld.

11 Q Okay. Now, would that be documented on this

12 before the weld is made?

() 13 A I am not sure what the procedure requirement

14 was then.

15 0 What is the procedure requirement now, if any,

15 if the witnesses know.

17 A (Witness Douglas) There is no requirement

18 for that now.

19 0 No requirement to document what procedure the

20 weld was made under?

21 A What revision of the procedure.

() 22 Q Do you know why that requirement was deleted?

23 A No.

24 0 All right. The single asterisk there appears
Ase-Feder*1 Reporters, Inc.

25 to be in all the WPS revision welder symbol and qualification
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5-3-W21)

blocks'in the first three lines of Block 3, except the
3

welder qualifications _on Piece 2, is that correct, Mr.2

- . . 3 Tingen?

1 O
A' (Witness Tingen) Would you repeat the*~/ 4

5 question?_

6 Q The single asterisk that.is down there in'.the

7 remarks, you see that?

A Yes, sir.
8

9 Q Now, I am trying to find the place that

10 refers to, and I see single asterisks in the WPS Revision,
~

11 Welder Symbol and Welder Qualifications' Block of.the first

12 three lines of that, with one exception, on Block 3.

/~T 13 Do you see what I am talking about?'

V
14 A' The_only exception I see is for Piece 7, which

t -15 is not installed.

16 Q 'All right, sir. Now, I would like to ask'you,

17 it says from old WDR, but does 'not date it in the remarks,'

~ 18 right?
,

19 A That is correct. -

20 Q I wanttyou to turn over to the next page,

21 please. Now, where on this is'the -- first, let me ask
'

LI'T 22 yout ~on Item 7, up towards the top'of that, this is a
%|

23 -- the weld procedure and revision number were struck

24 through there, was.it not?
A= reseres mano,wes, Inc.

25 A Yes, it was.

.

d
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i O And where on there is the welder qualification

2 checked?
. )

3 A In Item 3, No. 2.
,o

')
4 Q Okay. Now, town there on the bottom left, does's

5 there appear to be a note concerning gouging out that

6 was struck through?

7 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I question -- there'

8 seems to be a pattern of examining these documents, in

-

9 which we as'k about every asterisk, and every cross out.
,

k

10 I think several witnesses have testified here that as

11 long as they are initialed and dated, things can be crossed

12 out. I don't know what we are trying to prove. I think

- (''j v} ,/ 13 it is irrelevant.
,

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman?i

1,

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: The witness had testified that

16 gouging could spatter nearby welds, and that is why I wantedq

17 to ask him about that.

18 MR. BAXTER: That may be a fine question. The

19 fact that it is marked through here is apparent.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: . Well, if I ask him isn't there
I

21 a remark about gouging out there, and he said yes, but

,|t. y~,) 22 it is crossed out, I was just trying to anticipate that.

23 i JUDGE KELLEY: Let me ask you a related
>''

24 question about your objectives in asking questions on
f A=-Federal Reporwrs, Inc,

25 these weld data reports.

|
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; I might ' envision they might be useful for
'

certain purposes in) just showing how this program is2

3 documented. For example, how things might have been done
.~p.
d

4 at different times.

5 In terms of specifics, isn't the fact that some
,

6 Particular weld had arc strikes or spatter, I don't see

'7 the relevance of that. You can establish that various
,

8 bad welds were made at this reactor, like you could at

9 any other reactor, and it wouldn't show anything as far

10 as this contention is concerned, which has to be in some

11 respects programmatic, so could you indicate to us where

12 we zre headed on these weld data reports?

() 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: What I am trying to get.at

14 is programmatic deficiencies in inspection. This gouge

15 item may not be important. I am prepared to move on

16 to some other reports that I think may show up some of
f

17 these deficiencies a little better.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

19 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

20 Q Mr. Tingen, about fifteen pages from the back'

21 of this document, we have a seismic weld data report

' ' () 22 for PDH-78, dated 7/9/82, in the date block beside the
.

23 Block 6, Drawings Revision number.

24 A _(Witness Tingen) Okay.
Am-FmW3 Repwms, Im. ,

25 Q Now, the next page after that is a seismic I

. - . - ,. .. . - - . . - _ - - . . . . - _ . - . - - _ . . . - - . _ - _ - . . - _ . , _ _ -.
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i - hanger:: structure . weld data record. I'take it'this

2 represents a reinspection-on October 28, 1980?

3 A Yes, sir.

/~ -
k- 4 Q Now, this signature P. Tingen the,re, is that

5 you?

6 A Yes, sir.

7 Q Are you also known as Pete Tingen?

8 A Yes, sir.

9 Q Okay. Now, when.you check of f the VT on that,

10 what does that mean?

11 A At that time it meant the 'A is acceptable to

12 NDEP-601.

13 Q NDEP-601, okay. Now, in the -- if I can call it()
14 the re-reinspection in 1982 which is on the previous

15 sheet, there was a problem found, right?-

16 A That appears so.

17 0 Okay. Cold roll in side webb, other side. I-

18 that one of the things that you are supposed to inspect _

19 for?

20 A Yes, sir.

- 21 Q Okay. Juu3 Mr. Pere, you verified that the

22 paper work on this re-reinspection was correct as to
f)

23 relate Phase I?

24 A (Witness Pere) That is correct.

Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q -Okay. Now,.Mr. Pere I would like to refer you

I;-

- --
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I to PDH-97 inspection report, which appears a few pages

2 further down in this document.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Let me just ask one follow-up

4 on this. What is a cold roll in side webb, other side?

5 What is involved there?

6 WITNESS TINGEN: Cold roll is a slang term for

7 overlap, and without looking at the hanger drawing, I

8 couldn't tell you what the other side --

9 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Thank you. Go ahead.

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

11 Q The sides of a weld are commonly known as arrow

12 side and other side, is that right?

() 13 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, sir.

14 Q And the arrow side is the one the arrow points

15 to?

16 A Yes, sir.

17 Q Okay. Mr. Pere, do'you have the PDH-97?
!

18 A (Witness Pere) Yes, I do.

19 Q I believe dated 7/2/82? Now, it says there

20 above the Late Phase I Complete that you signed off on,'

21 all ' field welds, and then all the inspection blocks appear

=( ) 22 to be marked NA.

23 A If you look where it says VT, you will see where

24 the man accepted it. It is hard to read. I have a bad
Aap-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 copy, too.

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



e

71215-8-Wa1.

1 Q Let me ask you gentlemen, have you had the

2 areas of inquiry and document list that I supplied in

3 October, or supplied to you before you appeared here?
/"'i

'

' \ l' 4 A- (Witness Tingen) Yes.

5 Q Do you have them now?

6 A (Witness Douglas) Yes.

7 Q All right. Now,-as I understand it, Mr. Douglas

8 was never a weld inspector, but Mr. Pere and Mr. Tingen,

9 you were?

10 A (Witnesses Pere and Tingen) That is correct.

11 Q Okay. And I believe, Mr. Tingen, you stated
'

12 the period when you began and ended inspecting pipe hanger
.

1 ) 13 welds at Harris earlier, right?

14 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

15 Q Mr. Pere, when were you inspecting? From when

16 to when, pipe hanger welds at the Harris Plant?

17 A (Witness Pere) From '81 to '84,

i

18 Q From what time in '81. Do you recall?

19 A I was certified in the second month of-'81.

20 Q February?

21 A That is correct.

A
3 J- 22 Q Okay. Now, what specific requirements did you,
a

23 Mr. Pere, have to meet to be certified as a pipe hanger

24 welder, or a welding inspector for Shearon Harris?
, Ace-Federal floporters, Inc.

25 A I had to have at least eight weeks experience.'

. . _- . , , . . .- . _ . _ . . _ _, _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ , . . . _ , . _ _ _ . . . . . .. _ _
-
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1 IJforget. I don't know. I had to have eight weeks of

2 cxperience, and 80 hours of OJT and nine hours of classroom,

3 and I had much more than that when I got certified, and I
_

*J', 4 had at-least five months of training.

5 Q And was that training at the Harris site?

6 A That is correct.

7 Q Mr. -- one other thing. Is the training for

_

8 welding inspector require you to be able to read the weld

9 symbols?

10 A Yes, it is. Yes, you do have to know.

11 Q And if you couldn't read them right, you couldn't

12 inspect them right, is that right?

( ') 13 A That is correct.

14 Q Mr. Tingen, were the same requirements for

15 qualifying as weld inspector applicable when you began

16 inspecting pipe hanger welds at the Harris Plant?

17 A (Witness Tingen) No, I went through a more

18 intensive training at the time I was certified.

19 Q And that was when?

20 A In April of 1980.

21 Q Okay. Would your certification also require

-( ) -22 you to be able to read weld symbols accurately?;

| 23 A Yes, sir. At the time I was certified, all
!

( 24 welding inspectors had to be certified visual, Level 2,
j Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 through the site, Level 3.

%
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Q And could you explain what visual level 2 and
1

site level 3 are?2

3 A The visual level 2 is in accordance with ASMT-TC1A.
im
5-) At the time I was certified, we had to take two tests

4

5 through the welding discipline, plus three tests through

6 the NDE Department to be certified as visual level 2.

7 Q And were those tests involving actual visual

8 inspection of welds?

9 A It involved a geneal, a specific,,and a practical

10 test, and yes, at level 3 they give us weld coupons, and

it we had to identify welding defects to him .

12 Q Did you have to catch all the welding defects

/~D 13 to pass the test?
(/-

14 A Almost.

15 Q How many percent, do you recall?

16 A No, I don't.

17 Q Okay. At this time, I would like to show your
l'

18 counsel a weld symbol I just drew up, and I want to see

-19 if these people can read it.

20 MR. BAXTER: I think we have to have copies.for

21 the record and all the parties, not just for me. The

'( ). 22 record is not going to be clear.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: I can try to run out and get them

24 made on a break.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay,

i
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,

1 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

2 Q Mr. Tingen, after September 1980, when the NRC

_
3 identified problems with weld inspection at the Harris

G1
4 Plant, did you receive any retraining-for inspection of

5 pipe hanger welds?

6 A (Witness Tingen) I am sure I did. I don't

7 recall.

8 Q Okay. Mr. Pere, did you?

9 A (Witness Pere) I was in training when they

10 found that and yes, I did have the classes they gave to
.

11 the other inspectors.

12 Q And what do those classes cover?

#s

I) 13 A It covered weld symbols, inspection criterias.
,

14 Q I think you already said, but weld symbols and

15 inspection criteria were part of the regular. training

16 anyway, weren't they?

17 A- That is correct, and since I was in training,

18 they went ahead and sent me through those classes also.

19 Q Okay. Was there anything covered in the classes

20 in response to the problem that wouldn't have been covered

21 in the regular classes? Did they tell you: Now, this is

s.

_). 22 something different than what you had to learn before.

23 We want to make sure you learned it.

24 A No, it.wasn't.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q All right, sir. What about after the problems
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1 with the skewed. tee fillet welds in early '82.-

2 .A I don't understand your question.

3 Q Was there retraining given after the problems

O
4 with skewed tee fillet welds were discovered in early

5 '82, given to the inspectors?

6 A Yes, there was retraining.

7 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

'

8 Q Both of you took it.

9 A sWitnesses Pere and Tingen) Yes, we did.

10 Q Mr. Douglas, were you involved at this time

11 in checking the work of inspectors on the pipe hanger

12 welds?

s

(_) - 13 A (Witness Douglas) No, I wasn't, but I did take

.

14 the skewed tee welding criteria class.

15 Q Retraining?
_

16 A Yes.

t _17 Q Okay. If I can refer you to the PDH-25 weld
|

| 18 . data report again.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Where is that one again?

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is about - the 15th page down

'

21 in Eddleman 50.

i'E() 22 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

;

|- End 5. 23
uSunT fols.

24

| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
;
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#6-1-Suet I BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

2 Q In Block.3 there on piece two, it's all skewed tees
~

3 undtrsized, correct?
'

4 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

5 Q Now, when the skewed tee problem was found, was

6 a reinspection program set up, to your knowledge, to look for

7 undersized skewed tee fillet welds?

8 A I think it vas.

9 Q And was the criteria, the corrected criteria, for

10 measuring skewe'd tee fillet welds also incorporated in the

Il regular inspection program some time in 1982?

12 A Yes, it was.

j{}
r 13 Q Okay. And this one was found in 1983 according

Id to the document, right?

15 A pes,

10 (Witness Pere) This document is_part of the in-

: 17 spection that was being done to locate these skewed tees.

18 Q Uh-huh. So when you looked for the skewed tees

I9 you would also look at the rest of the hanger or would you

20 just look at the skewed tees?

21 A You would look at the whole' hanger.

). 22 O Okay. There was a complete reinspection?'

23 A That's correct.

24 Q Now, was.there, to your knowledge, a hundred per-
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 cent reinspection of installed pipe hangers after the September

. . . . . ..- _- . . - . . . - _ . - . . . _ . - - . -. . ,,
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#6-2-Suet 1

1980 identification of problems by the NRC, the ones that
2 were installed?
3 A

O (Witness Tingen) I think it was.
4 Q Okay. Then, there.was this reinspection in '82
5

of the skewed tee fillet welds. Were there any other exten-
6

sive reinspections done in '81 or '82 to your knowledge?
7

I mean reinspections, not just normal inspection
8 of the hanger.
9

MR. BAXTER: Extensive meaning on all seismic
10 pipe hangers?

| II

MR. EDDLEMAN: Let me say, at least, on hundreds ofl

12
them, a numerous number of them, not necessarily a hundred

13 percent.

14

(The panel members are conferring.)
15

WITNESS TINGEN: There was no reinspection 7ther
16

than the two mentioned. !

17
BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

18
\Q All right.

Now, then the -- when the stop work
19

order was issued in 1983, how were you gentlemen informed
20 of it?

21 A (Witness Tingen)
I was not involved in it i. anyO 2 ev.

23 0
You were already out of inspecting hangers at that

24
time, right?-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
A Yes.

^
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i
.

3. fi6-3-Suet 1 Q Mr. Douglas, Mr. Pere, how did you find out.about
b .

;.
~

2 - that?
.

. _3 A- (Witness Pere) At this short time, I wasn' t
. .. - '
;

' ' 'd involved in it.

5 (Witness Douglas) I was notified through my
.

6 supervision.

7 Q Okay. And was there retraining again after that

8 for inspection?;;

9 A There was no specific retraining after the stop

10 work.- There was just ongoing training for QC and QC people.

11 0 Uh-huh. Okay. How long did that stop work order*

*

- 12 remain in effect?

() 13 A To the best of my memory,- as Mr. Fuller testified,
;

i 14 I believe it was June through December.

15 Q Okay. Now, were .there any changes in the in-

I 16 spection procedure that came out during the period when that.

17 stop work order was in'effect?

|; ~ 18 A There were no major changes. There may.have been
( |

19 minor changes which of'.en happen quite frequently. But:there
~

! _-
L

20 was no major revisions to the inspection criteria.
t .

L - 21 Q All right. With respect to the shop welds, do you
a

.l) 22 know if PW-H-979 would have been considered an extensive
.

r

p 23 change to the inspection criteria?
;<

!. .

24 'A No, I don't.
~ Ase-Federes Reporters, Inc.

.

25- 0 All right. .When the retraining happened after

[

.

, cw: e -3 - r_..g_. ,.,4 , .--.,..,m,_
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#6-4-Suet 1 September 1980 and after the problems with the skewed tees

2 were found in 1982, about how long were the classes that

3 you attended for retraining then, Mr. Tingen?
,

_] 4 A (Witness Tingen) I don't recall. As long as they

5 needed to be, I'm sure.

6 Q Mr. Pere, do you recall?

7 A (Witness Pere) At least two or three hours.

8 Q Mr. Douglas, do you know?

9 A (Witness Douglas) I don't recall.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don' t know what the convenient

Il time for a break is. I'm at a logical break point, or I could

12 go on a little longer.

7x 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Go on a little longer, if you cc-()
14 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

15 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

i6 Q Do you gentlemen know how the pipe hanger inspection

17 program at Harris was originally set up? That is, what the

18 procedures were that were used back in 1979 and 1980, for

19 example?

20 A (Witness Pere) I do not.

21 (Witness Tingen) The procedures used was CQC-19

' C') 22 and NDP-601.V
23 (Witness Douglas) That's correct.

24 Q Okay. Those were written procedures?
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

20 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, they are.

~ _
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Do the inspectors always have free access to
I Q| #6-5-Suet

those procedures in doing your work?2

3 A (Witness Pere) Always.

O (Witness Tingen) Yes, sir.
4

Would you actually carry a copy with you when you
5 Q

6 did inspections?

7 A No.

But if you needed to check anything against the
8 Q

procedure, you could just go back and check it?9

10 g yes,

II (Witness Pere) Yes, we could.

About how long are those procedures, how
12 O Okay.

13 many pages? Do you know?
What's the

14 MR. BAXTER: Objection, Mr. Chairman.

relevance of the length of the procedures.15

IHe says he just looks and can check.
I6 MR. EDDLEhAN:

I want to know how muca he has got to keep in his head.17'

Whether the procedures are long doesn't
18 MR. BAXTER:

tell you how much he has to keep in his head.I9

They are two separate questions.20

think it has some bearing on it.
2I MR.'EDDLEMAN: I

1 cen gin it down further once I get ehet fer.O 2

I will overrule the objection.
23 JUDGE KELLEY:

I don' t know how many pages are in
24 WITNESS TINGEN:

Aca-Federst Reporters, Inc.

25 each procedure.

-~ ___
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,

:J#6-6-SueTI WITNESS PERE: I have no idea either.
,

~2 BY' MR.. EDDLEMAN: '(Continuing)
f- -

i
.. 3 Q Have you-gentlemen _seen the copy of.COC-19

. .

/4 Ithat Lwas produced for evidence in this proceeding? '"

'
;

5 A Yes,.I have.,

,

, 6 (Uitness Tingen) Yes.
:
J' . ,

7 0 To your knowledge, is it about the same length as1

i

'

8 the CQC-19 utat:was used prior to September ~ 1980?

.
,

c 9 A Basically, yes.
a.

10 0 Thank you. When you started -- let's see, did you-
~

,

11p also have free access to the welding procedures under which

12 these welds were supposed to be accomplished in your. inspection
f

|, ( ) 13 work,' gentlemen?

| ' l4 A -Yes, sir.

15 (Witness Pere)- Yes.

16 0 Okay. -And what procedures were those at the time
,

f- 17 - that you were inspecting, Mr.7 Tingen?

,-

|~ 18 A (Witness Tingen) Which procedure'are'you --'-

!: 19 Q Nelding procedures for pipe hangers.

20 A -(Witness:. Tingen)Whichever'one was specified on the,

i

21 WDR.

. ) 22 Q Okay. Was the same true for you, Mr. Pere?
; i

23 A (Witness Pere) That's correct. j
'

24
.. Q Mr. Pere, when you would check the paperwork on'

! m neow=s,Inc.

25 .one.of these WDRs~to see if late Phase I were complete, for-
,
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#6-7-Suet 1 example, would you do anything to verify whether the inspec-

2 tion - I mean, whether the welding procedure put on was

, ..- correct for that hanger?3
we

' .
4 A Yes, I would.

5 0 What would you do?

6 A I would check to see if 1-A-4 in this case, the
r

7 one I'm looking at, applied to this-type of welding, if it

8 only had fillet welds or whatever the case nay be.

9 Q Uh-huh. And if it were not applicable, would you

10 have to note that on the form?

11 A If it was not applicable, then we had a procedure

12 v .olation and we documented it on a nonconformance.4

() 13 0 Now, would that be an NCR?

14 A Or whatever was in effect at the time, DDR or else

15 an NCR.

16 Q DDR or NCR? -What about a DR?
i

'

17 A I did not deal with DRs.
4

18 Q Okay. Did you ever record any problems with' pipe

19 hangers -- either one of y ou gentlemen -- on punch lists?

20 A I don' t know what a punch list is.
.

21 (Witness Tingen) If you -- a punch list, I assume

- r,

() 22 you are talking about, that would be the traveler itself.

23 0 Well, by the traveler itself, you mean this seismic

24 weld data report?
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Yes.
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#6-8-Suet 1 Q And you did not record any other than on those or

2 'on NCRs or DDRs; is that right, Mr. Tingen?

3
.

.

A That's correct.

^'- 4 0 okay. When you gentlemen started inspecting pipe

5 hangers,.were you told what the goals of the pipe hanger

6 inspection program were?

7 A Would you clarify that?

8 Q Well, did they say: This is the purpose of the

9 job you are doing. This is what we want to accomplish in

10 this program. This is what we want you to do to carry that

II out.

12 Did they give you a statement of overall goal or

() 13 purpose of the program?

14 A We was informed in our indoctrination the purpose

15 of what we were supposed to be doing, and during the course

16 of our required reading we learned how to inspect and document

17 weld discontinuities, weld defects, or acceptability.

18 Q Uh-huh. What was the purpose that you were told

19 about in your indoctrination?

20 MR. BAXTER: The purpose of what at this point,

21 Mr. Eddleman?

(_]j - 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: The purpose that he just mentioned
/~

23 in his last answer.

24 WITNESS TINGEN: To wind up with a quality product.
Am-Federsi nepo,ters, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAII: (Continuing)

. .. .. .. . .
.
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'.

#6-9-Suet 1 O Quality meaning.that all defects were found?

2 A (Witness Pere) Quality meaning that we met our

.

3 procedures.

Ô~' 4 0 Well, the procedures require defects to be corredt-

5 ed when they are found, don't they?

6 A -(Witness Douglas) Rejectable defects.

7 Q All right. Is that correct, gentlemen?

8 A (Witness Pere) Yes.

9 (Witness Tingen) That's correct.

10 Q Okay. Does the inspection procedure require you

11 to find the defects that were rejectable that are there?

12 A (Witness Pere) Yes.

-es

() 13 (Witness Tingen) Yes, it does.

14 Q Okay. But it's true, isn' t it, that at various

15 times rejectable defects were there and weren't found and they

16 had to be picked up in reinspections; is that true?

17 A Not'necessarily.

| 18 Q Sometimes, isn't it?

19 A It appears so. But most of the welds that were

20 rejected on subsequent inspections that -- where the welds

21 were accepted previously, they were judgment calls in my

() 22 opinion.

23 Q They were what?

24 - A The welds in one inspector's mind could be ac-
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 ceptable and in'another inspector's mind it could be rejectable .
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4

i ia

You are saying that the
- meeting the cr ter

1 Q to another?#6-10-Suet
for acceptability would vary from one inspector

|

The interpretation2

The criteria is the same.
3 A No.

O 4 is different. ld-

in your indoctrination or training for we
5 0 Well,

ever told any-

ing inspection, were either of you gentlemen6 inspection to uniform
thing about the desirability of having7

criteria or uniform standards?8
Yes, we were.

(Witness Pere)9 A

What were you told?
10 0 sed

We were given the criteria that we were suppo
II A

edures.

to inspect to as documented in all our procI2
We11, now wee there enyhedy checxine on v>ur ,

13 o oxav.
consistent with ,O fwork as weld inspectors to see whether it was |14

15 the criteria?
Yes.(Witness Tingen)

16 A
i

O Mr. Perc?I74 Q I

After a certain date they were.
(Witness Pere)18 A

can' t recall that date.U Do you recall evensay, in 1932?Was that a date,
20 Q

21 the year? d doing

I believe it was in '82 when they starte
22 A

surveillance on our inspections.U

23 h
Mr. Tingen, what was being done

All right, sir.
h n you were inspecting?, j24 Q

to check on your work as an inspector w e
M-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25

.

h
-
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i

#6-11-Suet I A (Witness Tingen) When I first got certified, the

2 first line supervisor I worked for he made it a practice to

3 go out with each inspector at an interval specified by himself

(
'

4 .to -- just to make sure that we were complying with the pro-r

5 cedures.

6 Q- He would actually be there when you were doing in-

7 spections and look at the things you were inspecting?

8 A Yes.

9 Q Okay. Now, were you ever told, say, when you

10 thought something was rejectable: Well, now that's not really
,

II rejectable? Or, would your supervisor seek to inform your

12 judgment about how to decide what was acceptable or rejectable?
!

13 A Well, I say on judgment calls, you know, we would.

14 sit down and talk about it and make a decision one way or

15 another on a close call.

16 Q Uh-huh. Did the cost of repairing a problem on a

17 close call ever enter into that discussion?
|

18 A No, sir.

| 19 Q When revised procedures for inspecting the pipe
!

L
20 hanger welds were issued, when you gentlenen were inspecting,

-

21 would you promptly receive copies of them?

22 A We had a required. reading list where all pertinent

23 documents was entered and we had to read.

24
Q Uas that just something where you could pick the.

Ase4 deres neporwr ,Inc.

25 document up and-read it and sign-off that you had read it?

E



"~

l_

7137

#6-12-Suet 1 A Yes.

'

2 (Witness Pere) That's correct.

3 Q Were any -- was there any testing done or checking
_

'- 4 done as to your understandina of the document after you read

5 'it?

6 A (Witness Tingen) No, sir.

7 Q Would you gentlemen, any of you -- Mr. Doualas,

8 I'm including you, too -- have any concerns about the quality

9 of the pine hanger welding or the nature of the inspections

10 or the criteria that would be -- that had been brought up by

11 ,you as input for changes in procedures or just brought up to

12 management above you?

(m-
r

13 A (Witness Pere)' Try that question again. I don't)
14 understand what you are after.

l
15 0 All right. Now, for example, you are talking about

.

16 close calls. Did any of you ever feel that a procedure was

17 unclear enough on a point that you would request clarification -

18 of the procedure as a formal thing, not just ask the super-

19 visor what does this mean?

20 But, asking that the procedure itself be clarified

21 .so you could be sure what it meant?

o( ) 22 A (Witness Ting'en) No.

23 '(Witness Douglas) Yes.

24 (Witness Pere) No.
Asm-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 I was thinking maybe we would get no, yes, and

-
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#6-13-Suet.1 maybe'in there. Mr. Douglas, what.was that concern?

; ..

; 2 A (Witness Douglas) I have talked to Mr. Timberlake

3 Lon several occasions, and I've talked also with Lee Williams !,

; -("% !

4 4 on some of the acceptance criteria, as to the correct meaning,. !~

5 how the interpretation should go, most of it being wording

6 problems.

7 Q Can you give me some examples?
1

8 A I think the most recent discussion I had with them

9 was on the limits of undersized welds.

10 Q Now, undersized, I take it logically means smaller

! 11 than the size specified?
3

12 A Correct, cn1 the fillet welds.

() 13 0 Okay. Can you have an undersized flare bevel''

14 weld or undersized buck weld or something like that, too?
:

'
15 A No.

16 Q What was the problem with this meaning of under-

.17 sized?

!
18 A I don't remember the specific details. It related

f I9 to the acceptance criteria as outlined in A-003, one of the
;

20 later revisions.

21 Q Now, does A-003 apply to pipe hanger welds at the

.( ) 22 Harris Plant?

23 A Yes, it does.

24
_ 0 Okay. Was the procedure, in fact, revised as a

Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 result of this concern? Do you know?
s

, .:_,-,.. . - - , . . . - - - . , . . . - . . . . . , - , - - ,-,__.,..,,--_._-c.+ -.,-_.,_..,,-.,.,,r.....,,m...~,-.. ._m-,_.,,..m,,
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.#6-14-Suet 1 A I believe so.

.2 Q Gentlemen, did all of you, or each of you, always

3 feel free :to report defects that you would find on welding on,,

(_)'

4 pipe hangers at the Harris Plant?

5 A (Witness Tingen)- Yes.

6 (Witness Pere) Yes.

7 (Witness Douglas) Yes.

8 Q Were there, to any of you gentlemen's knowledge,

9 improper weld inspection? That is, approval or tagging OK or

10 otherwise indicating approval of defective welds on pipe

11 hangers at the Harris Plant?

12 A (Witness Tingen) Not to my knowledge.

t( ) 13 (Witness Pere) What is your definition of improper

14 weld inspections?

15 Q Well, saying that the thing is okay when, in fact,

16 it wouldn't pass inspection or wouldn't' pass reinspection?

17 A (Witness' Douglas) I would say yes, for'myself,

18 do you mean have I ever documented cases of welds being de-

19 fective after final inspection?

20 Is that what you are referring to?

21 O Yes, sir.

.

22 A Yes.

.23 (Witness Pere) I would say yes, too. And they have

. 24 all been docunented on the NCRs and DDRs.
Aes-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

- 25 Q Okay. In regard to revised inspection procedures



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

7140
:

;
+

#6-15-Suet 1 or new issue procedures'for-inspecting the pipe hanger welds4

2 at-IIarris, how long would you get to read over the new' proce-
i

( 3 dures before you would have to start using-them? I

4 A (Witness Pere) .Once we-read them, we should start

5 using them right then.

[ 6 'O All right. So, you read it, sign off that you
!

! 7 have read it and start using those criteria immediately?

'

8 A That's correct.

I 9 (Nitness Tingen) May I add, if it was a major re-
!

10 vision to the acceptance criteria there was always training .
i'
l 11 classes given.

I and #6 12

: Mary-flws -

|(_)
,

i 14
:
,

15>

16
9

4

17a

1 18

19
L
'

.

20

21

23

24
Ae-Federal Reporters, Inc.

. 25
._.
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Sim 7-1 ; Q' Okay. How do you define'a major revision?

2 A (Witness Douglas) Anything that'would affect

3 the acceptance criteria. Most of the changes that we done
n

4 through required reading were~just basically clarifications-

5 or corrections of typos. If you would revise the acceptance

6 criteria, there was always a training class given.

7 Q All right. Now by revising the acceptance

8 criteria, you mean changing the actual criterion for accepting

9 or rejecting?

10' A Yes.

11 Q As opposed to changing a typo in a sentence?
,

12 A Correct.

'[J~) 13 Q Now the training that is given on those revisions'

14 to the acceptance criteria, is that required to be documented

15 by procedures, to your knowledge?

16 A Yes.

17 Q It is part of you gentlemen's responsibilities

18 to report work being done outside procedure, for example,~

19 welding on pipe hangers?

20 A (Witness Douglas) Yes.

21 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

() 22 A (Witness Pere) Yes.

23 Q Okay. Have you ever observed and reported any?-

24 A (Witness Douglas) Yes.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A (Witness Pere) 'Yes.

"

. , - , . - _ . . - . ., _ . . - - - _ . . . . - - - . - .. _ . . - . .
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-Sim'7-2' 1 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

2 Q Let me ask you each what kinds or incidents-or

3 incident did you observe?-

~

4 MR. BAXTER: Objection, Mr. Chairman. These are

5 welding inspectors. Their-jobs are to determine whether

6 welds have been done in conformance with procedures. We

7 all have accepted that we haven't had a perfect performance

8 on every weld-.

9 To ask one inspector what are all the kinds of

10 deficiencies you have ever found on welds at Shearon Harris

11 is excessively broad.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am asking about work done outside

.(m). 13 of; procedure as part of the question list.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: That doesn't make it an acceptable: ,

15 question. It is just your proposed question.

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I understand that, but what I was

17 meaning was it is not as though I am pulling it out of the

18 air.

19
j JUDGE KELLEY: I will sustain the objection. It

20 is far too broad.

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

- 22 'BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

23 Q Did you gentlemen always document the work done

24 outside of procedure that you observed?
,Ase-reseres neporters, Inc.

.25 A. (Witness Pere) Yes, we did.

. ,. _. . . _ , ,_ __
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A (Witness Douglas) Yes.-Sim 7-3 j

2 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

3 0 Were there records.made.ofcther. tests you gentlemen

(- , .
\' took on your knowledge of inspection. procedures before you4

5 began inspecting welds and pipe hangers, the two of you that

6 did inspect them? -

7 A (Witness Pere) Yes, they do have records of it.

8 Q Are those records control documents that have to

9 be retained, to your knowledge?

10 Ji (Witness T,ingen) As far as I know.

11 A (Witness Pere) Yes, as far as I.know.

11 Q Would you have to take any retest at any specified

13 Period while you were doing inspections?-()
14 A (Witness Tingen) We have to be recertified every

15 two years for Mr. Pere and three years for myself.

16 Q Why is it that it'has to'be every three years

17 for you? .

,

18 A I am certified as a visual level two in ASNT and

19 TC 1-A requires recertification every three years.

20 Q Okay. As part of the requirement of the thing

21 you are certified under, the code requirement?

-O -22 A Yes.gy

23 Q Is that likewise true for your.two years,

24 Mr. Pere?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

-25 A (Witness Pere) hit is a different certification.
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1 Q Okay. Is there one basic kind of certification

Sim 7-4
2 that anybody who inspects pipe hanger welds at the Harris

'P ant would have to have, one minimum level?l3
. f7 m

h-) 4 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.
1

5 O What is that?,

4

6 A Structural weld inspector.
<

7 Q And that is a certifiedt---

8 A (Witness Pere) That is what I have, a structural

9 welding' inspector.
<

'10 0 Okay. What document control procedures are you
1

11 gentlemen aware of for pipe hanger weld inspections at the

12 Harris plant? .

13 A (Witness Pere) All of them. '()
14 0 Okay. The weld data report themselves thatiyou

15 Luse in the inspection, they are control documents, right?

16 A (Witness Tingen) .What do you consider.a control

17 document?

18 A (Witness Pere) These are a-QA' record.

19 Q Okay. Now, to your knowledge, are QA records

20 required to be controlled documents?

21 .A After they are completed.

_() 22 O Well now, does that mean you can fill one half

23 way out and just tear it up and throw it in the trash and

24 forget about it?
Am-Federal Reportsrs, Inc.

25 A No, that is not what it means.

.. .,. . _. _ _ . - _ . _ _ . _ . . - _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ . . . . _ . . _ - . . _ , . _ _ . _ . . - . _ _ ,
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Sim 7-5: U Q What does it mean?
I

5 A When this thing is completed it goes into the
/

vault.for safe keeping.

A (Witness Douglas) What he is trying to say is

they are not issued for the sequential number and control
-5

throughout the process like a document control item.
6>

Q But they do have to be retained?
7

A They are retained, yes..j g
Q All'you. You can't jus". void one of these things 4

9
,

1 -

c

10 gut?

C' A (Witness Pere) No, you can't.jj
.

1

0 Okay. Now-as for reporting of defects, would
12

all the rejectable defects that you would find on a pipe
( 13

hanger have to be reported either on the seismic weld data9

reports or on an NCR or DDR?
15

A (Witness Pere) Yes, they would.
16

A (Witness Tingen) Yes.
37

Q Mr. Douglas, when you check on the work of weld
-18

39 inspectors do you ever check the NCRs or DDRs that they

Pr duce?-20 -

A (Witness Douglas) No, I don't.
21

Q All right. These requirements for retaining; /~ 22'
-%s

documents that we have been discussing,.have'they always
23

.24 been in effect as long as you gentlemen have been doing

- Ame4aseres neporen, Inc.

25 inspection work at the Harris plant or checking on it, to-

i-
. .. ._ .._- . - . - - . _ . . ._ _ . _ . , . _ , _ , . _ . _ , . . _ _ . . _ _ - _ . . . . _ _ _
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Sim 7-6
1 your knowledge?

2 A (Witness Douglas) Yes.

3
,

A (Witness Pere) Yes.
L )
'"

4 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

5 0 If you or somebody else messed up a document, was

6 there a procedure for making up a clean copy to replace it?

7 A (Witness Pere) Yes, there is.

8 Q What is that procedure?

9 A I don't know it off the top of my head.

Q Does it require that the old document be retained10

II in records after the new copy is made?

I2 A Yes, it does,

n(,) Q Okay. Did the procedures that you worked underI3

Id require documentation for the welding procedures, the

15 inspection procedures and so on that applied to pipe hangers

16 at Harris be kept at the site and available to you?

I7 MR. BAXTER: Objection at this point, Mr. Chairman.

18 I have let it go for a while, but we have no evidence in the

I9 reecord that there have been any retention recordkeeping

20 problems asscciated with this issue, and I think we are at

this point-taking discovery on one of the proposed new21

,

22 contentions.js

23 JUDGE EELLEY: Do you have a response, Mr. Eddleman?

MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think the availability
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 of these documents has been established. I just wanted to
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Sim 7-7 know if the procedure requires it.- I think if it does,.'it
;

is all to the' applicants' good.
2

MR. BAXTER: That :ias been asked and answered.
3

('\ -
(/ JUDGE KELLEY: Yes, I=.think that has been asked

4

and answered.
5

MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. Then I will withdraw
6

the question.
7

JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Are we close to a
8

break?9

MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.
10

11 JUDGE KELLEY: Just before we break give-us an

idea of where you are on this cross?
12

MR. EDDLEMAN: I am very close to being.done,
13

I would say 10 or 15 minutes from being done with Mr. Percja

and Mr. Tingen. Mr. Douglas I have a few more for, but
15

-

certainly before the lunch break.
16

JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. Ten minutes.
;7

(Recess.)
18

JUDGE EELLEY: Back on the record.
19

Mr. Eddleman, go ahead.
20

CROSS-EXAMINATION (Resumed)
21

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
22

23 0 Gentlemen, I would like to begin by handing

you a single page marked Eddleman 56, which is a drawing-

24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 of comerwelding symbols.
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Sim 7-8 (A copy of the referred to document was handed
)

to the witnesses and the parties.)
2

Now I just few this up about an hour ago, and-

3

fh
(_/ I am wondering if you can tell me what this appears to

4

specify.
5

A (Witness Tingen) It specifies a shop weld.
6

Q That is because there is no field weld symbol on
7

it, right?
8

A Correct.
9

10 0 Now there were two kinds of field weld symbols.
I

There is a new one that looks like -- well, what does the
11

new one look like?12

/~' A (Witness Douglas) A flag.
13k)\

Q Okay, and what does the old one look like?ja

A (Witness Pere) A dot, a solid dot.
15

And that solid dot would appear in the middle016

of the circle?j7

A That is correct.
18

And the flag would appear at the same point,Q19

correct?20

A That is correct.
21

Now if this weld were actually to be made in0() 22

it would be just a mistake of leaving out thethe field,
23

field welding symbol, right?
24

Am-Federet Reporters, Inc. That is correct.A25

-
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Sim 7-9
j Q Now what kind of weld does this appear to specify.

2 be made at this joint?

A On the near side it is calling for a flare bevel
3

O
k-) with a 3/16ths fillet cap on it, and on the far side is

4

a quarter inch fillet with two inches of weld on six-inch5

centers all'the way_around.
6

Q Okay. And ahat indicates all the way around?
7

A That circle that would have been surrounded
8

whether it shows a shop weld or a field weld.
9

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: We have got-it in the record to

11 see what it is. I don't know if I need it in evidence or

12 not.

a 'l 13 JUDGE KELLEY: It seems it might at least be inf
V

14 the transcript associated with here with the testimony so

15 we can see it.

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: That would be fine. I have

17 Provided the. reporter with three copies.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Is that acceptable to counsel?

19 MR. BAXTER: Yes. We have no objection to putting

20 it in the transcript.

21 MR. BARTH: No objection, Your Honor.

f~Jl 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. Let's do that. It will
~

23 go in the transcript at this point

-INDEXXXX 24 (Eddleman Exhibit 56, the drawing referred to,
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 follows:)
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Sim 7-10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:j

2 Q- 'Are any of you gentlemen aware of a.sy documentation

3 for safety related pipe hanger welding at the Harris plant

('/h
4 being destroyed or discarded? I''-

5 A' (Witness Douglas) No.

A (Witness Pere) No.6

A (Witness Tingen) No.
7

Q Before 1982 when I think you said the checking
8

surveillance on the welding inspection began at the Harris9

P ant, was there any procedure that required surveillancel10
.

11 or checking by quality assurance personel on the weld

12 inspection work?

( ) 13 A (Witness Pere) You say before '82?

| 14 Q Yes, sir.

! 15 A No.
!

j 16 Q Okay. Excuse me a second.

I

17 (Pause.)

( 18 When you gentlemen inspected repairs on pipe

|

l- 19 hanger welds where defects had been identified, is there
I

! any requirement that the same inspector reinspect the repair?20
;

[ 21 A No. No such requirement was around.
|

- l[% ) 22 Q Would the repairs have to be done in accordance
|

|
i 23 with procedure MP-10 for repair of base materials and
i

l
[ 24 weldments?
I . Ase-Fedece Reporters, Inc.

25 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

L._
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Sim 7-11 -

j g Mr. Pere, are you familiar with FCR AS-42-94?

2 A (Witness Pere) I am not real familiar with it.

3 Q Do you have a copy of it available to you?Ov
4 (Pause.)

5 JUDGE KELLEY: It is not previously marked, is

6 it?

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think it is. What I am trying-

8 to do is find it. I have the list, but I don't have an

9 index and to which document it is.

10 It is Eddleman Exhibit 45. It is No. 39 on the

II Eddleman 21 list.

I2 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

( 13 MR. BAXTER: Eddleman 45 is MP-10.

I4 MR.~EDDLEMAN: Well, that is what I asked about, -

15 MP-10, repair of base materials and weldments.

16 MR. BAXTER: You just asked for'FCR 42-94.

I7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Oh, I am sorry, that is right.

18 I had skipped back in my mind about which document was
I9 which.

.

20 Eddleman Exhibit'42, which is No. 43 on the list,

2I is FCR AS-42-94. I am sorry.

22 (Pause.)

23
I appear to just a single copy left myself.

4
JUDGE EELLEY: We should all have 42.Am-Federal Reporte,s, Inc.

MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe so. It was prefiled
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Sim~7-12. i and;I also distributed some other copies.

2 . (Pause.)
.

3 WITNESS.TINGEN: We have a copy now.
,

t

1 L 4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
,

5 Q Now I would:like to refer you to the first page#

6 of that document under Section 1.0 entitled " Scope."- Or

' ~

7 the attachment I mean.. It is not the first page of the

3-

8 document. There are'two pages of.the FCR itself I think,

and then the next is the atthchment entitled " Scope." ' That
9

10 is what I want to refer you to, please.

11 Do you have tha't?
,

--

t

12 A (Witness-Pere) Yes, we have got it.
.

,

13 Q Now this first states the intent orithe. purpose-f)
! l-4 of this document and then states that the criteria here are

15 applicable to both primary and secondary inspections for

- 16 structural weldments designed to AWS D-l.1 requirements.

17 To your knowledge,' gentlemen, are pipe hangers

18 at. Harris designed'to.AWS D-1.1 requirements?
|

19 A (Witness Tingen) I don't know.

20 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I don't think these-'

t

I;

21 witnesses were called to testify about the design of the
; .

22 hangers. If Mr. Eddleman wants to-ask them about the(()
'

23 inspections of them, I think that is what they are here'

'

i 24 for.
! Ase-Federd Reporters, Inc.

; 25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
1

4
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'Sim 7-13 j-
Q -Were these criteria, and you may need to refer

.

2 to the front page of FCRAS-42-94. The description is " Weld

3
, Inspection Criteria" right?

# A (Witness Tingen) Right.

5' Q. And the conflict condition'is= aspects of those

6 criteria requiring clarification?

7 A (Witness Douglas) This FCR does not relate to

8 pipe hangers.

9end Take~ -

10

11

12

O ''

14

15

16

17

,

18

19

; 20

21

| ( 22

23

i.
24

I Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25

i.

. , - . , . . . -.-..,..,.. ........,-- - - .------ ----- . ,-- - --- , . ,,-., --, .- .. - - - - - - - - . - . . - . . , - - , - - - - - ,- -.-----
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8-1-Wal

_1 [Q Does it relate-to material used in pipe hangers?

2 -A- (Witness Douglas) Yes.

., .
3 O All right. Now, do the criteria given here'

^

N- 4 appear to be.the AWSD.l.1 criteria, or compatible with
-

I

5 them?

6 A (Witness Pere) Say that again.;'I missed what

; 7 you said.

8 Q If you gentlemen need to confer,_please go ahead.
'

9 I can ask the question later.
2

10 (Witnesses confer)

11 A (Witness Douglas) Okay. <This one does apply
,

i 12 to pipe hangers.

13 Q All.right. And it specifically applies,_if we()
,

i 14 look on page 1, to components including cable tray HVAC

15 conduit supports , instrument racks, 'others , including

16 pipe supports, right?
,

'

;

17 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, this is repetitious,

i

: 18 The applicability of this FCR to pipe hangers was

19 established yesterday with Mr. Nevill. We don't have to

20 do it every day. The record is there.-

'21 MR. EDDLEMAN: I.will' accept that.

r- '22 -JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

23 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

i
!~ 24 Q Now, it is for visual inspection, right?

Ass-Fe:Isrd Reporters, Inc.
1

25 A (Witness Tingen) Yes.

. . . . - . . , _ , . _ __ _ -._ ., ._ _ -._ , _ . _ _ .._.__._;_._____.. ._ -,_..... _ _ ,_._ _ _ _ _.
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1 Q. Okay. .Now, all acceptable imperfections, even

2 if they were all combined in one weld, would also be

3 acceptable under these criteria, right?
O
\~# 4 A Would you-repeat that?

5 Q If you look at the third paragraph from the

6 bottom of page 1.0, I think you will see what I am

7 talking about. If you have all thefimperfections that

8 would be acceptable under this criterion combination,

9 the same weld, it is still acceptable, right, by these

10 criteria?

11 A Which paragraph? ,

1

12 Q Third from the bottom, under 1.0 on that first

(( ) 13 page of the attachment.

14 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, I would object to this

15 question. That is what the paragraph states. All we are-
.

.

16 doing is reading the document.

17 MR. BAXTER: It is in evidence.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. I withdraw the

19 question.

20 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

21 Q Let me ask you this. Turn over to page 2, the

() 22 acceptability criteria given here. No'w, what I want to

!- 23 get at is these questions of inspector judgment about

24 acceptability and unacceptability. On measuring the
Aer-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 undersized fillet welds, do the inspectors actually carry

;

t.
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8-3-W21

i equipment or devices to measure the welds themselves?

2 A (Witness Pere) Yes, theyfdo.

-

3 Q And are these able to measure down to a 16th

4 of an inch or less?~

'

5 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, they are. .

6 The fillet gauge itself is in

7 16th increments.

8 Q Okay. Now fillet gauge, is that used to

9 measure the profile of the fillet weld?

10 A (Witness Pere) That is to measure the leg size

11 and the throat size.

12 Q Okay. The throat size is across the weld, and

() 13 the leg size is along it?

14 MR. BAXTER: Objection, Mr. Chairman. I don't

15 know whether we are testing the witnesses competence, or

16 just educating Mr. Eddleman, but I don't see that we

17 are developing a reliable or sound record with respect

18 to the contention here.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Witness testified that different

20 inspectors could interpret these things different ways.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

() 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am trying to pin down what it

23 is, and how could an inspector think that that was

24 dif fer ent.
'

Ass-FederJ Reporters,1:w.

25 MR. BARTH: I join Mr. Baxter's objection. If
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.

.

1
he wants it as a. question, ask the question, but let's

.2 "not have another course in Welding 1, Your Honor.

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think it is perfectly-reasonable

-

4 to ask what he means by throat and leg, and just have it
~

5 in the record.

6 MR. BAXTER: The witnesses testimony was of a

7 general nature about sdajectivity in inspecting. He did

8 not mention measuring skewed tee fillet welds in parti-

9 cular.

t 10 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I think we need to strike

11 some reasonable balance here. It strikes me that -- let

12 me ask the panel a question or two, Mr. Eddleman.

.() 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: -Sure.

| 14 JUDGE KELLEY: You indicated earlier that there

i 15 is some room for subjectivity in inspecting welds, correct?

I

16 WITNESS TINGEN: That is correct.

|

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Isn't it true, though, that under

I
18 the QA-System, I may be wrong, but you can correct me if

~19 I am, the procedures are spelled out pretty specifically,

20 and the idea is for an inspector to go out and mechanically

21 determine whether a weld fits the criteria or not.
.

() 22 He is not supposed to be making ad hoc judgments

23 on welds where they look good to him, he is supposed

24 to be applying some fairly specific criteria.
weesrs nepormes, inc.

25 WITNESS TINGEN: Let me expand on what I was

. . . . . .. . .. .. .
.

. - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _
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8-5-Wal

talking about.
1

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay, would you.
2

What I was implying is, take
WITNESS TINGEN:

3

One welder might look at a poor
4 porosity, for instance.

porosity and judge it to be an eighth of an inch in
5

diameter, and another inspector would come up and say,
6

well, that is just a shade over eighth of an inch, so that
7

is rejectable, which in one's opinion it is acceptable,
8

and in one it is rejectable.
9

When you say porosity of eighth
JUDGE KELLEY:

10 1
'

of an inch, do you mean a little part of a weld, or the
11

material ends up being porous when the weld is done?
12

WITNESS TINGEN: That is correct. On undercut, f
13

an inspector might measure and it be less than a 32nd, i
14

and another inspector
which to him would be acceptable;

15
jand it is almost a 16th in his opinion,

16 might look at it, 1

fwhich he would turn around and reject it. i17

That is the kind of thing you had j
!JUDGE KELLEY:

18
|

19 in mind? {
'

WITNESS TINGEN: Yes, sir.
20

But you still are applying some |
JUDGE-KELLEY:

21

fairly specific standards, so that the area for judgmentg 21

Is it fair to say that?
23 is rather narrow.

WITNESS TINGEN: That is correct. I
24

Your lionor, I would like toAce-Federal Reporters, Inc.
WITNESS DOUGLAS:25

--
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1 add something. Before the establishment of this particular

2 document'we are looking at, there was no_ defined criteria

.

3 in some areas for acceptance or rejectable. The

.| .

inspectors had to use some of their judgment and knowledge.4

5 That was the reason --- one of the basic reasons for the

6 establishment of this document which led to A-003.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: This is to narrow the scope of

8 judgment?

9 WITNESS DOUGLAS: Yes, to define the acceptance

10 and rejectable-criteria.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: More specifically than before..

12 WITNESS DOUGLAS: Yes, sir.

.( ) 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Well, I think that is

14 somewhat helpful. Why don't you pick up here, Mr.

15 Eddleman. You may get objections, but why don't you

16 pick up. I think we understand a little more anyway.

17 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

18 Q Mr. Douglas, what were the areas in which there

19 were no criteria prior to the issuance of this explicit

20 criteria, prior to the issuance of this revision in the

21 Spring of 19847

() 22 A (Witness Douglas) There was explicit criteria,

23 but there was confusion on it. Maybe I should clarify

24 that. In the areas of undercut and allowable limits of
Ass Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 undercut, one -- Pete just mentioned in porosity.
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1 Q All right. Now, on undercut was the standard

2 always 16th inch in depth?

A No.3 *

j3
J'

_4 Q What was it before this?

5 A It was 32nd or 10 percent, as allowed by_AWS.

6 Q Ten percent of the length of_the weld?

7 A Ten percent of the base metal thickness.

8 Q Okay. And that would depend on what thickness

9 of the piece of metal it is that you were welding on,

10 right?

11 A I believe so. I am not sure. I don't have the

12 AWS in front of me.

(>) 13 Q But it was AWS-D.l.l?/

14 A Yes, sir.

15 0 Okay. Would welding inspectors generally have

[ 16 a tool whereby they could measure the depth of undercut

!
! 17 and the length of it?

18 A Yes. They had what.we call an undercut gauge',

19 which we manufactured.

20 Q Isthatastandarpinspector'said?

21 A Yes, I believe most inspectors had one.

) 22 Q Mr. Pere and Mr. Tingen, did you use one of

23 those gauges in your work?

24 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, sir, along with a
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Cambridge Gauge.
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1 Q -What is a Cambridge Gauge?

2 A A multi-purpose weld inspection tool.

3 Q Does it measure depth and lengths and profiles
g
kJ 4 of welds?

5 A It can.

6 0 Okay. And wodld you use it for that?

7 A If there was room to get it in, yes.

8 Q How big is it?

9 MR. BAXTER: Oh, action, Mr. Chairman.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, now, this seems to me to

11 be getting at an area where he.might have to use his

12 judgment because h; can't get the tool to the weld.

k'~.)h
13 That is what I am trying to get at.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: In general, I understand that

15 the line of questioning has to do with the amount of

16 discretion the inspectors had in the field exploring

17 the possibility, perhaps, that there was too much at one

18 point in time, and this would lead to a lot of rejections

19 and, therefore, there might be an impetus toward tightening

20 up and making clear the standards so as to cut down on

21 that kind of thing.

] ) 22 Is that what you are exploring?

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Or vice versa. The point I am

24 getting at is the witness testified that there was
Asefederal Reporters, Inc.

25 judgment involved here, and 1 am saying: What is the scope
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1 of the judgmert? Can't you actually measure these things,

2 where there are measurement criteria, and don't you have

3 the tools to do it, and when can you use those tools?

4 That is what I am getting at.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: And there is -- again, as we work

6 with this contention, Mr. Eddleman, you see readily how

7 OPen ended it can become. We can't spend a day on exactly

8 how inspectors used their tools, and how many welds are

9 inaccessable, and all the rest of that.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't propose to. I can finish

11 this up in five minutes, if I don't get any more quick

12 objections.

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, along that line, why don't

14 you ,go ahead.

15 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

16 Q How big is that tool, the Cambridge Gauge? |

17 A Approximately three by five.

18 Q Inches?

19 A Yes ;.

20 0 Is it relatively flat?

21 A Yes.

O 22 o oxev-

23 A But you have to stand it upright to measure with

24 it.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q Vertical?

- - - - --
-.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ _
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; A Yes.

2 Q Okay. If you can't use that measuring-device,

3 is there something you could actually stick into the

4 weld?'

5 A That is the undercut gauge we were speaking

6 of.

7 Q To your knowledge, gentlemen, what percentage

8 of welds couldn't you measure directly with either the

9 undercut gauge or this Cambridge device?

10 A Very minimal.

11 Q Is that right, Mr. Pere?

12 A (Witness Pere) I couldn't -- I couldn't really

( ) 13 give an estimate of how many you could or couldn't,

14 because undercut is not a unique size. Some you can,

15 and some you can't measure with this device.

16 0 You measure undercut back from the face of the

17 metal, is that how you do it?

18 A (Witness Tingen) You measure undercut by

19 depth.

20 Q Right. Depth into the metal?

21 A Yes.

{L 22 O Okay. How about porosity. Is there a device

23 that you can poke down there that shows the width of
,

24 a pour?
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 A You measure the diameter of the pour itself.

- - _ . - .- - -- - - -- - __. . - - _ _ . . . . - . _ - - - - . - - . - . . . . - - . .
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1 Q And you have a toolJor device to do that with?

2 A Y.es, a scale.-,

3 0 Okay. Would that scale show, for example, if

4 you had a.3/Sth inch diameter circle, do you have a little

5 Ltool that actually is a'3/8th inch. circle. that you can

6' put.down there and look at?

7 A . Depth is not a concern by acceptance criteria.

8 It . is the diameter of the. pour itself.

9 Q I understand that, and what I am talking about,-

10 if you look on page 3 of AS 4294, the porosity criteria.

11 Q Yes.

12 Q Okay. It is talking about cluster porosity

j() 13 contained with an up to a 3/8th inch diameter circle.

14 What I am asking you, do you have a tool that_you can

15 actually put down there that shows you that size of.

16 circle.

17 A The inspector's six inch scale can measure

18 that diameter.

19 Q Okay, so you can measure that directly, right?

20 MR. BAXTER: Do you measure a 3/8th inch

21 diameter directly. That is the question.

:|( ) 22 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

23 Q Can you. That is the question.

24 A Cluster porosity is round, and you can measure
. Ass-Fassem neerwr , Inc.

25 it with a six inch scale.

'
,
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1 Q All right. If there was a place that didn't-

2 have a six inch scale in there, couldn't you just stick

3 in a piece of 3/8th inch round bar, and see if it covered

4 it up?
1

'5 MR. BAXTER: I don't understand the question.

6 We are measuring porosity on a surfaco.are we not?

7 JUDGE KELLEY: I believe the witness previously

8 testified that that is the case under their criteria.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is on the surface. What I am

10 talking about is, if you want to see if it is within a

11 3/8th inch circle, one way to do that would be to put down
,

12 a bar 3/8th inch in diameter, and see if it was all

() 13 covered.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, that is one way, but that

15 is not the way they do it, I thought. They got a little

16 ruler and they measured it.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: He said he couldn't do it the

18 other way in all cases. I am saying: Well, if you

19 couldn' t do that, couldn't you do it this way?

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Who cares? If he can measure it

21 across 3/8ths of an inch, doesn't -- isn't that a sufficient

G- 22 way to measure its diameter?.Q
23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir, but he said he couldn't

24 do that in all cases.
. Am Federes n.porie,,, inc.

25 MR. BAXTER: No, he didn't.

L
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1 16t. EDDLEMAN: I thought he did.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's go back to the witness and

3 find out what he thinks he said.
(

4 How do you measure a 3/8ths of an-inch porosite

5 in a weld?

6 WITNESS TINGEN: With a six inch scale.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Just across the --

8 WITNESS TINGEN: -- space.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

11 Q All right. Now, as to lack of fusion of a

12 quarter inch length, would you just measure that down?

-( 13 A Yes.

14 0 And you can measure the separation of six

15 inches with that six inch scale?

16 A Yes, sir.

17 0 Basically, it appears that virtually all these

le criteria things, you can just measure out, right?

19 A That is correct.

20 Q So the judgment should be pretty uniform about

21 whether it measures a certain length or not, shouldn't

'A
(_) . 22 it? A certain size, a certain depth?

23 A It depends on the angle the inspector is

24 looking at. You know, one inspector might go up there
Ase-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 and there would be a hanger in the way, and he is using
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'a mirror and a six inch scale, and the next time an
.1

2 inspector goes up there, the hanger might be out of the

i 3 way and he is looking at it directly.

4 Q Okay. Now, at the top of page two of AS 4294,

'

5 there'is a description of how the inspector is supposed

6 to be able to look at these welds,'right?

7 A That is correct.

8 Q Now, do they have to get within 24 inches when

L 9 they are using a mirror?

10 A .That is what it says.

11 Q Was that always required?

I

; 12 A- Yes, sir.
L

13 Q And was the eye to examination distance of 24

l 14 inches, is that always required?

>
'

15 A Yes, sir.

16 Q Before this was issued, it was the same require-

17 ment?

18 A That is right.

19 A (Witness Pere) That is right.

20 0 Did you both say that is right?

21 A (Witnesses Pere and Tingen nod affirmatively)
,

|

22 0 I think that is all I need along this line,

t

! .
23 Mr. Douglas, in your reports on inspections of welds

j 24 previously inspected by inspectors on hangers at liarris,
! . Am-ressess moorure, Inc.

25 Do you check off the attributes under the same procedure,

r
'

L
_ .
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1 or. requirements, that the inspectors are supposed to check

2 against?

. 3 A (Witness Douglas) Yes, we do.
-

4 Q You use the same inspection procedures. You are

-5 just reinspecting, is that the idea?

6 A That is correct.

7 Q Okay. Did you hear the discussion yesterday about

8 what is an attribute?

9 A Yes.

10 Q The definition given by the CP&L panel of

11 . witnesses yesterday the same one that you would use in ,

12 your work?

() 13 A They are the exact same ones we use.

14 0 Okay.- What kind of qualifications and experience

.15 did you need to become a QA weld monitor?

16 A I was certified in the course of COA-1, which

17 is entered in several areas, one of them being final weld

18 quality and particular in pipe hanger installation, that

19 is another area.

20 0 So you had to receive certification in those

21 areas?

-() 22 A Correct.

23 Q Do you have more training than a regular weld

24 inspector would have? Or would be required to have,
Ase Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 pardon me?
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A We have equal to or greater, yes.
y

Q And the requirement is equal to or greater?
2

A Conect.
3

Q Okay. Did you have to take tests, written
4

tests of any kind to become a weld monitor?
5

A Y s, I did.
6

Q Were they written tests?
7

A I had to take both written, oral, and practical.
8

Q And practical is actual inspection?
9

A Correct.
10

11 Q Was it the QA Department that administered those

tests?
12

A Yes, it was.O 13
v

Q Okay. And records of them are retained?
34

MR. BAXTER: Objection. Irrelevant.
15

JUDGE KELLEY: I thought we established earlier
16

that virtually all these QA records are retained.
17.

MR. EDDLEMAN: I think so. I want to make sure
18

this is one.
'

39

JUDGE KELLEY: I think it is repetitious, but
20

all right. The records are retained, or they are not?
21

WITNESS DOUGLAS: Yes, these records areO 22
G

retained.23

24 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. *

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)
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1 Q ' Mr. Douglas , did you have anything to do with -
.

2 initiating the change, or requesting a clarification that

3 was made in FCR AS-42947 |

'

4 A (Witness-Douglas) No, I did not.

5 0 I would like to refer you to Exhibit 1 to

6 Applicants April 17, 1984 Answers to Interrogatories on

7 various contentions, including Contention 41. Do you have

8 a copy of that available to you?

9 A (Witness Tingen) I don't think so.
,,

10 0 I have just a single copy here, but I think --

'11 are you looking for it in your notebook now?

12 A (Witness Douglas) Which one is that?

()' 13 0 April 17, 1984, Answers to Interrogatories. It

14 is a big, thick document. It is about half an inch thick,

15 and way at the back there are three relatively short

16 exhibits attached, and a few other things attached. One

17 just fell off of mine, but it is not necessary to this

18 question.

19 A (Witness Tingen) What does the front look like?

20 0 It looks like this. April 17, 1984 in the

21 upper right of the Shearon Harris Plant case mast head,

() 22 entitled: Applicants Responses to Wells Eddleman's

23 General Interrogatories, and Interrogatories on Contentions

~24 9, 11, 41, 45, 116, and 132.C.2.
Am-Feuerel Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. BARTil: Your lionor, the Staff would also

__
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1
like to see the exhibit under the rules that provided

' hat cross examination documents be provided at leastt*

2

3 on the day of the cross examination.

_4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Barth, this thing was served

5 on you on April 17th.

6 MR. BARTH: I am well aware. I did not bring

7 the Agencyis files with me.

i JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we didn 't either. I
8

9 guess -- I don't recall speaking to this. My assumption

10 was it was previously served, and that would suffice.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: I will be glad to show you the
i

12 Page.

'

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Show it around, please?
,

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: No problem.

End L8. 15

Suet fols.'

'

16

17 1
fI

18

19

20

'

21

'. ( 'y ?2,

; \/

23

24

| Ase-Federd n porters,Inc.
: 25

,

, --.,,,,,...r .-~.w.- , ..r... - -
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's9-1-Suet 1 MR. EDDLFMAN: I take~it the Applicants have it.

2 Do I need to show it to the Board?'

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don' t you go ahead. When we
,

4 need it, we will tell you.
-

.

5 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

6 Q Gentlemen, do you have that Exhibit 1 before you

7 now?
,

8 A (Witness Pere) Yes.,

9 Q Mr. Douglas, does this appear to be a list of

10 welding inspectors giving date hired, qualifications, when

-11 hired, testing date and results?

12 A (Witness Douglas) It appears to be.

[V~3 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. Would Applicants stipulate

14 that this information was provided to me in response to

15 .these interrogatories?

16 MR. BAXTER:- Yes, it was. It's not all the
t

17 inspectors.

18 .MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

19 MR. BAXTER: It's supplementing previous ~interroga-

20 tory. answers, as I recall.

21 MR. EDDLEMAM: All right

('/3 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Is this the sampling that the Board'

x

23 directed to objections to some of this data and this was the

24 upshot? Or, is this something else?
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. BAXTER: No. We provided the answers on

_ _ , _ _



. - . . _ . -

7174

#9-2-Suet 1 inspectors. We had objected about welders, and that's --

2 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think this was just a straight

C 4 follow-up answer.

5 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

6 Q Now, Mr. Douglas, do you know how many welding

7 inspectors there were who were qualified to inspect hanger

8 welds at the Harris Plant any time during the period, say,

9 from about June of '83 to early 1984?

10 A (Witness Douglas) No, I do not.

II Q Okay. How many inspectors' work have you checked
:

.2 yourself? Do you know?

13 A I don't remember.

I4 Q Okay. Is it a large number?

IS A Fairly large, yes.

16 Q More than a dozen maybe?

I7 A Yes.

18 Q Okay. Now, a person has to pass this test to

I9 begin inspection, right?

20 A Yes.

21 Q Okay. And this shows I believe eight people at

_( 22 least who passed the test between July 15th of '83 and,

23 February 22nd'of '84, inclusive?

24 A Yes.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
Q Okay. So, this number of people at least 'would

- , , - , . . - .. . .. - . . ..,- - .- - --
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#9-3-Suet- I have been added to the ones previously available during that

2 time?

3sc A Yes.

.]^
4 0 .I would like you to turn over to Exhibit 2.

5 A (The witnesses are complying.)

6 Q Now, P.his outline of welding procedure training,

7 did that have anything to do, to your knowledge, with the

8 enhanced inspection program for pipe hangers, Mr. Douglas?

9 A Not that I'm aware of.

10 Q All right. Gentlemen, I ,ould like to refer all

" of you to Eddleman Exhibit 51. If you could take a look at

12 the very top page on that for hanger PD-H-121.

13(/ In the inspection results there, there appear to
,

Id be two rejects and a size is given for the overlap; is that

15 right?

A (Witness Tingen) That's correct.

I7
Q Now, if you turn over to the next page, which is

II for Hanger PD-H-181 --

'
A We don't have -- wait a minute. 181?

20
Q Yeah, PD-H-181. F-22-236-1,.PD-H-181. It might

21 be easier for you if you actually.'haa a copy of the exhibit.
w

.

22 A I found it.

(Witness Pere) I've got it.

'24
Q Okay. Now, the -- I will tell you what I'm trying

..% %,, ,,

25
to get at here. In general, in the comments on problems on

. ._ . . - . _ _ _ _ , _ , ___ _ _
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#9-4-Suet 1 this one, we have -- you have a' size mentioned, right?
,

2 A Yes.4

t

-3 Q And on porosity and pin holes there appears to be>

'('

4 ~a size mentioned.- Is that one inch long? Is that how you -! '

~5 . read that?~
'

.

! 6 A (Witness Pere) I' don't know what the inspector.
!

'7 - wrote there.
.

8 Q That's the second line on Block-4?

'

9 A I see it. But I don't know if it's one inch-large,

, . 10 one inch long, whatever he meant.
.

[ ll 0 - Okay. One inch LG, period. Is that how you read
.

12 'that?

(} - 13 A Right.*

I4 Q Okay. Now, was the requirement on the dates.that
;

15 .these inspections were done,-that is these particular on1

16 August and September of 1982, to document the size of defects?
.

17 Or, could-you just say it was rejectable because of some pro-
,

:

18 blem and then .tte assumption would be that that rejectable

19 condition would be outside the size limits'for acceptability,
.

20 becauseL otherwise it wouldn't have been rejected? '

21 A (Witness Tingen) The procedure didn't require a

. 22 size to be documented.
.

23 Q Okay. ,

24 A (Witness Pere) After Pete Tingen 1 eft, we have it.
~

*

Ase-Fessem n po,wn. Inc.

25 in our procedures now:to put it in. But I don't know if it'
~

I

%
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#9-5-Suet 1 .was;in_our procedures at this time.

1 2 Q Okay. Mr. Tingen, you left.--
)

3 A. (Witness Tingen) February of 82.
' '

)' 4 Q Okay. Now, if we looked at PD-H-185 which is

5 about the- fif th page down in Eddleman 51, these' sizes are-
*

6 given for the undersize, are they not?

-7 A Yes.

8 Q In general, when there is a rejectable defect

9 .would the comment have to state what the defect is on these

10 seismic weld data reports?

II A Yes, it would.
,

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. I believe that completes my
i

(}'

13 questioning of this panel. Thank you,. gentlemen.

I4 At this time, I would move that Eddleman 50 and'

-15 Eddleman 51 be received into evidence.

- 16 MR. BAXTER: The Applicants object to all parts--
,

!

17 of those exhibits except those which wereithe subject of-
?.

18 the cross-examination, consistent with thc. Board'sfruling

~ I9
.

' earlier on seismic weld data reports.
!

'2b We join,'our Honor.YMR. BARTH:

2I- MR. EDDLEMAI?: Well, I don't want to have to go
'

) 22 through every one' of these things to point out reports. They

23 -have been saying that-is boring and repetitious, but I-think

24
~

;-
. they state on their _ face what the problems are.

Ase-Federes nepo,w s,Inc.

25 .You know the kind ~ of ' things I've been 'asking about. .

2

, - . , , ...-.....,,....,-.,_,_.,,..,.....,-----,,,_4., , , _ . , _ . . ..----.,,,,.,..,m., .-r-- -,.m.-- .- .w..-. ~.
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#9-6-Suet 1 I would accept that limitation on them, for sizes and problems

2 and rejects and previous inspections saying it's okay and then

3 subsequent inspections : rejecting things. And I think that's
p
\- 4 what it shows.

'

5 But I don't want to have to go through every one

6 of them. I'm willing to if the counsel insists. I will just

7 go through the thing.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Baxter, when you say consistent

9 with the Board's ruling, would you just remind me?

10 MR. BAXTER: Yes. There were another stapled group

11 of seismic weld data reports --

12 . JUDGE KELLEY: Yesterday?

(v') 13 MR. BAXTER: Either yesterday or Tuesday. I can't

14 recall which. But on our previous panel which were offered

15 in this same way. They were not one hanger. They were a

16 . bunch of data reports stapled together.

17 The witnesses had only been asked about several of

18 them. The Board retired and considered how to approach this
~

=19 and came back and said they were going to admit the ones that
|

20 had been the subject of the examination, and that Applicants

21 could --
a

.f-w) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. It's coming back.now. I do(

23 remember it that way. All right.

24 Now, Mr. Eddleman, if your proposition is to pro-
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 ceed and ask questions about every piece of paper in here you
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'#9-7-SueTj are going to get a repetition objection at some point I assume.

MR. EDDLEMAN: That's what I was trying to avoid,
2

- 3 Judge.#

(3\~# JUDGE KELLEY:' Why do you want these other documents
4

5 in here? Can you expand on that a little bit?

MR. EDDLEMAN: Simply to show.that there is not
6

just a few that are like this. There is a lot of them.
.,

7
4

JUDGE KELLEY: I assume there is a lot more than
8,

this. I don't know how many, but weld data reports showing
9

,

10 problems and so on with welds --

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: And of the kind that I'm-talking

12 about here. I mean, if that's assumed, then I don' t -have any

Problem with the proposition put forward by-the Applicants..(. 13

14 If they will stipulate that, then that's okay.

4 . JUDGE KELLEYa 'I'm simply suggesting that the
15

existence of weld data reports of rather high stacks is --
16

I would assume that they are there. I don' t -know that' that's -
17

218
true.- But if you have eighteen and nineteen thousand hangers

!-' 19 out ' there, that's not too surprising if ' that were true.

Well, all right. We have heard the objection and'

20

21 .the' response. And we can rule on that after lunch.

22 MR. BAXTER: For the Board's information, the
. (

exhibit of. yesterday's discussion was Eddleman 20.23

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Thank you. You were going to

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.
Lindicate, Mr. .Baxter, whether you wanted to speak point by25

. -- - - _ _ . . . - . . _ . _ _ _ . , _ . _ _ , _ _ _ . _ _ , __ .._...,,....._._._.,,..,_..,#______
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#9-8-Suet 1 point on Exhibit 49. Is that your desire? If so, you can'

2 maybe do that after lunch. I'm just -- I just want to know

3 if you want to do it.
(3

4 JMR. BAXTER: I don't know yet if I want to do it.~ "

5 But if --

6 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Well, tell us after

7 lunch.

8 JUDGE CARPENTER: Mr. Eddleman, if you would help

9 me a little bit.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.

11 JUDGE CARPENTER: You were just asking questions

12 about seismic weld data report for hanger -- the last part of
r

13 the identification is PD-H-185 --^

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.

15 JUDGE CARPENTER: It's the last one you asked

16 about. I'm not sure that I quite understand the point that

17 you are raising here. As I look at it, without any experience

18 in inspecting welds or filling out forms or reinspecting in-

19 spectors, I see three items that were rejected and apparently

20 those -- the deficiencies were noted, and then as I read the

21 form the deficiencies were corrected.
'Pi(,,) 22 Am I missing your point?- What did you hope the,

23 Board would learn from this?.

24 MR. EDDLEMAU: I'm trying to locate that.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE CARPENTER: It's PD-H-185.
t

- - - w- 4 ---- - , ,, . , , . . . ~ . - = n-. - , - - - sr ~ -
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#9-9-Suet 1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right. I know which one it is. It's

2 just-a matter of laying my hands on it.

3 JUDGE CARPENTER: I believe it's the fifth one in
7
Q),

4 Eddleman 51.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

6 (Pause.)

7 JUDGE CARPENTER: Eddleman 51.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right. It does show that those

9 were repaired. What I was getting at was the showing of the

10 sizes of the defects; that is, that they were really measured

11 to a size as shown by the comments above.

12 It goes back to the question about, are these

(') 13 objective criteria or not. How much inspector judgment is in

14 it. That's the point I was trying to make on this, Judge.

15 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, it shows that they were

16 measured and the size of the defects was reported.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: That's right. That was the point.

18 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, I'm still perhaps a little

19 dense. It would seem to me that this document denies the

20 contention.

21 Is that' your purpose?

A
(_) 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, Judge. The contention has a

23 part about -- I guess, an aspect,.you could say, it doesn't

24 really have it written in here, that there are things that
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 are not fixed yet. This isn' t one of them apparently. When

. . . . . - -, . . . - . . . - . . .
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#9-10-Suet 1 you read the paper, this is one that appears to have been
_

-2 -fixed. That'.s right.

-3 -What I brought this up for was not to, you.know,

D 4 ' support the contention itself directly but to. bring into
(

'5 question the statement about, well, there: is inspector
t.

6 -judgment here. The question is how much judgment. Well,

7 you can measure a sixteenth of an inch'or an eighth of-an
~

8 inch, and you can say so. And that's what I was getting at.

9 JUDGE CARPENTCR: Well, I think you'should see

10 it when this is one you ask questions about. And I didn't~

II even understand it after I listened to the questions. I'm

'12 certainly going to have trouble with'these other ones.you
..

). 13 don't ask questions about.;

I4 I don' t know what the Board would do with all of

15 these,-lacking any basis for submitting them.

16 MR. EDDLEMAM: Well,.I think that that could be a

17 problem.. I think these things do record when things-were
:-

18 rejected. A number of them show inspections and reinspections,
i

I9 later finding many defects which apparently weren't noted in
[

!

|
- 20 earlier inspections or may have even been approved in earlier

r
i

'

' 21 inspections.

); 22 I think we've got that point established without
;. .

23
.

this document. I wouldn't make that part of my argument for

f 24 admitting these. I' think it does show that there are more of'
L Amressres nosoners,inc.

25
| them._ But I think Judge Kelley's earlier remarks cover that,

'
.

.

W
-

_ . _ -
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.

# 9'-ll-Suet 1 in my opinion. And we all know there is lots of them.-

2 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, thank you for reassuring me

13 that I did read this as showing inspectors did find defects
'r3k/ 4 and somebody did repair the defects.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: That's one --

6 JUDGE CARPENTER: That hanger passes muster at this

7 ' point in time.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: It passes muster through late Phase

9 I as the document shous. There is also a Phase II, and I

10 think there is a reinspection going also.

11 JUDGE CARPENTER: Yes.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Does the Staff have questions?

}
13 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor, we do.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: We will rule on the objection after

15 lunch.

16 Go ahead.-

17 MR. BARTH: I have a little longer cross than my

18 previous ones, Your Honor.

19 CROSS EXAMINATION

20 BY MR. BARTH:

INDEXXX 21 Q Gentlemen, I would like to ask you a couple of

( ) . questions and ask each of you to answer-them separately so22

-23 we have a record.

24 The first question.is, were you here yesterday
wresers nepo,iers,inc.

25 afternoon when Mr.. Hate testified?
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s

#9-12-Suet 1 'A (Witness Tingen) Yes.
'

.

~2 (Witness Pere) .Yes.
. ;

- 1
. 3 (Witnes's - Douglas) Yes.

~~

4 Q Do you recall Mr., Hate's. testimony at Page 7025 - -

5 . I don' t expect you .to recall :the puge -- at' which he testified:

6 The ones that'were rejected during the QA.surveillances had

7 minor defects. If you-will report -- he meant look -- to Mr.

8 Jim Nevill's testimony at Page :23,. if you will look at- Line 5, -

9 they fall in that category. They are minor defects and have no .

10 adverse impact on structural integrity.

II And I ask you gentlemen, in your --

12 MR..EDDLEMAN: Objection. These people don't have [

]) 13 expertise in structural integrity. I think -that has already

14 been established.

15 MR. BAXTER: The question hasn't been posed yet.

16 . JUDGE-KELLEY: Wait for the question. "(k) ahead.
,

17 BY'MR. BARTH: (Continuing)

18 Q Gentlemen, on the basis of your experience in

19 . welding and welding inspection,.would you agree'that Mr.

20 Hate has correctly stated his premise?
_

21 MR.IEDDLEMAN: Objection. In the first place,-I
-.

) 22 don't think it has been established that these witnesses have

23 exper'tise in welding... In the second place,-I don't think it-

~24 .has been established = that they have the expertise to' evaluate-

As ressess neporer , Inc.

25 :the_ strength.or significance of the defects. .

'N

. w , wy.~ . . - - ,= - =. . -+--.,.-.,,r,ev-erv.---,m.-v.s.we
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H

the inspector's job is to say
As I understand it,

1#9-13-Suet'

the defect is there or it's not there.2
Mr. Barth, how do you respond to

JUDGE KELLEY:3 e qualified to,

O the point about whether these witnesses ar4

5 answer that?
I think, Your Honor, with regard to the

MR. BARTH:6 have experience
welding part they have all testified that they

lds. They have7

in welding, have experience in understanding we
8 ther the welds are

been trained to inspect welds and know whe9 ot conform.
sound or unsound, whether they conform or n10 uld

I think it flows therefrom that the -- we coIl

in terms of - on the

obviate this by rephrasing the question12 lding inspection,
basis of your experience in welding and we13 defective, would the
the welds that have been found to be14 died, which is es-
welds themselves have failed if not reme15

id.

sentially the same thing that Mr. I! ate sa16

And I will rephrase it that way.
17

I still don't think these people
MR. EDDLEMAN:18 weld will

have the qualification to say whether or not a19

20 fail.

I will leave that for the Chairman toMR. BARTH:2I

22 rule on. Could /h I'm not really sure myself.
JUDGE KELLEY:23 ard themselves as

we just ask the witnesses whether they reg24 / fail or whether you
qualified to testify on when welds will

Ace-Federst Reporters,Inc.
25

j
'

- t - - - - - - - - - - _ _ - _ ___ _ --
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.

-#9-14-Suet 1 are ready to testify about what the criteria are for QA?

2 Do you consider yourselves expert or knowledgeable on that

3 point, on the failure question?

1
' 4 WITNESS TINGEN: From the aspect of looking for(

5 weld defects, we are knowledgable.

; 6 JUDGE KELLEY: Right. I understand that. Right.

-7 What about a judgment on whether -- could you say, for

8 example: Well, yeah, there is some porosity there. It's

9 undercut, too much, too little, but it will still stand up,

10 don' t worry -about it?

" Could you make that judgment?

12 WITNESS PEP.E: No. I couldn't.

() 13 WITNESS TINGEN: We would make the judgment based

14 on the fact that if it falls in or out of the criteria.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: I understand that. But this is a

16 little bit different judgment I think that is being sought.

17 WITNESS TINGEN: Then, no.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Mr. Douglas?'

19 WITNESS DOUGLAS: I would say no, also.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Sustained.

end #9 21

J"nry f1ws
(j 22

23

24
Ase .'ess,w nepo,ws, Inc.

25
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m 0-1
1 0 Gentlemen, I would ask if the defects that

2 you have-found in the past in the welds, are they major

3 defects or minor defects?
-,\

' 4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Objection. The criteria don't

5 define major and minor defects, just acceptable or rejectable.

6 JUDGE FELLEY: Well, I will overrule that in the

7 sense that I assume you do in your own minds decide whether

8 it is a gross violation or a medium violation or a little

9 violation. I think that is what the thrust of the question.

'
10 is.

3

'll Is that fair, Mr. Barth?

12 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.

~T 13 JUDGE KELLEY: If you feel you can answer it(J
14 from that standpoint, go ahead.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I ask for a clarification

16 first. Does that mean among the rejectable welds ~which ones
*

17 are major and which ones are minor?

18 JUDGE KELLEY: What?

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Does that mean among the rejectable

20 welds m-

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't we get back to you

( ) 22 on recross if you want to ask a question. Mr. Barth has

23 got his question now.

24 Do you understand that?
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 WITNESS TINGEN: .Would you ask the question again,
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Sim 10-2 1 BY MR. BARTH:

2 Q Are the welds that you have found to be defective,

3 are the defects considered in your judgment to be major

- (^')
''/- 4 defects or minor defects?

*

5 A (Witness Tingen) Minor.

6 A ' Witness Pere) I would say minor also.

7 A (Witness Douglas) Definitely minor.

8 MR. BARTH: I have no further questions, Your

9 Honor.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

11 BOARD EXAMINATION

INDEX 12 BY JUDGE EELLEY:

(~'l 13 Q I think you said just a minute ago,.and I know
V

14 you were here yesterday, I wanted to ask you a question about

15 something I raised with yesterday's panel and Mr. Hate spoke

16 to it particularly.

17 I am looking at the joint testimony of yesterday's

18 Panel and they are talking about the enhanced program for

19 reinspection of pipe hanger welds. The part that I was

20 Particularly interested in was described as follows:

21 "An independent check of inspector performance

22 for the period February to April '84 by QA surveillance()
23 revealed a 99.82 percent aceptance rate for CI inspected

24 attributes and a 99.37 percent acceptance rate for QC welding
,

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 inspected attributes."
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Are you familiar with what I am referring toSim 10-3 i

2 here and what the quote refers to, this surveillance program?

3 A (Witness Douglas) Yes, sir. I established that

73
(_) 4 program.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: You did. So you are very much

6 involved in it.

7 My question yesterday, and-this is the same-

8 question that I would like to put to you, Mr. Douglas, was

9 whether I as a Judge in trying to reach a conclusion or a

10 bottcm line on this contention should now have confidence

11 based on that program that the problems have been addressed

12 and pipe hangers are generally sound at the facility?

13 That program, should it give me confidence:in}i

14 that conclusion and, if so, why?
!

15 WITNESS DOUGLAS: I would say yes, it should give

16 you confidence. JBasically there are two reasons why the

17 enhanced program, in my viewpoint, was a success. They went
:

I 18 to individual weld mapping, which identifies each joint,
i

19 where before they said:all welds orsomething other than-that

|

|. 20 and left it up to the inspector that went down and he didn't
|

| 21 know what had been previously inspected and accepted.

22 Also, they went to the field modifications,'}
23 which corrected the problems on the spot and did away with

t

| 24 the majority of the generic FCRs and documentations which
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

|.
25 caused the inspectors great deals of problems.

|

!

,
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Sim 10-4 I The enhanced program as far as surveillance is
.

2 an on going thing. We selected a sample size, as mentioned

3 yesterday, of 500 hangers. We do not do all 500 and stop.,,

/ )

4 We have set it up for a time period as specified by management
'

5 as from'now to fuel load and we do so many per week, which

6 gives us an ongoing program and an ongoing confidence level.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Is this surveillance from that

8 sample of 500, is that in effect a reinspection of the things

9 inspected before, or is it an even more intensive inspection,

10 if that is possible, or is it lesser, or what?

" WITNESS DOUGLAS: It is more intensive than the

12 original inspection.

i A)- 13'( JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. In what way?

I4 WITNESS DOUGLAS: The original inspection did 1

- 15 not inspect shop welds. We reinspect shop welds. We also

16 verify non-structural welds which are not verified by QC,

I7 such as in-caps.

IO JUDGE KELLEY: How about the testing. I don't

want to get into a whole new area here, but perhaps I can

20 ask you one question. These pipe hanger welds are obviously

21 subjected tovisual inspection. Are any of them X-rayed or

A) -22
't liquid penetrant and other tests used or is a visual inspection

23
prograrr ?

24 WITNESS DOUGLAS: There are some of the full
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
penetration welds subjected to mag particle testing.

I
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'Sim 10-5 JUDGE KELLEY: Particularly critical ones or whyj

is that done cn1 some and not on others?2

3 WITNESS DOUGLAS: It is done based on the weld

4 design and-our site specifications which I believe were

5 derived from Ebasco that all full-penetrations shall receive

6 MTs.

JUDGE FELLEY: Okay. Does that complete your
7

answer?8

WITNESS DOUGLAS: Yes.9

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

11 Mr. Eddleman, you indicated you had something

12 else.

/~~' 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: I do have a little recross.

14 RECROSS-EXAMINATION

hNDEXXXXXX 15 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

16 Q Gentlemen, as you understood Mr. Barth's question

17 about defects, what is the definition of major defect that'

!
18 you were using there?

l
19 A (Witness Tingen) For me it would be like a-

i

20 crack.

I 21 A (Witness Douglas) I would say it was anything
,

! I"3 22 that was gross. For example, undercut, very gross and not
V

23 in the limits of acceptability or rejectability, but is

24 definitely rejectable without a doubt.
i Ame-Federei n porters, inc.

[ 25 0 Considerably outside the limits?
|

!
l~

L
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A Yes, wa'y outside the limits..Sim 10-6- j

2 Q Mr. Pere?

3 A (Witness Pere) And the welds were missing, that'

p
'\

4 would be another.

5 Q Okay. Does that complete your answers, gentlemen?

6 A (Witness Douglas) Yes.

A (Witness Pere) Yes.
7

A' (Witness Tingen) Yes.
8

9 Q Mr. Douglas, when you do this surveillance of the

10 hangers, you are surveilling hangers that have already gone

11 through all aspects of the enhanced pipe hanger program, right?
,

.

12 A (Witness Douglas) Right. They are completed

/~N 13 hangers that has got the final documentation in the vault.
k_)i

14 Q And you still. find some defects in those, don't
.

15 you?-

16 A Yes We have documented evidence that we have

17 found defects.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you..

19 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Redirect?

h 20 REDIRECT-EXAMINATION
!-

| -INDEX 21 BY MR. BAXTER:
f

22 Q Mr. Douglas, during his examination Mr. Eddleman- ()
23 asked you if you looked:at NCRs when you did your surveillances

|

l 24 and you answered no. What is the reason why you are not

j Ams-Federal Reporters, Inc.
! 25 looking at NCRs?
I

'

t
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.

Sim 10-7 A (Witness Douglas) Because.when we-get the packagesj

to do our final inspection or surveillance, the NCRs have
) 2

3 already been closed out.

Q' In other words, 5ou are looking at hangers that
] 4
;

are essentially completed and accepted?
$ 5
r

A That are one hundred percent complete and accepted .;
I 6

and the final documentations are in the : record vault.'

7
'

1

Q Mr. Pere, Mr. Eddleman discussed with you
'8

i
1- differences between the ongoing training and retraining that

9

is-done from time to time as part of these' corrective actions.
10

11
and the original training you received.

An impression at least that one could draw from
12

that discussion was that you are told the same~ thin'gs and() 132

i- j4 you are nct told anything differently. Is that a correct.

!

; 15 impression?

16 A (Witncss Pere) They tell us the same thing, but

17 they emphasize areas that they have found problems in~in the|

i 18 classes they give us.

19 Q You mean'the same subjects are covered in the

updated' classes as in the original training?'20
.

A Well, let's back up now. No, not theLexact same
21

() 22 thing. In the retraining or the-classrooms that we'are having

because of deficiencies found we are instructed during those
23 .

classes what these deficiencies are and to watch for them24
1 Am-reseres neporises, anc.

; - 25 and to catch them in the field.
I

l'

,

-:-,.,,,e .,,%.w,r e mun- + - e ,m' -,,-.:s.,, n,, ,, ,n, m-,.,..-,+,e-----nnremw.w-n , w.>,,- en n e m em g , ww wg.ng.,,,wn,m_m.,mm,n,-,,mp,,em,,p.,,
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Sim 10-8 j Q Mr. Tingen,-Mr. Eddleman asked about the length

2 of some of the procedures and your access to them and the

3 fact that you don't carry them with you when-you are inspecting.

%/ 4 Do you have with .ou when you are inspecting a

5 hanger the package and the drawings against which you inspect?

6 A (Witness Tingen) Yes, we do.

7 Q And are;you aware of the weld acceptance attributes

8 that you are inspecting against?

9 A Yes.
t
.

10 MR. BAXTER: I have no other questions.

11 Thank you.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Anything else?

13 RECROSS-EXAMINATION
| (~}JEXh_
XXXXXXXXXX 14 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

j- 15 Q Gentlemen, did I understand correctly that in

'

16 the retraining that you are covering the same basic topics,

17 but just with emphasis on areas where problems have been found?
'

i 18 A (Witness Tingen) Basically, yes.

19 A (Witness Pere) Yes. It is just a refresher
;

f

f

i 20 course basically on areas that we have identified weakensses
|

21 or problems.
t

22 Q Okay. Now are there regular refresher courses.(}
23 required in addition to this that aren't prompted by the

i

24 identification of weaknesses or problems?
Am-Feder.1 Reporters, Inc.

L 25 A (Witness Douglas) Correct. There is an ongoing

|'
r
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,

Sim 10-9 training program at Shearon Harris where classes are conducted

I as a minimum weekly.

Q And do those consist of review of the same topics
3

im

'V people have been previously trained on also?
4

1 A Yes.
5 ,

A (Witness Pere) Yes.
6

A (Witness Tingen) Yes.
7

MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you. That is all.
8

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Gentlemen, we appreciate
9

y ur attention this morning and your responses. Thank you
10

ver- much. You are excused.
11

(Panel excused.)
12

I gu ss that brings us up to the lunch break.O 13
V

It might be wise just to take a minute to. assess again.- Now-
34

we will be having the NRC staff called right after lunch,
15

right, Mr. Barth?g

MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.
j7

JUDGE KELLEY: Right. And that will be the last
18

|

39 group of witnesses, correct?

MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Maxwell also.
20

JUDGE KELLEY: Is he separate from the NRC
2)'

panel?' p 22
%

MR. BARTH: He works for the NRC.
23

JUDGE KELLEY: I.know that, but what is envisioned?
24

Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.
The NRC panel is composed of Mr. Bemis ---

25

, _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ __ _ __
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Sim 10-10
1 MR. BARTH: Mr. Bemis, Mr. Black and Mr. Hallstrom.

2 Your Honor directed and we argued the subpoena matter in which

3 I lost that Mr. Maxwell would appear with them.

(" 4 JUDGE KELLEY: I am not stating a Board preference

5 one way.or the other. I just wanted to get oriented here.

6 I will ask Mr. Eddleman. Did you envision Mr. Maxwell as

7 separate or part of the NRC panel, or do you really care?

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: I had envisioned him as separate,

9 and I would have a preference for that because of the things

10 I wanteto ask him about and he would be appearing with his

II supervisors in the panel.

I2 If the Board insists, then I will do it that

13 way..,

;

Id JUDGE KELLEY: We are not insisting. I am just;

15 trying to get a feel for where we are.
'

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is my preference to have him

I7 -by himself. I don't think he is going to affect the time
'
.

18 very.much because most of the questions I have to ask him!

I' are different questions than I would ask the panel.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: What is your time estimate for
.

21 the panel plus Mr. Maxwell?

O. " an. Eootsaan: tai == we w111 he aeme av s e c1ecx

23 and we could be a good bit earlier than that. I am just

24 .

not certain.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: In any case, it certainly looks
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Sim 10-11 1 like we could finish up today, does it not, on_that program?

2 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor, and I would like-

3 to stipulate that, to assuage Mr. Eddleman's concerns, we
.<m
-f )
L/

4 will make certain that Mr. Maxwell's supervisor does not

5 appear on the stand with him, although supervision has not

6 been a problem in the past.

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I am not talking about his

8 direct supervisor. I mean that there are people who are

9 over him, Mr. Bemir I believe.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman would prefer to have

11 Mr. Maxwell separate I take it, and I don't hear any objection

12 to that from Mr. Barth anyway.

-() 13 MR. BARTH: Yes, I do object.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Oh, you do object.

15 MR. BARTH: I agreed to the original commitment

16 that you said he will appear with these people and I expect

17 to abide by it.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, let's straighten this out.

19 I frankly don't remember exactly what we said. It has been

20 a couple of months ago. I know we said Mr. Maxwell should

21 come. Did we say it would be one panel or not? I don't know.

() 22 MR. BARTH: The understanding is the NRC would

23 make him available without a subpoena with a panel, ard if

24 we are going to do anything else, I think we are going to
- Ase-Federes n porters, Inc.

25 have to get a subpoena and we will have to take -this to

,
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Sim 10-12
I Mr. Dircks and the Appeal Board to litigate this matter.

2 MR. BAXTER: We simply would prefer that

3 Mr. Maxwell appear with the others to avoid cumulative and
'

4 repetitious questioning.:/ We think it has been shown with''

5 the concrete subopenaed witnesses that we had and with this

6 group that we are going to cut down the overall length of

7 the hearing if we can have all of the knowledgeable people

8 together and answer the questions at the same time.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think Mr. Maxwell has a different

10 set of knowledge from these people on this panel and I think

II that is what I asked for him for. I am at two disadvantages

12 here. One, I don't have the transcript of the time when

13 Mr. Maxwell was approved and, secondly, I don't think I

14 was even there.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, just for openers for us,

16 has somebody got a transcript of where we discussed this

I7 point? Maybe the applicants can help us out. Can you find

18 that? If we have made some prior ruling, that might simplify

I9 the whole thing.

20 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, let me point out that

21 Mr. Maxwell appeared with the panel on the management

22
.t under the same kind of circumstances, and I see no difference

23 here.

-JUDGE KELLEY: That may be right. I just want
' Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

4

25 to find the transcript now,-and if the transcript is silent,

.. - . . . . - - . - - , - . - . . - .. ,- - -
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.Sim 10-13 'l then we will take.it from scratch, and if the transcript says

2 it is going to be a certain way, maybe we will do that, or

3 we will reconsider. But just for openers, nobody here seems
g

4 -to know, including.the Board, what the Board said on this'

5 subject, if anything, back in September.

6 Maybe we can look at that. .If we don't find it

quickly here in a minute, we will look at it after lunch.7

8 In any case, whether Mr. Maxwell is separate.

9 or part of a panel, we would still expect to finish today,
10 and I don't hear any dissent-from that proposition.and that

U is why we raised all this in the.first place.
12 (Board conferring.)

*

( - JUDGE KELLEY: Is there anything'else that needsI3
,

~

Id to be covered or ought to be covered before we just break

15 for an hour to eat lunch?
n

'0 MR. EDDLEMAN: I would just like to note that
)

I have assembled the other exhibits for the conrt reporters

and I am going to try to get them the copies they need over
,

,

i e-

# lunch. ;
'

,

!

20 JUDGE KELLEY: -Okay. Well, it is 25 of 1, and

2I at 25'qf 2 we can reconvene. You can advise '.us then, Mr.' < - m

22 Baxter of what you want to do about Eddleman 49 and the-

) ,

23 Board can look a't the transcript hopefully and see if we
.:.

# have decided this or even addresse.d this question we have'

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

been talking about and we will.get started with the panel.25

I~K, -

i
,

I y.
_x
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_Sim 10-14 l We will reconvene at 1:35.

.

2 . (Whereupon, at 12: 35 p.m. , the hearing recessed,

- 3 to ' reconvene at 1:35 p.m.)
~
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(1:45 p.m.)
1

AFTERNOON SESSION
2

JUDGE KELLEY: We have two pending matters
3

k- from before the lunch break.4

Mr. Eddleman moved admission of Eddleman5

Exhibits 50 and 51. Objection was made by Mr. Baxter
6

for the Applicants. We were asked to' exclude those
7

parts on which cross examination did not take place.
8

I am describing that rather loosely.
9

And Mr. Barth, from the Staff, joined that
10

objection, and so we are granting the Motion in part and11

12 sustaining the objection in part. The spirit of the

objection we agree with, and that is that these two() 13
.

exhibits contain a lot of weld data reports on a lot
14

-

of different welds, and we did not, in fact, have cross
15

examination, and therefore any explanation on the record
16

as to why these particular welds were being put forward
17

with respect to many, if not most of them.
18

It seems to us insofar as those not crossed on19

demonstrate as they clearly do, that there were problems
20

with various welds on the pipe hangers, that that is a
21

and the propositionproposition that nobody really contests,f) 22
v

that mistakes will happen is not contested, so we don't
23

think it adds to the record and it seems to us a source24

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 of possible confusion.
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1
We want to be precise as to what we are allowing

2 in. We have here weld data reports, and then we have

. 3 a few other documents called -- I will take the so-called

.fh
\~# weld data record, for one, it is a different kind of4

5 paper. So, we will formulate the admission this way.

6 We are going to let in all of the pages of

7 these exhibits relating to any weld on which there was

8 cross examination.

9 For example, Weld No. A-1190-1, PDH-3, if

10 there are two or three pages concerning that weld, they

11 are admitted, and if there was cross examination on that

12 weld, that is the approach.

() 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, excuse me. I believe

14 the number you are reading there refers to a hanger

15 instead of just one weld.

16 MR. BAXTER: That is correct.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Correct. Okay. I stand corrected.
!

18 Your questioning -- let me recast this a little bit.

19 These documents generally _go to hangers and -

20 not the weld, correct?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: They are the record of the

() 22 inspection of the hangers, and the weld inspection is

23 recorded on them.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I just wanted to get
Am-Feder21 Reporters, Inc.

25 accurate here and clear, that is all. And I will be



7203
ll-3-Wal

happy -- if you want to clarify what I think I triedi

to get across conceptually, at least, if not in the
2

3
exact words, --

p
(_) MR. EDDLEMAN: ' Judge, are you referring to

4,

all the weld data reports or records, WDRs for these
5

6 seismic 1 hangers, for the hangers which were cross

examined on? Is that what you meant?
7

JUDGE KELLEY: You tell me what you think you
8

cross examined on. Did you cross examine on welds or
9

10 hangers?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Both, Judge. And the inclusive

12 one would be hangers.

JUDGE KELLEY: All right. And these particular{} 13

14 documents relate to hangers, correct?

15
Even though it says at the top

16 of the page Weld Data Report. This is welds, plural, on

j7 that hanger; is that the concept?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is a report on the hanger,

19 and it can include inspection of the welds. I believe

20 all the ones I examined on do.d

21 MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, may I? They are

/"'s 22 reports on welds, and they are organized by hanger.,

U
23 JUDGE KELLEY: Welds in the plural?

E 24 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir.
Ace-Feder:2 Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: There are eighteen, welds in a

;

. _ _ . _ _ - - . _ . _ ._ . _ _ _ . . . , _ . . , , _. _ _ . _
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1 Particular hanger, all eighteen are going to be on this

2 weld data report?

'

- 3 MR. BAXTER: If they were inspected at that

.
-

4 time.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. So, they are reports on
T

6 hangers.

7 MR. BAXTER: Yes. But they don't deal with

8 attributes of hangers other than the welds.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Right. We are not off

10 to a very good start, but -- what?
,

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Excuse me. I wanted to clarify.

12 I think they do deal with some attributes that are rejectable
|

' 1( ) 13 at the time of welding inspection, such as cracking, which

14 might not formally be part of the weld.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: But does that pertain to the

16 issue. All I am trying to do is get clear what I am puttinc;.

17 in the record.

18 The point you are making now, does that clarify

19 that point? It doesn't seem to me that it does.

20 MR. - EDDLEMAN: I am trying to clarify Mr. Baxter's

21 point. It does not. To clarify your point, the numbering

f( )- 22 system you started reading off before we got into that,

23 that numbering system is numbering system for hanger, and

24 those numbers apply to each of those reports.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

, ._ , . . . . - . .- -- _ . . . . .
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1
MR.-EDDLEMAN: Land if you want to have all the

2 L Pages that refer to a hanger that-was examined on, then

3 you just go by the numbers that were examined on, that is
.(3
L' -4 it.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Those are hanger numbers, right.

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: That is right.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

8 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I thought your

formulation was understandable,'and it would be acceptable9

10 to the Applicants if you just substituted the word, ' hanger'

11 where you said, ' weld,' in the opening statement.

12 -MR. BARTH: The Staff concurs with Mr. .Baxter's

(' -13 comment that the determined ruling would be appropriate

14 with- the substitute of one word.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you agree with that?

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir; I think that is what I

17 originally pof.nted out.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Next point. The other

19 point that was discussed and argued somewhat before lunch

20 was whether when we called the NRC panel in a moment, Mr.

21 Maxwell, who is going to come today, was asked to be

( ) .22 produced as a subpoenaed witness, and'then the Staff'

I' 23 agreed to produce him, whether Mr. Maxwell should be a

[ 24 member of that panel, or whether he should come separately
- Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 and sit separately.

4

-
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1
And we have considered that, and we think that

2 Mr. Maxwell should be a part of the NRC panel. And our.

3 reasons are basically that Mr. Maxwell, after all, is the

'

4 resident inspector -- can I get straight, is Mr. Maxwell

5 the resident inspector, or one of more than one inspectors?

6 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, there are several

7 inspectors at the site. Mr. Maxwell is the operations

8 inspector. He is not a construction inspector.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: But he is a resident inspector,

10 as we use that term?

11 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: And there is.a separate

13 construction inspector, is that right?[ }
14 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. In any event he is

16 stationed at the site, and it seems to us that he'is

17 likely to have some information on some of the questions

18 that may get p.ut to the panel. Conversely, there are

19 members of the panel who may have some information on
;

20 questions that later get put to Mr. Maxwell, and in the-
,

21 interest of that, it makes sense to bring them up all

(] 22 at the same time.*

23 We don't believe that the reason bur. Eddleman

24 advanced, the concern that what he might have to say
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 might be influenced by the presence of his superiors on

.. . _-. _ , - _ _ . . , _ . _ _ _ ~ ,. __ ___ _ - _ _ . _ _ ._ . _ _ . __
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1 the panel we don't think is persuasive.

2 There is a procedure, usually called sequestration

-3 of witnesses, which is invoked from time to time when

f'.
'there is some concern about a witness being -influenced by.\ 4

,

5 ' the presence of somebody else. It has been done in NRC

'

i. 6 cases'from time to time. I have never seen it done in a

;- 7 case of NRC employees, inspectors particularly There.

8 isn't any reason to.think that inspectors generally, or

9 Mr. Maxwell in particular, is subject to that-kind of

10 influence, and lacking any showing that that is the-case,

.11 and thinkinn that it is not the case, we are going to

12 have him come up on the panel.
,

13 So, is there anything else that we need? Now,
|{ }

14 Mr. Baxter was going to tell. us whether he wanted to

15 speak part by part to the proposed Exhibit 49.
,

16 MR. BAXTER: I am afraid I do, Mr. Chairman,

17 but I think I can do it without a large block of time.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: You want to do it now?
:

19 MR. BAXTER: Sure.>

12'O JUDGE KELLEY: All right, just a minute.

21 Okay, go ahead.+

22 MR. BAXTER: We would not object to the two] '( )
'

23 page cover letter being received for context.
1;

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
' Ase-Federd Reporters, Inc.

- 25 MR. BAXTER: Moving to Appendix A, the Notice
,

r

.
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i of Violation, Mr. Eddleman would like to keep in all of

2 Item B.

3 It is our position that only sub item 1, although

' f~~')
4 - we agree to the opening paragraph, only item 1 is relevant.s-

Items 2 and 3 do not have anything to do with
5

welding, and Item 4 on the next page has to do with pipe6

welding, and not pipe hanger welding.7

JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
8

9 MR. BAXTERr Consistent with that, of the

10 findings that follow on page 2, contrary to the above, -

11 Item 1 we believe is relevant, and Items 2, 3, and 4, as

12 for the same reasons, are not.~

1/~T 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Righ.
g

14 MR. BAXTER: We move next to the top of page 3.

15 Item E, it is our position that this item deals with

16 design and not with welding, and therefore, is irrelevant.

s

17
Next is the inspector signature'pages, and --

18 JUDGE KELLEY: We have half. Actually the rest

19 of Page 3 and all of page 4, I have marked put forward for

f. 20 the sake of context.

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: That is correct. And I think

l

!:( ) 22 F. -- well, the transcript will show what I said about F.

| 23 MR. BAXTER: Well, none of these are relevant,

24 and I don't think -- these are individual items, and I

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

[ 25 don't think they are necessary for context, one to the '
|

l.
i

<
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,

1 - oth er . This is, of course, an entire inspection of all

2 construction activities at the site, and to a very limited

3 . extent everything relates to everything else, but this

4 contention the Board ruled was not on the entire QA/QC

5 program, but only on whether pipe hanger welds are
;

i

6 improperly inspected and approved.'

7 We don't think the context about these other

8 issues is necessary.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay,
f

10 MR. BAXTER: The list of inspector signatures

11 and the persons interviewed at the. site, we do not-object

12 to that. Just for background as to what the document
,

'

13 is.
~

14 Moving to the second page, No. 2, starting with

15 Item 5, we have no objection to the rest of that page.

16 These are general findings that have to do with the

17 construction inspection organization as we think should
'

18 have become clear by now the welds on the pipe hangers'

1

19 are approved by the quality assurance organization, not
,

20 CI.

21 CI inspects pipe hangers for attributes other

22 than walding.'(}
23 So, we believe all of this is irrelevant.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

- 25 MR. BAXTER: And I can go through page by page.

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

1
I can tell you that except for that one

2 violation, which is discussed again later, we find all

3 of this to deal with' the QA and construction programs

'(Os_/ 4 either in a general way or on matters specific that do'not
x

5 relate to pipe hanger welding.

6 Would you like me to discuss each page, or just'

t

7 go to the one that I think -- it is the discussion of the

one violation that we already agreed to earlier.
8

I.

9
,

End ll. 10

| Suet fols.
11

12

;

14
.

15

16

17'

18

t

19

20

21

f[ 22
v

23

24
hFederes nepormes, Inc.

25
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#12-1-Suet. I JUDGE KELLEY: The latter. Let's try the latter

2 approach.

3 MR. BAXTER: .It's on the bottom of Page 15. It's'

'~ 4 Iten Number 1 there under Item C. -

5 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

6 MR. BAXTER: And that appears again on Page 35 --

7 I'm'sorry, Page 34, in the column under violations. It's

8 Item 83-25-02.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: You are saying -- just to be.sure

10 we have got your position -- the Item 1 then goes over to the

II top two lines on Page 15 and stops.

I2 MR. BAXTER:. On Page 16, yes.

j( ) 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Page which?

I4 MR. BAXTER: It starts at the bottom of 15, and

15 goes over to the top two' lines of Page 16.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Oh, I have the wrong -- Page 14 has a

17 (1) at the bottom-also. That's what I was confused about.

18 MR. BAXTER: No.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: The one that you concede is rele-

20 vant is C(l) in parens?

21 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir.

.( -

22 JUDGE KELLEY: So, the introductory paragraph of C,

23 -you have no objection to that?

24 MR. BAXTER: That's correct.
Ass-Federd Reporiers, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. All right. And that's the
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#12-2-Suet top two lines on Page 16?
~

2 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir.
.

.- . 3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
- w.

).:

4 MR. BAXTER: And this same item appears on':the'^#

5 list on Page 34.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

7 MR. BAXTER:- It's the second item under violations.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Pipe support installations and-

.9 inspection discrepancies?

.10 MR. BAXTER: Yes.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: You would concede that that item

12 is includable?
-

t 13 MR. BAXTER: That's the same item.- _yes, sir --
L

14 that we have been discussing.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: But you are objecting to the remainder

16 on the ground it is very general or relates to something other

17 than pipe hanger welding; is that right?

5 18 MR. BAXTER: That's correct.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Barth, do-you want to comment?

20 MR. BARTH: I appreciate the opportunity to com-
,

21 . ment. To simplify'this, I join with Mr. Baxter's motion in

(A,) 22 the form he presented it and the comments he has made.

23 But I would like the record to reflect, for example,
4

24 in case you rule with us that on Page 2 there is reference
Am-Federes neporars, Inc.

25 to vendor storage, radiographs and microfilms, that certainly
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#12-3-Suet 1 are not related to the contention. That is the page tlat

2 Mr. Eddleman wanted in.

3 On Page 3, there is a reference to storage area for

O
4 reactor internals. This is a page Mr. Eddleman wanted in as

5 evidence in the contention. It's unrelated.

6 On Page 4, there is a reference to a can of cutting

7 fluid on top of the upper reactor internals. This is the kind

8 of thing that Mr. Eddleman wants in as evidence, as back-

9 ground. We would object to it.

10 I will not belabor the point further, Your Honor.

11 I agree with Mr. Baxter's comments and rest on your ruling.

12 Thank you.

() 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Now, Mr. Eddleman, did you

14 want to make any further comment?

15 MR. EDDLE!%N: I would like to make a couple of

16 brief ones.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Why don't you go ahead?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: As to what Mr. Barth said, sure he

19 can pick out one thing on one of these pages that were pro-

20 posed for context that might not have anything to do with

21 pipe hangers. It certainly has to do with the QA p ogram,

() 22 however. And it was put in for context.

23 I also think that many of these things that Mr.

24 Baxter is objecting to have to do with the same kinds of
'

" Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 inspections, the came kind of requirements, and even things
,

I
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-#12-4-SueTL1 that were said by their witnesses, Applicants' witnesses I

2 mean, the. design and review of these things that weren' t

3 properly done.
f

4 And I think that's useful in context, and that's

5 all I would add to my previous argument.

6 MR..BAXTER: There is no testimony that any hangers

7 are improperly designed that I've heard.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I think the Board appreciates

9 all parties' positions. We will consider them and make a

10 ruling.

II From your perspective, Mr. Eddleman, or Mr. Barth,

12 or anybody, do you need .to have a ruling on that now in order

(~) 13 to go ahead with the.NRC panel?
V

Id MR. EDDLEMAN: No, sir.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: You don't?

16 MR. BARTH: HNot from the Staff's point of view,

-17 Your Honor.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now, I would say that if I ask the

19 panel something about this document and they said: Oh, yes, '

20 this is relevant, I would expect that to be taken into

21 account.

() 22 But I don't think we need the ruling on it now.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, maybe.9n2 could cross that

24 bridge when we come to it. You know, I was just thinking, the
Ass-Federd Reporte,s, Inc.

25 Board has no desire now-to go back into the Chambers somewhere

!
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:
i
t

412-5-Suet.I and..go.through this whole thing and just hold 1up-the case. . We4

-

2 swill' rule on it when we can, or .as we have to. Okay.

^ 3 So, can we call the panel, Mr. Barth?

O.
,

4 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, the Staff calls Mr. Paul R.'

i

j 5 Bemis, George A. Hallstrom, Jerome J. Blake, and George P.
;-

'

6 Maxwell to the stand to give the Staff's response to Eddleman's

7 Contention Number 41 concerning pipe hanger weld program.
,

8j Your Honor, I request that the Chairman swear

f 9 Mr. Hallstrom and Mr. Blake. Mr. Bemis and Mr. Maxwell-have

10 both previously appeared here and have been sworn.
t
' II JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. -Mr. Hallstrom and Mr. Blake.

~

L 12 (Mr. Hallstrom and Mr. Blake are sworn by Judge

'13 Kelley.),

|
Id

; Whereupon,

15 PAUL R. BEMIS,

16 JEROME J. BLAKE,

17 GEORGE A. HALLSTROM

18 -and-

I9 GEORGE F. MAXWELL

20 were. called as witnesses by.and on behalf of the Nuclear

21 Regulatory Commission Staff and, having been duly sworn,
,

n)(_ 22 were examined and testified as follows:

23 DIRECT EXAMINATIONINDEXXXXXX-

24 BY MR. BARTH:
: weseres mese,wre, sne.

.25 g. Mr. Blake, I hand you a document.and ask that you

.

f '
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~#12-6-Suet 1 identify it for the record, if you would, sir?

2 A (Witness Blake) This -is NRC Staff Testimony of-

3 Paul R. Bemis, George A. Hallstrom, and Jerome J. Blake on

O
4 Eddleman Contention Number 41. Pipe Hanger Welds.

5 0 Mr. Blake, was this document prepared by you and

6 Mr. Bemis and Mr. Hallstrom as your testimony on Eddleman

7 Contention Number 41?

8 A Yes, it was.

9 Q Mr. Bemis, I ask you the same question --

10 A (Witness Bemis) Yes, it was .

11 0 -- was this document prepared by you and Mr. Blake

12 and Mr. Hallstrom as the Stafff's response to Mr. Eddleman's

.() 13 Contention Number 417

14 A Yes, it was.

15 Q And, Mr. Hallstrom, I ask you the same question,

16 was this document prepared by the three of you gentlemen as

17 the Staff's response to Eddleman's Contention 41?

18 A (Witness Hallstrom) Yes, it was.

{ 19 Q Mr. Blake, or gentlemen, are there any corrections

20 or changes to this testimony which you feel you should make?

21 A (Witness Bemis) There is a change that I'm going

( _rg(_j 22 to have to make in this that I made similar in the concrete

23 testimony as far as what my position is. I am no longer a

24 Section Chief of Projects Division. I am the Acting Division
- Aar-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Director for the Division of Reactor Safety.;
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#12-7-Suet 1 Q I ask the three of you gentlemen, and I ask you to

2 answer separately, is the contents of the document true and

3 correct to your best knowledge and belief?
.

ui 4 And would you please answer separately?

5 A (Witness Blake) Yes, it is.

6 (Witness Bemis) Yes, it is.

7 (Witness Hallstrom) Yes, it is.
.

8 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, I provided the Reporter with

9 three copies and distributed copies of the testimony to all

10 the parties and the Licensing Board, and I ask that the Board

11 at this time admit the testimony of Mr. Paul R. Bemis, George A.

12 Hallstrom and Jerome J. Blake on Eddleman Contention 41, pipe

( ) 13 hanger welds, in evidence, and that it be bound in the record

14 at this place in the transcript as though read at length.

15 MR. BAXTER: No objection.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: The motion is granted.

I17 (The document follows.) :

!

INDEXXXX 18

19

20

21

(~') 22
,_

23

24
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25

,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

() BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY AND )
)

NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN MUNICIPAL )
POWER AGENCY. Docket No. 50 s0 OL

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, )
Units 1 and 2) )

NRC STAFF TESTIMONY OF PAUL R. BEMIS,
GEORGE A. HALLSTROM, AND JER0ME J. BLAKE ON

EDDLEMAN CONTENTION NUMBER 41, PIPE HANGER WELDS

Q1. State your names, positions and business address.
t

A1. Paul R. Bemis, Section~ Chief, Projects Section 1C

Jerome J. Blake, Section Chief, Materials and Processes Section

George A. Hallstrom, Reactor Inspector, Materials and Processes Section

Our business addrets is:

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

101 Marietta St. N. W.

Atlanta, GA 30323

Q2. Mr. Bemis, would you state your professional qualifications?
O
U
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A2. My professional qualifications are set forth in my testimony c.i

Joint Intervenors' Contention Number 1, Management Qualification.
r~T
U

Q3. Mr. Blake, would you describe your position and professional

qualifications?

A3. My primary assignment as a Section Chief is to coordinate and oversee

engineering inspections and technical evaluations in the areas of

welding, metallurgical engineering, nondestructive examination,

tailure analyses, mechanical engineering and design, and laservice

Inspection and Testing of Reactor Plant systems and components.

Before I was selected as a Section Chief in August 1982, I had been

an engineering inspector in Region II since January 1975. As an

engineering inspector, I participated in or conducted routine and

reactive inspections involving welding, metallurgical engineering,

inservice inspection, and nondestructive examination activities at

operating nuclear power plants and construction sites throughout

Region II.

Prior to cj employment with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, I was

employed by the Department of Defense (D00) as a metallurgist and

welding engineer at naval shipyards involved with construction,

repair, and overhaul of combatant ships. My major assignments tith

000 were as follows:
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May 1973 - December 1974: Supervisor of the non-nuclear welding

engineer section at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipy6rd. Responsible for
GC; welding engineering repair activities involving all parts of naval

ships except the nuclear power plant.

September '071 - May 1973: Project engineer in the nuclear welding

engineering section at Charleston Naval Shipyard. Responsible for

welding engineering activities associated with repair and overhaul

of naval nuclear power plants.
.

November 1963 - September 1971: Metallurgist and welding engineer

at Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California - Various

responsibilities in the metallurgical and welding engineer fields.

O
I graduated from the Montana School of Mines (now called Montana

College of Mineral Science and Technology) at Butte, Montana, in

June 1963, with a Bachelor of Science degree in Metallurgical

Engineering. During my career, I have completed a number of train-

ing courses related to my work. With the Navy, I completed courses

in Corrosion, Photo Elastic Stress Analysis, Welding, Health Physics,

and Basic Supervision. Since joining the NRC, I have completed

courses in Nondestructive Examination, Welding Technology, Concrate

Technology. PWR Fundamentals, BWR Fundamentals, and Supervising

/3 Human Resources.V

Q4. Mr. Hallstrom, would you state your professional qJalifications?

-
_ _ . _ . . _ . _ - . - _ - _ _ _ _ . . . , _ _ _ _ . ___ ._.. _ _ . -
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A4. I graduated from Mississippi State University in 1966 with Bachelor

of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering. I am a Vice-Chairman of

O tae Americen Weidies Societ, as Cemm4ttee en Fiiier Metel end

Chairman of the American Welding So:iety ASM Subcommittee on Filler

Metals for Flux-Cored Arc Welding.

In 1984, I accepted a position as a Reactor Inspector with the U. S.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission. My duties have primarily involved

inspections related to fabrication, inspection and testing of

nuclear components and systems with particular attention directed to

welding and nondestructive examinations. As a specialist, I provide

assistance to other members of NRC staff concerning conditions

arising during construction, inservice inspection, or operation of

nuclear facilities which require a knowledge of welding and/or

dastructive examination.

From 1981 to mid-1983, I was employed as a senior manufacturing

welding engineer in the Chattanooga, Tennessee facilities of

Combustion Engineering, Incorporated. My employment at Combustion

Engineering was interrupted by a brief tour of duty with the

Tennessee Valley Authority.

My major responsibilities at Combustion Engineering included

O) functioning as the assigned contract welding engineer in the fabri-
%

cation of nuclear navy reactor vessels and ASME code nuclear and

non-nuclear components. Necessary areas of expertise included
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qualification of welders and procedures; nondestructive examination;

materials purchasing; heat-treating, cleaning and forming to the

O enni4cedie codes end stenderds. Addit 4enei responsidiisties inciuded

evaluation of the metallurgical aspects of welding and other thermal

treatments.

My major responsibilities at Tennessee Valley Authority were on-site

provision of welding and welding-related expertise in major modifica-

tions of boiling water reactors and related assemblies including

surveillance of welding and nondestructive examinations.

From 1974 to 1981, . was employed as a welding engineer and technical

secretary in the Miami, Florida headquarters of the American Welding

Society. My major responsibilities included technical clarification

of welding standards and specifications to domestic and foreign

inquirers, technical input and administrative support to committees

responsible for welding codes and standards, and other coordination

duties associated with cedes and standards of the International

Institute of Welding, International Standards Organization, Amercian

National Standards Associated, American Society of Mechanical

Engineers, and other technical societies. Additional responsibili-

ties included acting as a national level representative of the

American Welding Society.

Ov



n.

4 .

-6-

From 1971 to 1974, I functioned as owner and manager of Ocean Jewels

of Miam1, Florida. The business was licensed to warehouse and

O wheieseie mer4ne trePicei ee4me,s.

From 1967 to 1971, I was employed as a Consulting Engineer in the

Orlando, Florida, and Denver, Colorado offices of R. W. Beck and

Associates. My major responsibilities included computer programming

and other technical evaluations for publicly-owned electric utility

clients.

From 1966 to 1967, I was employed as an Aerospace Engineer in the

Propulsion Research and Development Laboratory of the National

Aeronautics and Space Administration in Huntsville, Alabama.

O.

!

Q 5.- Mr. Bemis, what responsibilities have you had or do you presently

have relative to the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant?

! AS. I presently have the direct responsibility tor the inspection and

enforcement program at the Harris plant. The resident inspectors at

the plant report directly to me and I coordinate, review, and concur

in all inspections and correspondence relating to CP&L.
,

|

Q6. What is the purpose of this testimony?

<

A6. The purpose of this testimony is to address, on behalf of NRC staff,

Eddleman Contention 41 which states:

!
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" Applicants' QA/QC program fails to assure that safety-
related equipment is properly inspected (e.g., the "OK
tagging" of detective pipe banger welds at SHNPP)."

As admitted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board on page 50 in

its Memorandum and Order dated September 22, 1982, this contention

was limited to whether there exists pipe hanger welds that have been

improperly inspected and approved.

Q7. Mr. Bemis, how does the NRC generally assure itself that welds or

any other components subject to inspection are properly inspected?

A7. The NRC generally assures itself that proper licensee inspection is

being performed in the tollowing way:

lhe NRC, as part of its inspection program, will perform actual*

inspections of completed welds and compare its findings to the

licensee's findings; if differences occur, violations may be

written. It violations are written, the licensee is required

to make a determination of the root cause, and provide a

corrective action to address the total scope of the problem and

prevent recurrence. Then the NRC would inspect that corrective

action for adequacy.

NRC resident inspectors and Regional specialty inspectors*

observe CP&L welding inspectors in the performance of their

jobs to insure they are inspecting according to requirements.
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NRC inspectors, as part of the routine inspection program,

perform audits of both licensee welding inspectors and welder
O(V qualifications.

NRC inspectors perform inspection of the QA/QC program on*

welding inspection and review procedures used to insure

adequate acceptance criteria.

NRC reviews welding procedures to insure adequacy of the

acceptance criteria.

Q8. Has the Shearon Harris QA/QC program been reviewed and approved by NRC?

A8. The Construction Quality Assurance (QA) Program was initially approved by

NRC when the construction permit was issued. . Changes to the_QA Program have

been routinely inspected during all phases of construction activity. These

inspections confirmed that changes to the QA Program had not been degrading

to program commitments. Since March 1983, changes in the QA Program

description have been fonnally submitted by the licensee and accepted by the

NRC as required by 10 CFR 50.55(f).

Q9. Has the NRC inspected pipe hanger welds and the implementation of the QA/QC

program with respect to those pipe hanger welds?
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A9. Yes, the NRC has and will continue to perform inspections in the

area of pipe hanger welds and QA/QC inspection of those welds. To

date the following inspection ieports have been issued.

79-23 80-15 82-18
79-26 80-22 83-25
80-03 81-19 83-20
80-09 82-01 83-22
80-13 82-03 83-26

83-37
84-19

Q10. Have deficiencies in that program's application to pipe hanger welds

been identified?

A10. Yes. The following deficiencies were identified:

Inspection Report
p Number Discrepancy
G

1) 80-22-01 " Failure to correctly translate and
implement Codes of Standards for
special procedures."

Lack of training of welders and
inspectors in interpretation of welding
symbols. Personnel not able to correct
ID required welds on pipe hangers.
Corrective action required 100% rein-
spection of pipe hanger welds previously
made. Additional training of affected
personnel. Design documents were
reviewed and changed to reflect design
requirements.

2) 80-15-01 (Welding Undercut) Fabrication and
contractor undercut on pipe hanger +

1-CT-H-7 and Berger Patterson trunninn
dwgs. 1-CT-11-1 and 1-CT-5-1.

3) 82-01-03 Failure to follow procedures / instructions
for visual examination of welds and
reporting of discrepancies (PH-#CC-H-469).
Failure of inspector to identify and ,
inspect all welds.
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Inspection Report
Number Discrepancy

'

82-03-01 " Uncertified welding inspectors."

1. A welding inspector was permitting
an inspector trainee to perform
inspection and the inspector was
signing inspection records when
the trainee had performed the
inspection.

2. Inspector was completing records
using the initials of other
persons. .

3. Approving inspection points that
were rejected and by using the
initials of other inspectors.

5) 82-03-02 Uncertified welding inspectors -
non-qualified inspector conducting
visual acceptance inspections on pipe
hangers.

- p 6) 83-2b-02 Pipe support installation and inspection
V discrepancies."

1. Hanger SW-H-456 - was not welded
4 per dwg.

2. Clearances not maintained.

3. Nonauthorized material substitution.

4. Inspector had failed to document the
above discrepancies.

Q11. What actions has the licensee taken to correct those deficiencies?

All. CP&L applied various corrective actions to remedy each violation

{ over the years but the root cause was never adequately addressed.

Therefore, deficiencies continued to be identified by both NRC and

.

., n., . .-.. . . - , . -- - - - -..
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CP&L when welds were reinspected. Finally in July of 1983 CP&L took

decisive action. They shut down the weld inspection program com-
/'N
V pletely until Decembsr 1983, to evaluate and develop a comprehensive,

in-depth inspection program which exceeded regulatory requirements

and industry standards and which would result in a better weld

program. Work and inspection procedures were revised, inspection

and craft personnel received additional training, additional licensee

inspection personnel were added, and senior management reinforced

their commitment to inspection and supervisory personnel for quality

work, and meticulous compliance with procedures and regulations.

Attached as Exhibit 1 is a copy of the Weld Inspection Criteria

CAR-2165 A-003 which NRC has reviewed for acceptability as documented

infra.

Q12. What actions have/will the NRC staff take to assure itself the

identified deficiencies will not result in detective welds being

tpproved?

A12. The NRC staff will assure itself the identified deficiencies will

not result in defective welds being approved through the implementa-

tion of the NRC Construction Inspection Program which is to determine

that the Shearon Harris nuclear facility is being constructed in

accordance with applicable regulations and comitments made by the

Q applicant. This objective is achieved by the observation of work in

progress, and by examination of management controls including
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quality assurance and quality control manuals, work procedures,

records and documents. Work in progress is inspected for quality
A
( ,i workmanship, conformance to control procedures, and conformance to

codes. Records are examined to verify that purchased materials and

equipment met quality standards and that quality control inspections

are performed throughout construction.

Inspections are/will be conducted in accordance with the hRC

construction inspection program procedures 50090 - Satety-Related

Pipe Support and Restraints Systems s'nd TI 2515/29 - Inspection

Requirements for IEB 79-14 which are attached. These include

selective examinations of procedures and representative records,

interviews with craftsmen and site personnel, and in-depth observa-

tions by the inspectors within this construction area. The inspec-

tions consist of observations of work in progress and noting where

work is interrupted for identified inspection hold points as

directed by engineering inspections.

At the present time, this area is receiving increased attention by

CP&L and the greatest work activity on site is occurring in this

area. Due to the increased work activity, NRC will, as part of it

routine program, increase its inspection effort and due to previous

problems will increase emphasis in this area until we are confident

] the corrective action is adequate.
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Q13. Are the changes made by the licensee to the program to respond to

deficiencies adequate?

A13. The CP&L revised inspection program has shown marked improvertent.

This has been evidenced by the licensee's QA/QC findings. Total

weld inspection points from January 1984 through April 1984 was 985.

Of the points inspected only 17 (less than 2%) were found by QC to

be unacceptable for various reasons. Unacceptable does not

necessarily mean that the weld would create a safety problem. CP&L

has applied a standard, AWS D1.1, which is strict and has conservatism

built in. Many welds that are found unacceptable could possibly be

accepted after engineering evaluation, but CP&L decides in most

cases to rework the weld rather than wait for an engineering evalua-

tion. After QC identifies a problem, rework is pertormed and QC

reinspects. After QC reinspection, QA surveillance performs an

audit as part of their routine program. QA surveillance audits

performed in February, March, and April 1984, took a sample size of

158 welds (out of 851 total for those three months) and only identi-

tied one weld to be unacceptable. This is less than 1% of the

sample. It should be noted that the deficiency found occurred after

the QC inspection which gives NRC confidence that the entire CP&L

program is working. If NRC inspection effort during the following
,

months bears out these same findings, we would have continued

O coe<48eece 4# ces''s Pro 9re -

. __ _ _ _
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Q14. Does CP&L have a procedure for visual inspection criteria for pipe

hanger welds which is intended to meet the American Welding Society
O
%) D1.1 Structural Welding Code Standard?

.

A14. Yes. CP&L Weld Inspection Criteria CAR-2165-A-003 is the procedure

which provides visual acceptance criteria for fillet and partial

penetration in weld structural weldments designed to meet AWS D.1.1
,

requirements. The procedure provices allowable clarification trom a

strict interpretation of AWS D1.1 requirements.

Q15; Mr. Hallstrom, did you conduct a review of the CAR-2165-A-003

procedure for conformance with the applicable AWS standard?

A15. Yes.

Q16. Did you participate in developing that AWS standard?

A16. Yes.

Q17. Is your review of the Applicant's procedure documented anywhere?

A17. The review is documented in the attached Inspection report no.

50-400/84-19 under paragraph 8 visual examination. That report is

O attached as Exhibit 2.
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Q18. That report concludes that no violations or deviations are present,

but document an unresolved item on the adequacy of the visual
/%.

V inspection procedures. Will you explain what that means?

A18. An unresolved item is a matter about which more information is

required to determine whether it is acceptable or may involve

violations or deviations. The review identified several areas of

the criteria which require clarification and/or additional supporting

j usti fi c.ation. The matter was identified as unresolved pending NRC

review of the licensee's response to the questions raised. The NRC

review is discussed below.

Q19. You identify areas of concern in the visual inspection procedure.

Are these significant defects in the overall visual inspection

program for pipe hanger welds?

A19. No. The identification of these concerns does not necessarily

indicate significant defects in the overall visual inspection

program for pipe hanger welds. They do indicate need for careful

application of adequate criteria to the welds involved. While the

stated concerns could be significant when applied to an individual

weld, the effect varies considerably between the concerns involved.

For example there is greater concern regarding crack propagation due

( ) _to acceptance of incomplete fusion then that for thickness reduction

due to craters acceptable in butt welds.

|'
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Q20.'Does the 11censee's response resolve the concerns raised in Inspection

Report 50-400/84-19 as regards to pipe hanger welds?

O
A20. On August 2, 1984, there was a phone call between Region 11 personnel

and CP&L personnel to discuss the licensee's response to NRC concerns.

In addition, the licensee had sent to NRC a revised procedure which

addressed the concerns. The licensee's response to the concerns

raised in the Inspection Report 50-400/84-19 resolves those concerns,

since the scope of the procedure was revised to limit the application

of CAR 2165-A-003 only to fillet and partial penetration welds which

were not going to receive any other nondestructive examination. This

revision, therefore, reduced the scope to a narrow spectrum of welds.

In summary, the concerns do not apply to the tillet and partial

penetration welds which would be the ones used on pipe hangers and

to which the licensee has limited the application of the procedure.

The NRC will perform field verification of the licensee's response

in a future irspection.

Q21. Is the Staff satisfied that Weld Criterion CAR 2165-A-003 provides

an acceptable program for QA/QC inspection for pipe hanger welds

A21. Yes. This provides an acceptable program for QA/QC inspection for

O pipe hanger welds. Region II will verity the application and

implementation of this procedure by implementing the inspection

program as outlined in this testimony.
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Q22. Mr. Bemis, what is the Staff's conclusion as to Eddleman 417
1

.) A22. In the past there have been numerous deficiencies identified by both
'

NRC 'and licensee inspectors. Even though the licensee has performed

previous 100% inspection programs after deficiencies were identified,

deficiencies continued. The licensee's decisive action where they

shut down their inspection program in July 1983 and their willingness

to keep the program shut down until the root cause of the program's

deficiencies were identified and corrected, evidence management

commitment to a program which exceeds requirements. NRC will

continue to aggressively monitor and inspect CP&L's program. If

their present program continues to identify and correct even the

minor deficiencies, Region II will fully support CP&L's program for
(q1 this safety related work. It is the Staff's view, at the present

time, that the Applicants' QA/QC program is adequate to assure that

pipe hanger welds are properly inspected.

.Ov
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1.0 SCOPE

The intent of this design document is to provide the CP&L QA program

with acceptance criteria that satisfies the design requirements and

thereby allowing clarification from strict code interpretation during

receipt inspection, reinspection, and field welding inspection. This

criteria is applicable to both primary (first inspectien, uncoated)

and secondary inspections (receipt inspection included with quality
.

'release or reinspection, coated) for structural weldaents designed to

AWS D1.1 requirements. Secondary inspections may be performed through

coatings. Primary inspections.s. hall not be performed through

coatings unless allowed by the engineer. Any ites not specifically

covered in this criteria shall refer back to AWS D1.1.

O
This criteria covers joints which provide framing for components, R5

such as cable tray, HVAC, conduit supports, instrument racks, ducting

air control dampers, doors, hatch covers, pipe supports, etc. This

is to include any ites welded to AWS DI.1 standards.

This criteria is applicable to any weld joint where these imperfections are R

to be visually inspected per AWS D1.1.

As per AWS D1.1, velds with acceptable defects in combination shall be R5 |

acceptable.

Q
*

?M,9Q* ,

!.a p':0
i*''' CAR-2165-A-003

Revision 5 '

Sheet 1 of 4 )
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Based on the QA programs for acceptance prior to vendor release (or

acceptance of field welds), any defects not identified during primary

inspection and subsequently covered by coatings are not considered
,

significant.

Visual inspection of welds shall be in accordance with AWS D1.1

except as modified below:

All visual inspection shall be performed at an eye-to examination '

surface distance of no more than 24 inches, the inspector position

within an angular region of 30 to 90 of the examination surface by R$

personnel possessing 20/20 visual acuity. Visual aids which do not

enchance IX capability, such as mirrors, may be used. Visual

inspection shall be used unless otherwise noted on design documents.

2.0 ACCEPTABIt.ITY CRITERIA
.

2.1 Oversize Tillet Welds

Either or both fillet veld legs may exceed design sire. Welds

may be longer than specified. Contin'uous velds may be used in
.

lieu of intermittent velds.

O
"

,,,;,,9 C ''>

, . ?., p u
,+

CAR-2165-A-003
Revision '$
Sheet 2 of 6;

.
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2.2 Undersize Fillet Welds

O
The leg of 1/4" and larger fillet welds may be 1/16" less than

the required weld size for a continuous span of 2", provided

there is no less than a 6" separation between each undersize

increment. For welda less than 8" long, a continuous undersize

span of 25% of the total weld run length will also apply. All

1/16" undersize increments less than 1/2" in length will be .

acceptable. For intermittent welds, 1/16" less than the R5

required size will be accepted provided the undersize condition

is no more than 40% of the weld length.

The les of 3/16" fillet welds may be 1/32" less than the required size
R$

according to the above provisions or 1/16" less for 10* of the length.

It is to be understood that the thickness of coatings on

secondary inspections are not considered detrimental and the weld

size criteria shall not be adjusted. Any unique application of |R$
coatings (excessive thickness, putty) shall be brought to the
attention of QA management for re solution.

2.3 Porosity i

Fores between 1/16" and 1/8" diameter shall be acceptable when

separated by a minimum of one inch. Isolated pores less than |O , g()N oad
-

1/16"

- ,
, . Oh'

' . , . .6.g;

CAR-2165-A-003
Revision 5
Sheet 3 of 6
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diameter shall be disregarded. Clustered porosity including all
\

sizes to 0.030" contained within up to a 3/8" diameter circle '

shall be acceptable. Linear, in-line pores shall be considered

as clustered porosity. It is to be understood that porosity nog R5 '

! visible through coatings on secondary inspection are not considered
significant.

2.4 Weld Profile
1

|

Fillet and butt veld convexity can be accepted without limit.
i

!

c;

I
,

2.5 Craters
I

,

Welds may have underfilled craters provided underfill depth does

not exceed 1/16" and the crater has a smooth contour blending

gradually with che adjacent veld and base metal with no evidencei

,

of cracking.

!

2.6 Undereut

|

Steels 5/16" or thicker which were produced to a maximum

specified tensile strength of 60,000 psi may contain veld

I undercut up to 1/16" in depth for a continuous span of 2"

provided its surface width is no less than 0.100" and there is no R$,

less than a 6* separation between each undercut increment. Weld

o 04
Qb.

.oWh
. Q* U CAR-2165-A-003

. . " . Revision 5. ~

Sheet 4 of 6 *

.
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runs less than 8" long any contain a continuous undercut span of

25% of the total weld length. All undercut less than 1/2" in

length will be accepted provided the above width limit is adheredO
Undercut up to 1/32" depth is acce,ptable in all steels andco.

all thicknesses.

2.7 Cracks

Cracks are unacceptable. It is to be understood that secondary
inspections are intended to identify cracks that result frca shipping R5

damage or stress relief and, if relevant, would appear through the *

coating.

2.8 Arc Strikes

.

Arc strikes in high-strength, low-alloy steels (ainlaua specified

tensile strength greater than 60,000 psi), shall be removed by

grinding. The ground area shall be visually inspected to assure

complete removal of the are strikes.

For other steels, having specified tensile strength of 60,000 psi or less, F

arc strikes shall be visually examined and accepted if no cracking is

evident. If cracking is evident, the repair shall conform with

Section 3.10 cf AWS D1.1. Arc strike regions in these lower

strength steels shall not require power brushing or grinding

before visual examination. It is to be understood that cracks in
R$

are strikes not visible through coatings on secondary inspections
are not considered significant.

h,

##
,...fb
.J

. j.
's
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2.9 Fusion

O
Iack of fusion which does not exceed 1/4" in length when measured

transverse or along the veld and each increment separated by 6"

is acceptable. For welds between 1" and 6" in length,1/4" maximum
R$

lack of fusion is acceptable. For welds less than 1", lack of fusion
is not acceptable.

Criteria for lack of fusion in transverse direction is applicable

only in start /stop location.
.

Criteria for lack of fusion shall apply to overlap also. It is

to be understood that lack of fusion not visible through coatings

on secondary inspections is not considered significant. Any unique
application of coatings (excessive thickness, putty) shall be brought R5

to the attention of QA management for resolution.

,

. W y,O. ctM
, , . .. v .i.,4 h o-s
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JUL 2 41984

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. E. E. Utley

Os Executive Vice President
Power Supply and Engineering

and Construction
411 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, NC 27602

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: REPORT NO. 50-400/84-19

On July 10-13, 1984, NRC inspected activities authorized by NRC Construction
Permit No. CPPR-158 for your Harris facility. At the conclusion of the
inspection, the findings were discussed with those members of your staff
identified in the enclosed inspection report.

,

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within these
arcos, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures and
representative records, interview 5 With personnel, And observation of activities
in progress,

] Within the scope of the inspection, no violations or deviations were identified.

Your attention is invited to unresolved items identified in the inspection
report. These matters will be pursued during future inspections.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and enclosure will be
placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office by telephone
within 10 days of the date of this letter and submit written application to
withhold information contained therein within 30 days of the date of this letter.
Such application must be consistent with the requirements of 2.790(b)(3).

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

1

David M. Verre111 Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 3
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
Inspection Report No. 50-400/84-19

cc w/ enc 1: (See page 2)

3......

EXHIBIT 2
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Carolina Power and Light Company 2 gji 2 4 19g4; ,

cc w/ enc 1:.

R. A. Watson, Vice President
,

Harris Nuclear Project
R. M. Parsons, Project General Manager

bec w/ enc 1:: .

j NRC Resident Inspector
' Document Control Desk '

$ tate of North Carolina'
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Report No.: 50-400/84-19
-

O.

Licensee: Carolina Power and Light Company
411 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, NC 27602

Docket No.: 50-400
'

'

License No.: CPPR-158

Facility Name: Harris Unit 1 .

Inspection Dates: July 10-13, 1984
!

Inspection at Harrp te near Raleigh, North Carolina

Inspector: /| = = = - - v0 50,$Y
_ u9

W. P./ Kleinsor f" Date Signed

AccompanyingPer el: G. A. Hallstrom

Approved by: % I 7A /
O J/ Blake, Section Chief Date Signed
O ngineering Branch

ivision of Reactor Safety#

,

SUMMARY ,

Scope: This routine unannounced inspection involved 66 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of licensee action on previous enforcement matters, construction
progress, r'eactor coolant pressure boundary piping, safety-related piping, visual
examination (570508), safety-related components, inspector followup items, and IE

'

Bulletins (IEBs).

Results: No violations or deviations were identified.
'

/
,

s
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REPORT DETAILS

.

p) 1. Persons Contacted
a

Licensee Employees

*R. M. Parsons, Project General Manager
*P. Foscolo, Assistant Project General Manager
*N. J. Chiangi, Manager QA/QC Harris Plant

~

*G. L. Forehand, Director of QA/QC
*D. A. McGaw, Superintendent, QA
*R. Hanford, Resident Engineer - Met / Welding
C. H. Griffin, Senior Engineer' Met / Weld

*D. C. Whitehead, QA Supervisor
*J. F. Nevill, Principal Engineer

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen,
technicians, and office personnel. . .

Other Organization

L. M. Petrick, Chief Materials Engineer - Ebasco Services Inc.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*G. F. Maxwell
R. L. Prevatte -

* Attended exit interview
I

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on July 13, 1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings listed
below. No dissenting comments were received from the licensee.

(0 pen) Unresolved Item 400/84-19-01 " Adequacy of AWS D1.1 Visual Inspection
Procedure" - paragraph 8. ,-

,

(0 pen) Inspector Followup Iten 400/84-19-02 " Unavailable NDE Reports" -
paragraph 6.b.

,

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters
{a}

(Closed) Unresolved Item 50-400/84-02-03: "QA Involvement in Pipe Support
Reinspection."

This item concerned QA involvement, with the pipe support installation and
inspection program, which did not appear to be commensurate with problems
reported in that area. The licensee, on February 17, 1984, started weekly
surveillances of QA and Cl inspections relative to hanger

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
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inspection activities; these surveillances included reinspection of hangers. '
The inspector reviewed the majority of the surveillance reports generated.
This matter is considered closed.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve noncompliance or
deviations. New unresolved items identified during this inspection are
discussed in paragraph 8.

,
,

5. Independent Inspection Effort

Construction Progress

The inspector conducted a general inspection of the reactor power block to
observe construction progress and construction activities such as welding,

Nmaterial handling and control, housekeeping and storage.

Within the areas examined no violations or deviations were identified.

6. Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping

The inspector observed work activities and reviewed records for non-welding
O and welding work activities for reactor coolant pressure boundary (RCPB)
kJ piping. The applicable code for the installation of RCPB piping is the ASME

B&PV Code, Section III, Subsection NB, 1974 Edition through the winter 1976
addenda,

a. Observation of Non-Welding Activities (490548)

Observation of specific work activities was conducted to determine
conformance, where applicable, with the following: inspection and/or
work procedures, record keeping, installation specifications or plans,
specified materials, specified NDE, calibration and use of proper test
equipment and qualified inspection and NDE personnel.

The following piping " runs" were inspected for compliance with
installation specifications or plans:

Weld No. Drawing
From h
FW 456 FW 464, 1-RC-149*

O FW 468, &
kJ FW 460

.

FW 341 FW 344 1-RC-130

FW 339 FW 340 & 1-RC-129
FW 344

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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b. Review of Non-welding Quality Records (49056B)

The inspector selected various reactor coolant pressure boundary piping
/~) components (e.g., pipe, fittings and welded-in components) for review
\~' of pertinent records to determine conformance with procurement, storage

and installation specifications and QA/QC site procedures.

Records of the following items were selected for review to ascertain
whether they (records) were in conformance with applicable requirements
relative to the following areas: material test reports / certifications;
vendor supplied NDE reports; NSSS ' quality releases; site receipt
inspection; storage; installation; vendor nonconformance reports.

Item Heat / Control No. System

3" sched 160 Pipe 04840 Reactor Coolant
3" sched 160 Tee 04488/11278-7 Reactor Coolant
3" x 2" sched 160 659AN/32482-1 Reactor Coolant
Cone Swg. fitting

3" sched 160 pipe 04840/72079-7 Reactor Coolant -

3" sched 160 pipe M2760/61179-1 Reactor Coolant
3" sched 160-90' ell JMJK/52080-20 Reactor Coolant
3" sched 160-90' ell JMJK/12479-11 Reactor Coolant

/~'T 3" sched 160-90* ell JMJ K/52180-9 Reactor Coolant
\> 3" sched 160-90' ell RW750180/92779-1 Reactor Coolant

6" sched 160-90* ell E0324/5581-18 Reactor Coolant
6"x6"x3" sched 160 E0324/5581-1 Reactor Ccolant

Reducing Tee
6"x6"x3" sched 160 E0277/5481-2 Reactor Coolant

Reducing Tec
6"x3" concentric E0218/5481-1 Reactor Coolant

Reducer
6" sched 160 pipe M2786/120980-8 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160 pipe M2945/120980-4 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160-90' ell JKJO/5880-5 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160-90' ell JKJD/5880-6 Reactor Coolant
6" x 3/4" sched 160 370AN Reactor Coolant

weld-o-let
6" sched 160 pipe M2945/120980-12 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160 pipe M2813/121080-6 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160-90' ell E0324/5581-17 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160-90' ell E0324/5581-20 Reactor Coolant
6" sched 160-90' ell E0324/5581-1 Reactor Coolant

,
*

2" - 6000# socket 27 BAN Reactor Coolant
d(~^ weld coupling

2" sched 160 pipe 07118 Reactor Coolant
2" sched 160 pipe 05682 Reactor Coolant
2" sched 160-90' ell JNYM Reactor Coolant

.

-----.- ------- ___-_ _ ___. ._a
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Spool Pieces

1-RC-129-1 - Reactor Coolant

(']' 1-RC-149-3 Reactor Coolant
1-RC-149-2 Reactor Coolant'

!

1-RC-149-1 Reactor Coolant
1-RC-130-1 Reactor Coolant
1-RC-130-2 Reactor Coolant

With regard to the examination abov,e, the inspector was unable to
review the following final acceptance NDE Reports:

Method Weld Joint ID
,

1

RT & PT 1-CS-414-FW-3074
PT 1-RC-149-FW-459
RT 1-RC-149-FW-467
PT 1-RC-129-FW-339
RT 1-RC-129-FW-340

The licensee indicated the above reports would be made available for a
future inspection. This matter will be identified as inspector

followup item 400/84-19-02: " Unavailable NDE Reports."

({])
c. Welding Activities

(1) Visual Inspection of Welds (551758)

The inspector visually examined completed welds as described below
to determine whether applicable code and procedure requirements,

Iwere being met.

(a) The below listed welds were examined relative to the
following: location, length, size and shape; weld surface-

finish and appearance, transitions between different wall
thickness; weld reinforcement--height and appearance; joint
configurations on permanent attachments and structural.
supports; removal of temporary attachment, arc strikes and'

weld spatter; finish-grinding or machining of weld surface,
surface finish and absence of wall thinning; surface defects,
cracks, laps, lack of penetration, lack of fusion, porosity,
slag, oxide film and undercut exceeding prescribed limits.

.

4

v
.
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Weld Joint

1-RC-149-FW-457
O 1-RC-149-FW-458
V 1-RC-149-FW-463

1-RC-149-FW-464
1-RC-149-FW-467
1-RC-149-FW-468
1-RC-149-FW-460
1-RC-149-FW-459
1-RC-130-FW-341
1-RC-130-FW-342
1-RC-130-FW-343.

1-RC-130-FW-344
1-RC-129-FW-339
1-RC-129-FW-340

(b) Quality records for the above welds were examined relative to
the following: records covering visual and dimensional
inspections indicate that the specified inspections were
completed; the records reflect adequate weld quality; history
records are adequate.

(2) Welding Procedure Specifications (55171B)

V The following Welding Procedure Specifications (WPS) were selected
for review and comparison with the ASME Code:

WPS Process * PQR

8B010, Rev. 1 GTAW ' 101
882, Rev. 13 GTAW 6, 6A, & 6B

- *GTAW-Gas Tungsten Arc Welding

The above WPSs and their supporting Procedure Qualification
Records (PQRs) were , reviewed to ascertain whether essential.,
supplementary and/or nonessential variables including thermal
treatment were consistent with code requirements; whether the WPSs
were properly qualified and their supporting PQRs wer'e accurate
and retrievable; whether all required mechanical tests h~ad been
performed and the results met the minimum requirements; whether
the PQRs had been reviewed and certified by appropriate personnel
and; whether any revisions and/or changes to nonessential,

variables were noted. WPSs are qualified in accordance with ASME
\ Section IX, the latest edition and addenda at the time of

' qualification.
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(3) Special Welding Activities (55178)

The inspector examined special-welding activities including weld
(,v') repair as described below to detennine whether applicable code and

procedure requirements were being met.

Records of the following special application welds were examined
relative to the following: welding procedure used; welding
procedure includes all pertinent requirements; welding procedure
qualification; welder performarice qualification; ANI witnesses
performance qualification; base' and filler material as specified;
base material repairs documents; NDE performed, and records
complete. ..

Incore Instrumentation Tube Welds

PC No.

CQL-50-A-9 -

COL-36-B-8
CQL-40-B-10
CQL-44-C-12

Control Rod Drive Seal Welds

Field Weld No.

FW-36
FW-55
FW-60

,

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were noted.

7. Safety-Related Piping

The inspector observed welding activities for safety-related piping as
described below to detennine whether applicable code and procedures require-
ments were being met. The applicable code for safety-related piping is the

i

| ASME B&PV Code, Section III, Subsections NC and ND,1974 edition with

identified seismic ' category 1 is fabricated to ANSI B31.1 (gh en rgy piping
addenda through winter 1976. Non nuclear safety-related hij

73573) and post
: weld heat treated when required to ANSI B31.1 (77W77). The inspector

observed in-process welding activities of field welds as described below to
* determine whether. applicable code and procedure requirements were being met.

b)v
.
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Weld Heat Treatment (55186B)

Stress Relief -

Qb The inspector examined the cumulative stress-relief records for selected
pipe welds listed below to determine whether the total time at temperature
did r.ot exceed that permitted by applicable code requirements based on the
welding procedure _ qualification record:

Weld No. System
,

,

1-MS-72-FW-295 Main Steam
1-FW-135-FW-497_ Feedwater

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

8. Visual Examination (57050B)

Procedure Review .

The inspector reviewed CP&L procedure CAR-2165-A-003, Rev. 5, to ascertain
whether it has been reviewed and approved in accordance with the licensee's
established QA procedures. The above procedure was reviewed for technical
adequacy and conformance with AWS D1.1, Structural Welding Code, and other
licensee commitments / requirements in the following areas: specified trethod;

pJ, specified application; type of surface condition; method of surface prepara-
tion; whether direct or remote viewing is used; special illumination,
instruments, or equipment requir.ed; sequence of examination; acceptance
criteria; and reports to be completed.

With regard to the above the inspector noted thd following:

a. Lack of clear definition of weld type and material applicability to
assure no misuse of criteria

b. Lack of spacing control for short duration (less than i") acceptable
undersize welds .

,

,

Lack of supporting justification of criteria based on longitudinalc.;
versus transverse shear )

,

*

d. Lack of assurance against-base metal thickness reduction for craters
acceptable on butt welds

,

.

Lack of limit for undercut depth and spacing for short duration (lessn e.
thani")undercutimperfectionsv

'

f. Lack of assurance that all materials applicable to these criteria have
suitable notch toughness to revent brittle fracture because of
increased notch size (undercut

.
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9 Lack of supporting justification for assurance against crack propaga-
tion due to acceptance of lack of fusion

Lack of clarification of the acceptEbility of lack of fusion in butth.
welds

i. Lack of assurance that residue remaining af ter an arc strike on 60 KSI
or less strength materials will be removed prior to visual inspection

j. Lack of supporting justification of the impact of acceptance of
combined worst-case discontinuities *

The inspector indicated that pending NRC review of the licensee's resolution
to the above items this matter will be identified as unresolved item
400/84-19-01: " Adequacy of AWS D1.1 Visual Inspection Procedures."

Within the areas examined no violations or deviations were identified.

9. Safety-Related Components -

a. Procedure Review (50071B)

The inspector reviewed Westinghouse Document AE435P/47P8203-1 Rev.1,
NSSS Component Receiving and Storage Guidelines *and CP&L Procedures;#

O WP-132 Rev. 2 " Installation of Coil Stack Assemblies, Rod Position
U Indicators, Seismic Sleeve Assemblies, Themal Sleeve Guides, and Dummy

Can Assemblies"; and WP-127 Rev. 1, " Installing the Pressure Vessel / Latch
Assemblies, Head Adapter Plugs; and Instrument Ports," to determine
whether specific activities associated with safety-related components
are controlled and performed according to NRC requirements and licensee
comitments in the below listed areas: i'nstallation, testing, and
inspection activities meet applicable specifications and established
procedures; post-inspectior. cleaning, preservation, and inspection
requirements have been established before need; record keeping
requirements are established and clearly indicate those responsible for
record generation, and that provisions exist for their review by
appropriate management pers.onnel. .

b. Work Observation (500738) ,

'

The inspector conducted independent evaluation of storage conditions
for the reactor head assembly in accordance with procedures listed
above to determine whether activities were in conformance to the
procedures involved in the following listed areas: storage environment*

O and protection of components; implementation of special storage and
U maintenance requirements (cleanliness); and perfomance of licentee/

contractor surveillance and documentation.

Within the areas inspected no violations or deviations were identified.

}



,

, .

9

10. Inspector Followup Items

a. (Closed) IFI 400/83-24-07: " Undercut Criteria for Structural Welds."

This item concerns suitability of undercut acceptance criteria limiting
undercut to .01" deep when transverse to the direction of primary
stress. This matter is expanded in unresolved item 400/84--19-01;
therefore, this inspector followup item is closed.

b. (Closed) IFI 400/84-13-01: " Unavailable Liquid Penetrant Record."

The licensee made the missing record available. The inspector has no
further questions in this_ matter.

c. (Closed) IF1/84-09-02: " Cumulative PWHT Records."

This matter concerned unavailable PWHT records. The licensee made the
PWHT records available. The inspector has no further questions in this d
matter. .

d. (Closed) 400/83-03-03: " Evaluation of the Effectiveness of PT on
Previously Painted Surface."

This matter concerned the effectiveness of liquid penetrant examination
on previously painted surfaces. The licensee performed mock-up testing

Cq to demonstrate the effectiveness of cleaning and subsequent liquid
penetrant examination of a test block with known defects. The
inspector has no further questions in this matter.

11. IE Bulletins (IEBs)
I,

(Closed) IEB 400, 401/80-BU-21: Valve Yokes Supplied by Malcolm Foundry
Company, Inc.

! CP&L responded to the Bulletin on January 5,1981, reporting affected v&lves
and stating that "any valve parts having properties not in accordance with
ASTM material specification will be replaced by Anchor Darling." NRC.

Inspection Report 50-400(-401)/82-19 of July 8,1982, contains the statement
that " replacement of hand wheels manufactured by Malcolm Foundry was deemed
unnecessary by the licensee." The inspector discussed the above with the
licensec who indicated that the valves in question were detennined to be
passive, and therefore the valve hand wheels were considered non safety-
related. The licensee stated that they would amend their January 5,1981
response to reflect the actual status of the bulletin subject by'*

q September 1, 1984.
k /

e



'
.

.. i .- ,
.

'

.

%

TI 2515/29
Issue Date: 9/14/79

INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS FOR IEB 79-14

m
I. OBJECTIVE

The objective of this temporary instruction is to provide guidance for
IE inspection and review of licensees' actions and written responses to
IE Bulletin 79-14 including Revision 1 to Page 2 of the Bulletin. Bullet 1'n
79-14 requests -that licensees assure that seismic analyses of safety-related
piping systems accurately reflect the as-built configuration of the plant.

II. BACKGROUND

Recently, two issues were identified which are related to the. validity
of seismic analyses. These are the analytical technique for combining
seismic loads and the validity of input information for seismic analyses.
IE Bulletins 79-07 (combining seismic loads), 79-02 (as-built condition
of pipe supports) and 79-04 (actual valve weights) address these issues.

As a result of issuing IE Bulletin 79-07 and show cause orders to four
licensees, the concern regarding the technique for combining seismic loads

,

was essentially resolved. IE Bulletin 79-02 and 79-04, however, have led
to discovery of some failures to conform to design documents which are
outside the scope of these bulletins and could have an adverse effect on
the validity of the seismic analyses. Based on this fact, IE and NRR
concluded that it is necessary to request licensees to verify that other
seismic analysis input information is correct by comparison of thic input
with the physical facility as constructed. IE Bulletin 79-14 was .ssued
for this purpose. The bulletin request that licensees establish an ad hoc
inspection program scheduled so that the required inspections are completed
within 120 days. Further, the bulletin requires that licensees resolve
specific nonconformances by either making changes to the system such that
it conforms to design or by correcting the seismic analysis to demonstrate
conformance of the as-built system to design criteria. It also requires
that licensees take action to correct administrative problems which could
allow this problem to recur.

III. BULLETIN REQUIREMENTS
.

To comply with the requests in IE Bulletin 79-14, it will be necessary
for licensees to do the following:

1. Wentify Inspection Elements

(G The licensee must himself or through his contractors or consultants:)
(a) identify the piping system parameters which were input into the
seismic analyses, (b) identify specifically the design documents from
which values of the parameters were obtained for the seismic analyses

.

N
EMIBIT 3
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,

and (c) establish acceptance criteria which as-built values of these'

parameters must meet. . System parameters which are important include
~

piping system geometry; locations and orientations of anchor points
and restraints; masses; locations of centers of gravity; sizes and
cross sections of piping, supports and restraints; restraint clearances;

.

and material properties. To competently comply with Item 1 in the
Bulletin the licensee must assure that the persons identifying these
inspection elements are sufficiently conversant with the seismic ' analysis
documents to identify all significant inputs and their sources. Inspection

i elements must be identified for those safety-related piping systems
! addressed in the bulletin. The licensee must then report to the regional
i office in accordance with Item 1 of the Bulletin.

For older plants for which seismic design criteria did not exist at
;. ,

the. time the plants were licensed, licensees are expected to inspect -

,

sdfety-related piping 2-l/2 inches in diameter and greater for conformance'

to design requirements. For these plants, licansees should identify
inspection elements and acceptance criteria for the parameters identified
above and report to the regional office in accordance with Item 1

,

i of the Bulletin. ,
.

i_ 2. Inspect part of the Accessible piping

i For each system selected by the licensee in accordance with Item 2 [O of the Bulletin, the licensee is expected to verify by physical inspection,- (to the extent practicable, that the inspection elements meet the acceptance-
'

criteria. In perfonning these inspections, the licensee is expected to
use measuring. techniques of sufficient accuracy;to demonstrate that
acceptance criteria are met. Where inspection elements important to
the seismic analysis cannot be viewed because of thermal insulation3-
or location of the piping,'the licensee is expected to remove thermal
insulation or provide access. Where physical inspection is not practicable,

,

e.g., for valve weights and materials of construction, the license' is'

expected to verify conformance by inspection of quality assurance records. O

If a nonconformance is found, the licensee is expected in accordance ;

b with Item 4 of the Bulletin to perform an evaluation of the significance-
of the nonconformance as rapidly-as possible to determine whether
or not the operability of the system might be jeopardized during a4

-safe shutdown earthquake as defined in the Regulations. This evaluation
is expected to be done in two phases involving an initial engineering
judgment (within 2 days), followed by an analytical engineering evaluation
.(within 30 days). Where either phase of the evaluation shows.that'

. '
sys, tem operability is in jeopardy, the licensee is expected to meet.*-

n .' the applicable ~ technical specification action statement and complete-

b the inspections required by Items 2 and 3 of the Bulletin as soon as'

possible. The licensee must report the results of these inspections
3 in'accordance with the requirements for content and sche.dule as given

~

in Items 2 and 3.of the Bulletin.
, ,.
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3. Inspect Remainino Pipino

) The licensee is expected to inspect, as in Item 2 above, the remaining1

" safety-related piping systems which were seismically analyzed and to
report the results in accordance with the requirements for content
and schedule as given in Item 3 of the Bulletin.

4A. Evaluate Nonconfomances

With regard to Item 4A of the Bulletin, the licensee is expected to
include in the initial engineering judgment his jurtification for
continued reactor operation. For the analytical engineering evaluation,
the licensee is expected to perform the evaluation by using the same
analytical technique used in the seismic analysis or by an alternate,
less complex technique provided that the licensee can show that it
is conservative.

If either part of the evaluation shows that the system may not perform
its intended function during a design basis earthquake, the licensee
must promptly comply with applicable action statements and reporting
requirements in the Technical Specifications.

,

48. Submit Nonconformance Evaluations

The licensee is expected to submit evaluations of all nonconformances
and, where the licensee concludes that the seismic analysis may not
be conservative, submit schedules for reanalysis in accordance with
Item 4B of the Bulletin or correct the nonconformances.

4C. Correct Nonconformances

If the licensee elects to correct nonconformances, the licensee is
expected to submit schedules and work descriptions in accordance with
Item 4C of the Bulletin.

4D. Improve Quality Assurance

If nonconformances are identified, the licensee is expected to evaluate
and improve quality assurance procedures to assure that future modi-
fications are handled efficiently. In accordance with Item 4D of
the Bulletin, the licensee is expected to revise design documents and
seismic analyses in a timely manner.

IV. REQUIREMENTS FOR IE INSPECTION,

y" 4
Evaluation of licensees' actions will consist of inspections on a sampling
basis and reviews of written responses in the field to assure that licensees
responded to the Bulletin in a timely and competent manner and reviews

' at Headquarters to assure that licensees' actions'are appropriate. For
each site, the inspector will inspect the following:

*

. .
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1. Development of Inspection Elements

Review the organization and the qualifications of the persons whoe
( developed the inspection elements. Interview one of those persons

if available on site. Inspect some of the documentation of inspection
elements and acceptance criteria which was prepared for use by personnel
inspecting.the piping systems for the licensee. If documentation of-
the seismic analysis is available at the site, inspect it in conjunction
with the documentation of inspection elements to determine that pertinent
parameters and values were identified as required by Item 1 of the
Bulletin. Also determine, to the extent possible, that acceptance
criteria were developed in a rational way.

Inspections covering the area described above will also De conducted
within the organizations of three architect engineers. Selection of
one architect engineer each by Regions II, III and V will be coordinated
with the Vendor Inspection Branch by Technical Programs / Headquarters.

Potential generic problems identified during licensee and architect
engineer inspections should be referred to the appropriate regional
task group representative as identified in Section VI.

.

2. Licensees' Inspection of Accessible Piping

. O Observe in i3rt the physical inspections of accessible piping systems [
performed by licensees in accordance with Item 2 of the Bulletin. (
Review lidensees' reports to determine that they accurately reflect
the work done. Independently inspect a segment of a piping systen
which the licensee has completed. For that segment, inspect each inspection
element to the extent practicable.

3. Licensees' Inspection of Normally Inaccessible Piping

In accordance with Item 3 of the Bulletin, do the work described in
Item 2 above.

4A. Nonconformance Evaluations

Where nonconformances are identified, determine that evaluations were
initiated as soon as was reasonably possible and have been completed
in accordance with Item 4A of the Bulletin and Section III, Items 2

'

and 4A, above. Assure that action was taken in accordance with action
- statements in Technical Specifications

[] 4B. Submittal of Nonconfermance Evaluations

Determine that licensees have. submitted all completed nonconformance
evaluations to NRC per the distribution given in the Bulletin. Also,
determine that licensees have submitted schedules as required by' Item-

48 in the Bulletin where reanalysis is indicated by licensees, f
~

\

m

'

.

'
. .
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4C.. Correction of Nonconformances

q Where licensee elect to correct significant nonconformances, determine,

v, that schedules and reports required in Item 4C of the Bulletin have ,

|
been submitted.

4D. Improvement of Quality Assurance.

,

For sites where nonconfonnances are identified, assure that necessary
improvements to quality assurance procedures related to design changes'

due to modifications or maintenance are completed within 120 days of-

the date of the Bulletin. Also assure that design documents and seismic'

analyses are revised as required by Item 4D of the Bulletin and in
accordance with Section III, Item 4D above.

V. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The results of inspections required by Section IV above, shall be included
in the usual inspection report. The regions shall transmit a copy of

; pertinent portions of. inspection reports describing this effort to R. W. Woodruff
TP, ROI, IE; and to S. B. Hosford, 00R, NRR.,

VI. EVALdATIONOFLICENSEES' REPORTS

'O C aeaorts submitted by 14=easees <a eccordeace ~4th the require = eats or

(.
the Bulletin will be evaluated at Headquarters by a task group with the
following membership:

!

C. J. DeBevec, ROI,IE(forBWRs)
*R. W. Woodruff, ROI, IE (fo'r PWRs)
J. C. Glynn, RCI, IE (for construction)
R. A. Feil, RI IE (for RI reactors),

; L. Modenas, RII, IE (for RII reactors)
I. T. Yin, RIII, IE (for RIII reactors)

i- R. H. Brickley, RIV, IE (for AEs and RIV reactors)
i' T. W. Hutson, RV, IE (for RV reactors)

*R.-G. LaGrange, DOR, NRR (for structural review)
, *R. Lobel, DOR,-NRR (for W systems review)

_

*M. M. Mendonca, DOR, NRR (for GE systems review),

L *S. S. Diab, DOR, NRR (for CE/B&W systems review)
| *S. B. Hosford, DOR, NRR

i .

. This task group will prepare evalcations of the reports submitted for ;

- each operating facility. >

Reports submitted by each holder of a construction permit will be evaluated, |
'-

by the task group in conjunction with the licensing review which. leads :

j to issuance of the operating license.
I

.

'

.
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An interoffice panel, as indicated above by asterisks, has been identified
from the task group to respond to licensees' questions on the intent of

pd the Bulletin and to evaluate licensees' arguments for continued plant'
operation with safety related equipment or systems which are degraded from -

the design intent. The panel shall be convassed or convened based upon
questions directed from the regional offices. The panel will discourage
licensees from bypassing the regional offices since most'of the questions
raised can be readily answered there. The panel consists of the persons
noted by an asterisk above.

VII. EXPIRATION

This TI shall expire on January 4. 1982.

VIII. IE HEADQUARTERS CONTACTS

H. J. Wong, R. W. Woodruff, E. L. Jordan (49-28180)

IX. MODULE TRACKING SYSTEM INPUT (766 DATA)

For. module tracking system input, record the actual inspection effort ,

against Module No. 25529B.

,
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i 'e NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM:SSIONi( a . ! OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT.e

y....../ Washington, D.C. 20555.

INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT MANUALm

) DRP

INSPECTION PROCEDURE 50090

SAFETY RELATED PIPE SUPPORT AND RESTRAINT SYSTEMS

PROGRAM APPLICABILITY: 2512

50090-01 INSPECTION OBJECTIVES

011 To determine whether the technical requirements detailed or
referenced in the facility Safety Analysis Report (SAR) associated
with safety-related pipe supports and restraint systems have been
adequately addressed in the construction specifications, drawings,
and work procedures.

012 To determine whether quality assurance (QA) plans, instructions, and
procedures for safety-related pipe supports and restraints have been
established in the facility QA Manual.

013 To determine through direct observation and independent evaluation
of work, whether the licensee's work control system is functioning
properly and whether the installation of safety-related pipe
support and restraints are in compliance with NRC requirements,
licensee commitments, and applicable codes.

014 To review samples of safet;.-related pipe support and restraint
system records to deterr i <hether the licensee is adequately
preparing, reviewing, ar.:. a ntaining a system of quality records;,

whether there is reasona_,: assurance that the records reflect work
accomplishment consistent with NRC requirements and SAR commitments;
and whether the records indicate any poteltially generic problems,
management control inadequacies, or other weaknesses that could have
safety significance.

Inspection Schedule

V]/ May Be Started Must Be Started Must Be Completed

Before work is 90 days following
---------

20% complete. completion of work.

.

- -1 ammmmmmmmmassimEE!!E

EXHIBIT 3
Issue Date: 10/1/82
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50090-02 INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

021 Review of QA Implementing Procedures
(-\V Review the facility OA Manual and Implementing Procedures to

determine whether:

a. Adequate QA uadit procedures have been established for
this activity including scope and frequency of audits,
audit criteria, reporting requirements, followup action,
and resolution of findings by those audited.

b. Provisions have beer. made to ensure that those engaged iri
conducting audits are qualified and have been adequately
trained. Provisions must ensure that auditors do not
have direct responsibility in the areas being audited.

c. Means have been established to verify that technical
requirements, including material and component
specifications, acceptance criteria and required
documentation are specified in design and procurement
documents.

'

s d. Means have been established to verify that any significant
design and field changes from approved drawings are
adequately controlled and processed commensurate with the
original design.

e. Provisions have been established to ensure that quality
requirements are met (including documentation that quality
requirements of materials and components are met before
installation or use) and that deviations, nonconformances,
and defects are adequately documented and processed
through to complete resolution.

f. The licensee has established a program for ensuring that
all craft, NDE and inspection personnel associated with
the installation of safety-related pipe supports and
restraints have been trained, or otherwise qualified to
the work procedures involved, with specific attention
directed toward those engaged in the installation and
testing of concrete expansion anchors.

- 022 Review of Work Procedures

a. Determine whether procedures and instructions (e.g., drawings,
specifications, manufacturers' instructions, etc.) pertaining
to safety-related pipe supports / restraints have been reviewed
and approved. Make this determination by reviewing an

, appropriate sample of work procedures. Include in the sample

-

Issue Date: 10/1/82 -2-
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procedures and instructions that will be used for supports on
both large and small bore piping - including instrumentation
lines.

m
k,,) b. Determine whether work procedures incorporate the following:

1. controls to ensure that the type and classification of
pipe support and restraint systems comply with approved
drawings and/or specifications and meet licensee
commitments,

2. instruction and precautions to ensure that welding,
cutting, forming, heat treating, and machining are
performed in a manner that will prevent the impact
properties of the material from being degraded below
specified values,

3. provisions for ensuring that required preinstallation and
in process inspections are performed at the appropriate

_

time,

4. means to ensure that bolts, nuts, and washers (including
lubricant if used) are of the proper type and correctly
installed, and where required, bolt preloading
(torquing); minimum bolt embedment and thread engagement

() criteria are imposed.

023 Observation of Work and Work Activities

{ By direct observation, interviews, and independent evaluation of
work performance, work in progress, and completed work, determine

i

whether activities relative to pipe support / restraint systems are
,

| being accomplished in accordance with NRC requirements, SAR
commitments, and-licensee procedures.

a. _ Personnel Interviews (Installation Practices),

!
i Select appropriate personnel (three or foJr) engaged in the

installation and testing of safety-related supports, snubbers,
and shock suppressors and confirm the following:

| 1. Preinstallation checks are made to ensure hydraulic units
| are not installed if there is evidence of excessive

leakage of hydraulic fluid (possible damage or deteriora-
tion of seals) physical damage, or corrosion of polished

/~
\_-)

sliding surfaces,

2. Preinstallation check on variable type supports are
performed for obvious damage, rust, or other conditions
that may interfere with their proper operation.

-t __

-3- Issue Date: 10/1/82

_ _



7
, o

50093-023a.3 N ~ :: I [ -:-
= _i _ - e

3. Any preinstallation field repairs or adjust: rents to tnE
units are performed in accordance with the manufact::-ers'
instructions and specifications tc ensure that prope- seai
materials, replacement parts and fluids are used, ancm
performance requirements are met.

4. Installation equipment such as torque wrenches and other
testing and measuring devices are properly controlled,
calibrated, and adjusted at specified periocs.

5. Personnel engaged in the installation of safety-relatsc
pipe supports and restraints have received adeouate
training to perform special processes containec' in
relevant work performance and inspection procedures.

b. Installation Activities
1. Witness portions of the installation activities of ten

(10) pipe support systems to verify the following:

(a) The latest issue (revision) of applicable drawings
or procedures are available to the installers.

(b) Significant modifications to supports are approved
. by appropriate personnel before implementation.

(c) The use of jacks or rigging to pull piping into
position for hanger installation or welding does not
exceed cold spring allowances for that particular
material, size and length of pipe run.

(d) Clearances exist between the pipe and retraints are
as specified on detail drawings.

2. Witness portions of the installation i _ 15 sting of
concrete anchor bolts for ten componr* rerport elements

-

(of various type and pipe size) to ve" y that anchor bolt
type, diameter, embedment length, shouldtr-to-cone measure-
ments and torque requirements meet installation
requirements.

i

c. Dynamic Pipe Supports

Select a total of ten installed snubbers, shock suppressors or
restraints for at least three different load classifications

(] and at various degrees of accessibility (easy or difficult
v accessibility), and determine by visual examination whether the

following conditions meet applicable requirements:

1. Components are free from corrosion or other signs of
deterioration.

__ t
-
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2. Support plates, extension rods, and connecting joints
are not bent, deformed, loose, or otherwise out of
specification.

(3
\_) 3. Bolts, nuts, washers, locking devices, and fasteners

are tight and secure and are of the correct material
and size. Where required, bolt tension specification
requirements have been met through the use of properly
calibrated bolt torquing wrenches and turque multipliers.

4. Bleed holes are open and free from foreign material.

5. Lubricants and sealants are applied as specified and
there does not appear to be sign of excessive leakage.

6. Seals are not deteriorated (if visually observable
without dismantling).

7. Connecting joints, moving parts, piston shafts,
seals, etc., are free from foreign material such as
cement, dropped paint, excessive dust and dirt or
other material that may obstruct proper operation.

;

d. Rigid, Constant, and Variable Type Supports

() 1. Select a total of ten installed spring hanger
assemblies of three different load ratings and
observe the following:

(a) Hanger rods for supporting 2-inch pipe are not
less than 3/8-inch diameter and for 2-1/2 inch
pipe or larger, not less than 1/2-inch diameter.

(b) Spring hangers are provided with indicators to
show the approximate " hot" or " cold" position,
as appropriate.

(c) Spring hangers enclosed in spaces that will be
subjected to high ambient temperatures during
reactor operation, have suitable service ratings
to accommodate the expected operating
temperature range.

2. Select a total of ten installed pipe support systems
of different sizes (load rating) and at various() degrees of accessibility. Determine by visual
examination whether the following conditions exist:

(a) No deformation or forced bending is evident.

(b) No deterioration or corrosion is evident.

-- . :--
_

-5- Issue Date: 10/1/82
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(c) Where pipe clamps are used to scoport vertical
lines, shear lugs are welded to the pipe (if
required by installation drawings) to prevent
slippage.

(d) Movements of pipe due to vibration, thermal
expansion, etc. , will most likely not cause
contact with other pipes, supports, equipment
or components (as best can be cetermined fol-

lowing installation but before initial opera-
tion.)

(e) Sliding or rolling supports are provided with
material and/or lubricants suitable for the
environment and compatible, sliding contact
surfaces.

3. Select at least five small-bore or instrumentation
lines that have been designed by a simplified
seismic criterion and determine by visual examina-
tion whether the following conditions meet applicable
requirements:

(a) The functional restraint direction is proper
and in accordance with the design drawings.

/~)
k- / (b) The gaps between the piping and support appear'

adequate to allow thermal axial expansion.

(c) The gaps between the piping and support are not
excessive for dynamic loads,

e. Component Supports

| Select a total of twelve installed component supports
! including at least three multiple pipe supports, and
| ascertain by visual examination whether the followir.g
! conditions exist:
l
I

| 1. Component support elements are located and installed
as specified on the drawings.

| 2.. The surface of welds meet applicable Code require-
| ments. Check weld surfaces for grooves, abrupt

ridges, valleys, undercuts, cracks, discontinuities,;

| /''% or other detrimental indications that appear to\s l exceed Code limitations.
l

3. Materials used in the construction of the component
supports have been certified by reviewing material
test reports or a certificate of compliance.

'

1
;

,, .-
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4. Wnere special bolting materials are specifiec check
for compliance with specifications including preload
(torquing requirements.)

lg) 5. Support design clearances are as specified on
drawings,

f. As-Built Configuration

1. Select six as-built / final design pipe support
structural drawings and compare several selected
supports with the actual installation.

Discrepancies observed may result from in process changes
such as those initiated in the field. If in process
changes are involved, determine whether the licensee has
properly controlled and documented these changes on a
current basis for engineering review, approval, and
subsequent incorporation into final as-built drawings.

2. Select a total of six pipe anchor locations on the
as-built drawings (piping 2-1/2 inches in diameter and
greater). These anchor locations are designed to
restrict individual pipe movement in all directions.
Visually examine these six anchors and compare them with

~T
.(V

the drawings to ensure agreement as to their location and
function.

024 Review of Records

a. Review licensee / contractor requirements covering the span of
records for safety-related piping supports and restraints.
Determine the initiation point for those records sampled and,
importantly, the effectiveness of those responsible for review-
ing the records for accuracy and compirtt ess and ensuring that
the recorded information meets document:tien requirements. To,

determine the effectiveness of the lice.3Ee/ contractor system
for documenting work in this area, review the records for three
dynamic pipe supports or restraints and three fixed pipe
supports in the following areas:

1. Type'and classification of pipe support or restraint
comply with appropriate drawings and specifications.

2. Location, spacing, and critical clearances meet licensee's

{) specifications and have been verified by QA/QC.

3. The required scope of QA/QC inspections was met.

4. Weld identification / location corresponds to respective
weld card, drawing, work order, or other welding
documentation.

.

-- it.

'
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5. Welding material used corresponds to the material
specified in the licensee's procedures

6.
(~

Welders were qualified to the welding procedures used
and welding procedures were qualified in accordance with'

Code requirements.

7. The records confirm that for welding activities where
attachments are welded directly to the safety-related
piping, the welding specifications used are the same
orequivalent to the ones used for safety-related pipe
welding including preheat, post weld-heat treatment,
and nondestructive examinations.

E. The examination records are complete and meet the NDE
procedure requirements.

b. Review the licensee / contractor system for reporting and
dispositioning nonconforming materials, parts and components
associated with safety-related pipe supports and restraints.
Review approximately ten nonconformance/ deviation reports to
determine whether:

1. The records adequately document current status of
nonconformances and deviations.

() 2. The records are legible, complete and indicate that
reports are promptly reviewed by qualified personnel for
evaluation and disposition.

3. The records are routinely oeing processed through
established channels for resolution of the immediate
problem as well as for generic implications.

4. The records are being properly identified, stored, and
can be retrieved in a reasonable time..

5. Nonconformance reports include the status of corrective
action or resolution.

6. Resolution of nonconformances appears to be reasonably
appropriate, and demonstrates good engineering practice.

To determine whether qualified licensee / contractor, craftc.

and inspection personnel are being utilized on those special

O. processes associated with safety-related pipe support and
restraint installation work, review a sampling of personnel
qualification records (4 - 6, but no more than 10 records
total) covering several different disciplines as follows:

1. Determine whether a system of personnel qualification
records, meeting stated requirements, exists and is
being maintained in current status.

__ -?
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2. Deterrine if the records are sufficient to reasonably
support oualification in terms of certification,
experience, proficiency, training, testing, etc., as
applicable.

r-1

l ,Ty) 3. Review the action taken by responsible licensee / contractor
organizations to independently authenticate the employment,
training, and qualification history of newly hired
personnel.

d. Review relevant portions of licensee / contractor audit reports
concerning the installation of safety-related pipe supports
and restraints. Review 2 - 4 reports to determine whether:

1. The required audits have been performed in accordance
with schedule and functional areas in established audit
plans.

.

2. Audit findings have been reported in sufficient detail to
permit a meaningful assessment by those responsible for
corrective action, final disposition, and trending.

3. The licensee / contractor has taken proper followup action
on those matters in need of correction.

() 50090-03 INSPECTION GUIDANCE
'

031 General Guidance

This procedure pertains to all safety-related pipe supportsa.
and restraint systems; i.e. , reactor coolant pressure boundary
piping and all other safety-related piping. Pipe supports
include pipe hangers, restraints, supports, shock and sway
suppressors, etc. that directly support the pipe. Pipe whip
restraints, such as structural steel or concrete barriers,,

that do not normally contact the pipe are not covered by this
procedure. Additionally, it should be noted that some welding
inspections are included in this inspection procedure (IP).
Assistance to the inspector in this area may be required.
This matter should be considered during inspection preparation.

b. Applicable portions of the SAR (3.2, 3.9 and 17.1) should be
reviewed to determine licensee commitments relative to
construction and inspection requirements before performing
this inspection. The inspector should then utilize these SAR() sections during the review of the licensee's implementing
construction specifications, drawings, work procedures, and QA
implementing procedures. Most of this review can be completed
during inspection preparation after these procedures have been
obtained from the site. The NRC inspector should also review
applicable portions of ASME Code, Section III, Division I,
Subsection NF, Component Supports.

-- = . -
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It is recognized that the construction installation workc.
associated with IP-50090 normally is carried out over an
extended period of time which will require a series of
inspections to fully complete this procedure. Additionally,,.'

( ') some licensee contracting arrangements may be such that several'-

different contractors will be involvec in the installation work.
If this is the case selected parts of tnis procedure may have
to be repeated in order to adequately cover the total effort.
Regional evaluations and appropriate ad,iustments to this
procedure are necessary to ensure inspection continuity during
the extended period of time involved and to accom.modate the
various contracting arrangements encountered.

d. Considerable impact on the development and structure of IP-50090
has resulted from a series of problems NRC has encountered in
the area of pipe supports and restraints. These problems and
concerns are best summarized in several IE Bulletins, Circulars,
and Information Notices that have been issued over the years.
These documents are listed in the reference section beloa.
Information contained in these issuances should be of prime
importance to inspectors during implementation of IP-50090,
particularly to help understand the extent and variety of the
prublems, the details and nature of their occurrence and
expected licensee corrective action.

/"N e. Findings from this inspection activity should address each
(

element as being satisfactory, being unresolved and requiring
resolution, or being in violation and requiring correction.
When significant inadequacies are identified in specifications
or procedures indicating weakness within the preparing technical
organization, the inspector should so inform cognizant regional
supervision. The issue should be addressed at the appropriate
level of licensee managemert.

032 Specific Guidance Note: The r. r.tering of the guidance below refers
to specific subsections of 00, :reve..

021a&b Audit procedures and/c: checklists for pipe supports and
restraints systems should provide for checks of each type
of system used and should, if possible, include
representative samples from all suppliers of components.
Audit procedures or criteria should address the
qualifications needed by those performing the audits.

021f The inspector should determine specific steps the licensee
f' S has taken, or plans to take, to ensure that only qualified( ,) personnel are permitted to perform work associated with

the installation of safety-related pipe supports and
restraints. This effort may tie in with the review of the
licensee's audit plans specific to this area of work.

l-~

____
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022b2 Most of the welding, cutting and forming operctions
covered by this procedu e pertain to component support
structures, support members and brackets, and do not
require pre-heat-treatment or post weld heat treatrent.

(, ) However, those pipe supports, support flanges, or support
brackets that are directly welded to safety-related pipe
are subject to pre-heat and/or post-heat treatment.
Applicable heat treatment procedures are necessary for
this type installation. Records of heat treatment (time,
temperature) must be generated and reviewed for Code
compliance.

023a Interviews must be performed expeditiously so as to
minimize the worker's time away from jobs in progress.
Only those licensee / contractor employees who can provide
first hand knowledge or experience in the area of
interest, and appears willing to share the information,
should be interviewed.

023b Various degrees of accessibility may require the erection
thru of scaffolds or long ladders for the examination of some
023f supports and restraints. The IE inspector should use

judgment in regard to this type of assistance from the
licensee or contractor. If possible, the IE inspector
should schedule inspections so that existing scaffolds,

C~''/
i etc., could be used. In the event plant design features

cause difficulty selecting certain types of support-

brackets, saddle supports and multiple pipe supports the
inspector may choose the equivalent number of other
Component Standard Supports for inspection and/or

,
examination.

023b2 Refer to IE Bulletin No. 79-02 (and revisions), Pipe
Support Ease Plate Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchor
Bolts, f: additional information.

'

023e3 The r.r.: rial certificate and identification should meet
the requirements of the applicable edition of ASME Code,

( Section III, NCA - 3800
.

023f The intent is to determine whether pipe support and
restraint systems are being installed according to
properly approved drawings - either the original design
drawings or properly approved revisions; and, if revisions
are in process, that these changes are properly handled in
accordance with established procedures.

| Appropriate standards can be used as a guide in this area.
| For example, ANSI N45.2.11 requires that where changes to

previously verified designs have been made, design
verification shall be required for the changes, including

| -t
! - 11 - Issue Date: 10/1/82
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evaluation of the effects of those changes on the overall
design. Further, N45.2 states that records which correct-
ly identify the "as-built" condition of items in the
nuclear facility shall be maintained and stored for the(~' life of the particular item while it is installed in thei

nuclear facility. Additionally, 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III, states in part, that design and field
changes shall be subject to the same design control
procedures as the original design.

Numerous changes may be made to these supports during
construction that are different from the original (SAR)
design. Such changes will result in the accumulation of
various types of design change documents and/or marked up
drawings. Since tnese changes reflect as-built conditions,
they should be adequately controlled so they will be
readily available for use with affected original design
documents during future evaluation on the effect other
design changes have on the overall design. Additionally,
the as-built process should result in proper and timely
updating of the original / master drawings and specifica-
tions to incorporate such changes.

The importance of accurate as-built drawings and their use
in confirming that safety-related piping systems have been

(-} properly installed cannot be overemphasized in view of the,

(_j problems encountered. Two other NRC Inspection Procedures
4

are relevant to as-built drawings. These are: Review of
as-builts, IP-37051B, that requires a review of plant
as-built drawings one year before OL issuance, and
IP-37930, Design Verification - Fluid Systems, that is
intended for application at organizations where engineer-
ing and design functions are performed including the
licensee, the A/E, the NSSS, vendors, consultants, con-
tractors, etc.

.

The latter procedure calls for inspections at engineering
organizations engaged in design of fluid systems and is
aimed-in large part - to ensuring that correct information
is available and is used in the course of meeting system
design requirements. As-built drawings of installed plant
piping systems are necessary input to confirm the final
piping analysis for the plant.

024 The inspectors should bear in mind that the NRC's
gs inspection sample covers only a very small portion of the
(_) records involved. Thus, substantive errors or departure

from requirements identified in NRC's sample, raise the
issue of whether the licensee is adequately controlling
the process. In this connection, particular attention
should be given to reviewing the adequacy of those records
dealing with the qualification of personnel and QA audits.
Problems noted in these two areas should be viewed as

__ -
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prime indicators of the licensee's involvement in the work
and the effectiveness with which the licensee maintains
control over the work in progress.

() 033 Prevalent Errors / Concerns

.This section is included to provide background for inspectors on
past problems of a generic nature that have been identified and
certain areas that should be more closely scrutinized to give NRC
early information on potential problems,
a. Welders not properly qualified to applicable Code and records

not properly maintained.

b. Personnel qualification records, including indoctrination,
training, examinations, and certifications either not being
maintained, invalid, or nonexistent for some employees.

Field design work (redesign, modifications) not being pro-c.
cessed through appropriate review and approval route.

d. Nonconformance Reports not being processed fully in accordance
with established procedures.

Personnel assigned to licensee audit function not appro-e.
priately trained in the assigned audit areas nor independent

(v"'} from areas audited.

f. Licensees and contractors conduct some audits on schedule but
may postpone or omit others entirely. Although audits are
carried out to some extent and may be adequately performed,
in many instances the audit findings and recommendations are
ignored or are filed without appropriate consideration or
followup action.

g. Refer to Appendix A of IE Bulletin 79-14 for additional prt:'tr
areas. Other IE Bulletins, Circulars, and Information Noticts.

listed below in the Reference section of this IP contain
additional relevant information about problem areas,

034 Definitions
.

Dynamic Pipe Supports. A pipe support assembly or restraint with
a hydraulic or mechanical control unit designed to prevent unre-
strained pipe motion during an earthquake; or vibratory pipe move-
ments brought on by water hammer, steam hammer, pump start /stop, or

('')T
safety and relief valve actuation. Thermal expansion of piping is

\~. not restrained by dynamic supports. (Snubbers, shock suppressors,
etc.).

Ricid, Constant, and Variable Type Supports. Pipe support assemblies
used for mounting pipes without hydraulic or mechanical control units
(hangers, base supports, saddle supports, spring hangers, sliding
and rolling supports, etc.).

-- -?
-
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Component Supports:
Metal elements which transmit kads between

,

i
plant components and the building structure and whose function
includes carrying the weight of components or providing them withstructural stability.

( Comoonent Standard Supports: Pipe support assemblies consisting of
one or more units usually referred to as Catalog items and generallymass produced. (Anchors, guides, restraints, rolling or sliding
supports, spring hangers, snubbers, sway braces, vibration dampeners,clamps, etc.)

035 References

SAR, Chapters 1, 3, 5, 10, 14, and 17, including pertinent Codes
and Standards referenced in these chapters.

Regulatory Guide 1.28, QA Program Requirements

Regulatory Guide 1.31, Control of SS Welding

Regulatory Guide 1.50, Control of Preheat Temperature

Regulatory Guide 1.58, Qualification of Inspection, Examination
and Testing Personnel

Regulatory Guide 1.64, Quality Assurance Requirements for the
( Design of Nuclear Power Plants

Regulatory Guide 1.71, Welder Qualification for Areas of LimitedAccessibility.

Pegulatory Guide 1.88, Collection, Storage, and Maintenance of
Nuclear Power Plant QA Records

-

Regulatory Guide 1.144, Auditing of Quality Assurance Prog r : forNuclear Power Plants, September 1980, Rev. 1.

Regulatory Guide (Draft 2/81) - Qualification and Acceptana Tests
for Snubbers Used in Systems Important to Safety

ASME B&PV Code, Section III, Division 1, Subsection NF, ComponentSupports

AWS D1.1, Structural Welding Code

IE Bulletin 73-03 (and revision), Defective Hydraulic Shock
Suppressors and Restraints

IE Bulletin 73-04 (and revision), Defective Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic
Shock Absorbers

Issue Da e: 10/1/82 - 14 -.
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IE Eu11etir. 73-07, Failure of Structural or Seismic Support Bolts on
Class 1 Components

IE Bulletin 74-03, Failure of Structural or Seismic Support Bolts onm() Class 1 Components

IE Bulletin 75-05, Operability of Hydraulic Shock and Sway
Suppressors

IE Bulletin 75-10 Bergen-Patterson Hydraulic Shock Suppressors
Accumulator Spring Coils.

' "

IE Bulletin 79-02 (and revisions), Pipe Support Base Plate Designs
Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts.

IE Bulletin 79-07, Seismic Stress Analysis of Safety-Related Piping

IE Bulletin 79-14 (and revisions), Seismic Analysis for As-Built
Safety-Related Piping Systems

IE Bulletin 81-01 (and revision), Surveillance of Mechanical Snubbers.

IE Circular 76-05, Hydraulic Shock and Sway Suppressors

IE Circular 76-07, Damaged Components of Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic
Test Stand

IE Circular 79-25 (and supplement), Shock Arrestor Strut Assembly

IE Circular 81-05, Self Aligning Rod End Bushing for Pipe Supports

IE Information Notice, 79-01, Bergen-Paterson Hydraulic Shock and
Sway Arrestors Reported Failures

IE Information Notice, 79-10, Nonconforming Pipe Support Struts.

IE Information Notice, 79-28, Overloading of Structural Elements
Due to Pipe Support Loads. ,

IE Information Notice, 82-12, Surveillance of Hydraulic Snubbers.

END

O
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I

|-#12-8-Suet I BY.MR. BARTH: (Continuing)
!

2 Q Mr. Blake, on behalf of the panel, would you

.

3 please briefly summarize the Staff's testimony?
I

.

4 A (Witness Blake) The Staff testimony is that we

5 have reviewed the licensee's, or. the Applicants', activities

6 in the area of pipe hanger welding. We are continuing to

7 monitor those activities.

8 And we feel that there are no major problems at

9 this time.

10 Q Mr. Hallstrom, I assume you concur with this

II statement?

12 A (Witness Hallstrom) Yes, I do.

() 13 0 Has there been anything, Mr. Hallstrom, since you

14 prepared your testimony that would give you additional confi-

15 dence that Mr. Blake's statement is true and correct?

16 A Yes, there has.

17 Q Would you please tell me what that is, sir?

18 A I have conducted a follow-up an audit-type QC

19 inspection at the Harris Plant on September 25 through 28,

20 1984.

21 Q Was your inspection written up in an inspection
D
A_) 22 report, sir?

23 A Yes, it was. Inspection Report Number 50-400/84-35.

24 Q And what is your conclusion from having made this
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 inspection of the -- insofar as it relates to pipe hanger welds?

_ __ ~_ ._ _ .- - . . _ _ _ _ . - _ _ - - _ - - . . _ _ - _ __ ,
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.#12-9-Suet 1 A That the program is working. No violations or

2 deviations were found.

3 MR. BARTH: May I have a moment, Your Honor?_

y-
4 (Mr.'Barth is conferring with Ms. Moore and Mr.

5 Jones.)

6
'

Your Honor, at this time, the Staff rests its case -

7 in chief.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I inquire whether copies of this

10 report,50-400-84/35, have been distributed to the parties?

11 MR. BARTH: It is my understanding, Mr. Eddleman,

12 that they have not.

,,

g,) 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. The point I'm getting_atf

14 here is, I checked in with the local Public Document Room in

15 the last week, and the latest reports for 14 that they had

16 available there, which is in the 20s. And this is a goods

17 deal higher number. And I presume it's not available yet.

18 So, I don't know how I'm supposed to cross examine on that

| 19 part.

20 MR. BARTH: Could I have a moment, Your Honor?

'

21 I mny have misspoken.

() 22 (Mr. Barth is conferring with Mr. Jones and Ms.
i

23 Moore.)'

!

24 Your Honor, I was not paying close attention to
Ace-Federes Reporwes, Inc.

i 25 Mr. Eddleman's last comment. Could it be repeated?

.
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#12-10-Suet 1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I was just saying that I

2 don't.believe this has been received at the local Public

-3 Document Room. 1 know it hadn' t been as of last week. And

.V
4 I was wondering whether this had.been distributed to the Board

5 and parties, and I think you said it hadn't.

6 .MR.BARTH: That's correct.

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: So, then my problem is how do I

8 cross examine on a document I have never seen.

9 MR. BARTH: I had no idea you wanted to cross

10 examine on it. If you want to cross examine, I will provide

Il you with a copy, and the Board and anybody else that wants

12 a copy please hold up your hand.

.I 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, let me ask whether this

14 inspection that you just referred to, Mr. Ha11strom, was that

15 an inspection in September I think you said, right?

16 WITNESS HALLSTROM: Yes, sir.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Was it focused specifically on

18 the pipe hanger welding area?

19 WITNESS HALLSTROM: Mostly. |

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Mostly? So, it wasn't just a I

21 regular inspection of a whole bunch of things, it was an
m
.Q. 22 effort to go up and look at pipe hangers, right?

23 WITNESS HALLSTROM: I think ninety percent of it

24 was in that area, but there were several other items in
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 addition to that that I looked ati.
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#12-ll-Suet 1 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you. The Board would like to

2 see the report distributed. We think we ought to have it.

3 It's the latest in' formation. At least, it's late informa-
(, \

/s
4 tion.

5 (Mr. Barth is distributing copies of the above-

6 referred to report to the Board members and parties.)

7 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, my records show that

8 this inspection report was in the group of inspection reports

9 Mr. O'Neill served on the Board and the parties earlier this

10 week in answer to the proposed late-filed contentions.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: I know what you are referring to.

12 I frankly haven' t looked through the stack. I have a report --

() 13 this is a group of some seven reports that Mr. O'Neill gave

14 overybody. My most recent one on the bottom of the stack is

15 dated October 22nd, '84, 84/35 which is the same one.

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: That's right, the same document. I

17 have not had a chance to review that yet.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: So we have got it after all. Okay.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: And I do have a copy of it in hand.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

21 MR. BARTH: I would like to point out, Your Honor,

22
.

that the inspection report is not part of the Staf f's case

23 in chief. It is Mr. Hallstrom's additional personal profes-

24 sional testiraony.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: I know you didn't put it forward. I

_ - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ . . _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _
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I

#12-12-Suet I understand that.
|

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: If he puts it on direct, I think

3 I've got a right to cross-examine it.
, _s

I \ ''l
! '~

4 JUDGE KELLEY: You've got it in any case, yeah.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. Let's see, at this time I
!
1

6 think the most straightforward way to proceed is to clear

7 up the markings on some of these items. I'ha'nded-out this

8 morning.an attachment to CP&L letter of response to'NRC

9 Report RII, that's Region II, JWY-50-400/83-20, consisting of

10 two pages.

II JUDGE KELLEY: These are papers you handed out-

12 this morning, right?
,

() 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right. *

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Just that, or are there several? <

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: This is one. And I want it marked

16 as Eddleman 57, two pages.

17 I JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Let's go of f the record for
1 ,

18 a minute.

I9 ( An off-the-record discussion ensues. )

20 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. He are back on the

21 record. Mr. Eddleman has some exhibits for numbering. Do

o
(_) 22 you want to identify them?

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes. First is a two-page document

24 stapled together, Attachment to CP&L Letter of Response to
Ass-Feneres neportwo, Inc.

5 NRC Report RII -- which I gather is Region II -- JWY-50-400/83-20.

_ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _
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#12-13-Suet'1 I would like this to be narked as Eddleman 57.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes. Right.

3 (The above-referred to document is
,()\ 4 marked as Eddleman Exhibit. Number

INDEXXXXXX 5 57 for ' Identification.)

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Next is a copy of CP&L letter,

7 June llth, 1981,. File: SH N-2/18, Item 48, dated June lith,

8 1981, to Mr. James O'Reilly, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Com-

9 mission, Region II, from Mr. N.'J. Chiangi, CP&L.

10 This document consists of about twenty pages stapled

11 toge ther. I should note that it only includes the first five

12 of the exhibits to it. The others I just didn' t -- wasn' t

(} 13 able to get.those copied, and I don't' plan to cross-examine

14 on.them.' But I would have no objection to the rest of them

15 being supplied if the Applicants want to.

16 This would be Eddleman 58, if it could be so marked.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
%

18 (The above-referred to document is

19 marked Eddleman Exhibit Number 58

INDEXXXXXX- 20 for Identification.)

2I MR. EDDLEMAN: And, then Item 32 on the Eddleman 21

) 22 master list, Weld Inspection Reports Produced in 1984, which

23 is a stapled document with a number of weld inspection reports
24 on it.

Asefederes neporwes, Inc.

25 I would like this to be marked as Eddlenan 59,

_
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~#12-14-SueTI please..

2 JUDGE KELL'Y:- We will mark it at this point. IfE

3 it's a lot' of different reports we may again be doing some
,_ .

- A discriminating. But for now we will call it 59.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is a lot of different- reports.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We will mark it that way.

7 (The above-referred to document

8 is marked Eddleman Exhibit Number

INDEXXXXXX -9 59 for Identification.)

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. And in addition to these

11 documents I hope-the panel has copies of ones previously

12 identified as Eddleman-52 through 55. If not, I can supply

(
- 13 them with copies.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: If you have an extra set, that

'15 might be helpful. Mr. Barth?

16 MR. BARTH: Yes, it would, Your Honor. We do not

17 have copies.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Right. If you could, please.
,

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: .All right,

i 20 (Mr. Eddleman is supplying an e::tra set of

21 Eddleman Exhibits 52 through 55 to the members of

() 22 the panel.)
.

cndL#12 23

Mary flws
24

|. Ase-resseres n porters, inc.
25

L
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~

Sim 13-1 MR. EDDLEMAN: I have now got the witnessesy

2 single copies of each of Eddleman 52 through 55.

3 (Discussion off the record.)
,-,

l JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.Ns
4

MR. EDDLEMAN: I understand that the one I5

6 thought was marked 56, the single page with the weld diagram

on it was just bound into the record, but with that noted7

here I think we had better leave the numbering the way we
8

9 have got it.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: I had that one marked 56. Maybe

11 we didn't do it officially.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'had thought it was marked 56

13 also, which is why I numbered 57, 58 and 59 the way I did.()
14 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, let's number it that way.

15 so we will have a number for everything.

16 CROSS-EXAMINATION

17 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: ;

i

18 Q Mr. Bemis, if I might refer to your Question

19 and Answer 7, which I believe appear on pages 7 and 8 of

20 this prefiled testimony.
,

21 A (Witness Bemis) I have it.
.

- f~') 22 Q Now it talks about the actual inspections of
u

23 completed welds. Approximately how many pipe hangers has

24 the NRC directly inspected the welds on at the Shearon Harris
'

Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 plant?

-_ - - _ - _ . , -.- -- . ..
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A (Witness Bemis) I couldn't give you a number.
,

1
I am sorry.

.

2
O Can any other panelist answer?

v
3

/"') A (Witness Blake) I am afraid we do not know.
-()

4
Q Do you-gentlemen have available to you the+

.

5 staff's Response to Interrogatories dated June 24, 1983?>

..
A' (Witness Bemis) No.

,

7
i MR. EDDLEMAN: If your counsel would permit,

8 I would'like to shbw you the document,
4o

MR. BARTH: We would like to see it, too, since
,

10
we didnot bring it.

11 (The document was shown by Mr. Eddleman to

12
Mr. Barth and then to the witnesses.)

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:'

14
Q Mr. Bemis, I am going to refer you to page 65

15
of this document which I just showed your counsel and some

16
of the following pages.

17
I would-like to call your attention to' Interrogatory

'

'

"
-18 .

No. 83 down at the bottom of this page.

19
..j A (Witness /Bemis) Yes.

,

> >

'20
'

Q Now'thatiis stated to be on Eddleman Contention
..

-0 .

21
41,;right?' '

->

p.
22' ,j3

A- Yes.'

4

' '

23'

O And the question is "How many pipe hangers has
'

// 'l 24

[Ns-Feserel Reporters, Inc. ~the'NRC staff personally inspected at Harris since January
*

1 25
1st, 1981," right?

-41 t'

m
7 . .,+

% _4
'

- -t- 4 ,. _ _. _ , _ _ ,
,) , _ _ _ , _ _ _

.,. __ _ _ _

'

_ _ ,
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Sim 13-3 .A 'Yes.
-1

O What does the answer show?.

2

A The answer shows a total of 56.
3

[) , MR. BARTH: For clarification, could we have the
'

x-
4

date at which that answer was given?
5

MR. EDDLEMAN: June 24th, 1983.
6

WITNESS BEMIS: That was the date it was
7

submitted. I am sorry. The date that the NRC staff response
8

shows is May 6th, 1983.
9

iMR. EDDLEMAN: I believe that is the date the
10

interrogatories were asked, and this is the date of the
11

.

response. Let me see if.I can find you the back service
'

12

certificate and show you.

l] 13 t

(Pause.)
14

'

I am showing you the certificate of service
15

attached to this document. Does it show a service date
16

'

of the 24th of June as you read it?

'

WITNESS BEMIS: Yes, it does.
18

i

! BY MR. EDDLEMAN:'
19

Q Of 1983?
20

A (Witness Bemis) Yes, it does.
21

f~s Q Thank you. Now if we can refer back to the page

. (_) 22

we were on before. How many since January 1st, 19827
23

A A total of 29.
24

^" m n o nen,inc.
O How many since January 1st, '83 as of that date?

25

_, ___.-_-- . - - _ . --
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Sim-13-4 i A A total'of 7.

2 Q All right, sir. There also is a list here of

3 reports showing the ---
("%

4 WITNESS BEMIS: Your Honor, I believe the question-

5 that was asked originally of me was welds, and this interro-

6 gatory just states pipe hangers.

7 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

8 Q Mr. Bemis, when NRC staff, and.the rest of the

9 panel, if you can answer, please do, but when the NRC staff

to inspects a pipe hanger at Shearon Harris would they normally

11 inspect the welds?

12 A (Witness Bemis) They may or may not.

() 13 0 Well now, wouldn't that logically mean then that

14 you have only inspected the number of pipe hangers that is

15 given in these answers and the number on which the welds

16 had been inspected would be less than or equal to those

17 numbers?

18 A Not necessarily. There are numerous welds on

19 each pipe hanger.

20 Q No, no. I mean the number of hangers on which

21 the welds had been inspected would have to be less'than

.(m) 22 or equal to the total number of hangers that had been

23 inspected.

24 A Would you say that one more time, please?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q The number of pipe hangers on which the welds

a
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Sim 13-5 were inspected by the NRC staff would have to be less than
3

2 or equal to the number of hangers that the NRC staff
,

3 inpsected?

h>
4 A That is true.-

,

:5 0 And this response then continues with some

6 listings of NRC inspection reports, does it not?

7 A It does.

8 Q And there are violations listed here, 81-1302,

9 81-1901, 82-0301, 82-0302 and that is all; is that correct?

10 A That is true.

11 Q Let me call your attention also to Interrogatory

12 84 and its answer on page 67 as to how many safety related

() P Pe hangers were installed at Harris after January 1st, '81.i13
,

14 It is Item B.
,

15 A I see that, yes.

16 Q It says approximately 6,900?
,

17 A That is true.

| 18 Q After Janaury 1st, '82 approximately 5,500?

19 A That is true.
I

| 20 Q After January 1st, '83 to the date of this

l'
21 response approximately 2,5007

22 A That is true.
,

23 MR. BARTH: For clarification could we have
,

i

1

24 the date of the response to give us the time frame?
[ Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is also June 24, 1983.
|

|

|

~

L.
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Sim 13-6 WITNESS BEMIS: Just~as a clarification point,
I

these pipe hangers might not have been available for our
2

inspection. We normally do not inspect until the piper hanger
3m

(_) has been totally signed off by the quality assurance group

and is in the vault. '

5

BY MR. EDDLEMAN: '
6

Q Already inspected, approved and the records kept
'

7

in' the vault; is that right?
8

A (Witness Bemis) We may~look at one that is not,
9

but we normally do not inspect anything that the licensee--

or applicant has not gone through his complete cycle one

at that time.
12

A (Witness Blake) I would like to add a little
7 13is-

clarification to that. We are looking at the welding at a

construction site through several of our inspection modules.
_~ 15

I have some people that work for he and at the time that I
,

was inspecting we looked at structural welding as a complete

unit where we would11ook at welding whether it be on building

structures or pipe hangers through that program.
39

!

We have another inspection module that deals'

; 20
i

[ specifically with pipe hangers and through that one we. inspect

completed quality control accepted hangers. And it may be
;'( s, 22)

that.the? number that you were talking about, that is the

number in the interrogatories, came out of that program.
24

" " ' "f* Q Well, the question is how many hangers have been

,
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1 inspected. Let me ask you this. In the structural inspection

2 module or process that you referred to there, would the reports

3 on such inspections list these specific hangers or hanger-

:,y
4 welds that were examined in the course of those inspections?

_

5 A I. don't know. Probably not.

6 Q Well, is it a standard thing in the NRC inspection

7 reports, when you have inspected, say if it says we inspected

8 13 pipe hangers, to actually list off the numbers of the

9 ones that were inspected?

10 A That is correct.

II Q Okay. And certainly the inspectors who conducted

12 those inspections would know how many pipe hangers had been

Q 13 inspected, woudin't they?g
14 A Under those circumstances, yes. Bat in the

15 circumstances where the man is inspecting welders and com-

16 pliance with procedures in a general area, he may or may not

17 list all of the specific welds that were being welded at

18 the time.

U Q All right. Do you know whether the inspections

20 on hangers or structural welding that might. include hangers
.

21 include inspection of blueprints?

n
Q, 22 A (Witness Hallstrom) It depends on the module

23 again.

24 0 Well, would you have to look at the blueprint
Am-Federsi Reporters, Inc.

25 of a hanger to see what all the welds were that were
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* -

I required on it?

2 A Well, in the inspection report we were-just

3 - talking . 'about , I did, yes. That was a situation where I

O 4 wanted to look at the package that went with the hanger and

5 the hanger and the welding that was on the hanger and the

6 qualification of the procedures and the welders and the

7 inspectors. So that slice of the QA program, there was a

8 follow through in all'those areas.

9 But if I had been just going to check the

10 qualification of welders, I might not have picked those

II particular welders who made those particular welds to follow

12 up on.

) 13 Q Yes,. sir.

14 Let me ask your counsel if I can show you

15 this document again.

16 (The document was shown to Mr. Barth and

I7 then to the witnesses.)4

.

18 Mr. IIalls trom, I am showing you the same page

I9 66 that I showed'.Mr. Bemis earlier with your counsel's

20 consent. This list reports inspectors who inspected pipe

21 hangers at Harris. Is your name on this list as an

D) - 22( inspector?

23 A That was before my employment with the Commission.

#
Q All right. Mr. Black, on how many of these

hFederal Reporters, Inc.

0 reports does your name appear.as an inspector?'

. , . , . - _ . . . _ _ - . . _ . . . . - _ . _ . _ _ . - . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . . _ - - . ...._.._ _ . . _ . -
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A (Witness Blake) One time on this page.

2
Q And on'the next page?

3
; ("g- A It does not appear.

^%) g
Q That is the end of that answer on the next page?

A I don't understand the question.
;

6
Q This is the answer to Interrogatory 83 beginning

7
on page 65 and continuing through page 66. And what I asked

'8
you was does that end up on page 67?

9
A There is Interrogatory 84 starting in the middle

10
of 67. I believe so.

11

Q Okay. Do any of you gentlemen know whether blue-
12

prints were reviewed in those inspections listed on those
i-

k/ pages in which you did not participate?.

14
A (Witness Bemis) Not-without looking at the

15
reports.

16
A (Witness Blake) Not without reviewing the reports.

17
Q Thank you. Mr. Bemis, if we can go back to

18
Question and Answer 7 again.

19
A (Witness Bemis) I have it.

20
Q Did.the comments about normally only inspecting

21
work where the paperwork was already written up and in the

,(1) 22
vault apply to the-first paragraph of that response that

23
begins "The NRC as part of the inspection program will perform

24
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc. actualy inspections of completed welds"?

25
A To my knowledge, yes.

, . - , - . - . - - . . . - . . . -. _ _ . - - . . . ~ . - - - - - _ . - . _ . _
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Sim 13-1g Q Now then, the resident inspectors observing

CP&L welding inspectors, Mr. Maxwell, did you formerly inspect
2

construction at the Harris plant before assuming your present
3

-

position as a startup inspector?/'

4

A (Witness Maxwell) Before assuming my present
5

p sition as operations resident inspector, yes.6

Q Okay. And when did you change positions to be
7

8 the operations resident inspector?

A November 1982.9

10 Q Okay. About how many times before November of

11 1982 did you observe CP&L welding inspectors working on pipe

12 hangers at the Harris plant, if you recall?

13 A That is a very hard question to answer. Other
})

14
than those instances indentified in inspection reports, as

15 frequently as I saw them in the field.

16 Q Okay. Your inspection reports include the one

on the 3rd of September 1980 pointing up some problems
17

18 with the pipe hangers at Harris?

19 A Yes.

20 Q All right, sir. Mr. Bemis, if we can go over

21 to page 8 concerning the routine inspection program. What j

[) 22 are the audits of licensing welding inspectors that are

23 involved there?
-

24 A (Witness Bemis) They go through the process

Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 of ensuring that the inspectors have had the required
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I training. They watch to watch the welding actually being --

2 inspectors actually performing inspection of welding that,

3
g is ongoing or has just been completed, and things of that

4 nature.;

5
Q Do they verify the training by checking records?

! ' A They verify by checking records and making sure

7 that individuals -- yes, by checking records.

8 0 All right. Are welder qualifications normally

9 also checked, verified and audited -- pardon me. Are welder

qualifications normally audited by the NRC by checking the

11
records maintained by the licensee?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Inspection of the inspection and review;

'# procedures of the QA/QC program, is that also done by checking
' records maintained by the licensee?*

6
A Say that again.

I7 0 The next item on Item 8, the second one, inspection

18 of the QA/QC welding program on welding inspection, the review
,

19
of the procedures used to ensure adequate acceptance

20 criteria, is that also done by checking records maintained

by the licensee?

O 22'

V A Oh, it is a combination of taking records and

23
also taking a qualified inspector out in the field and

24
seeing if he is doing his job by the procedures.4 .r.e., n,,,,,,, ,ne,

25
0 Okay. In general when the NRC is inspecting

- __ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Sim'13-12 an inspector's work, the inspector knows the NRC is there;~

j

is that right?
2

,

A Yes.
| 3

'

Q Okay The review of welding procedures, does
4

that include review of the written documents? ,

5

A Yes.
6

1

Q When NRC. inspects a pipe hanger's welding and
7

other attributes, are the written' inspection documents also
g

:

reviewed at that time normally?
9;

,

-

A They may be, yes.
10

,

11 Q Now QA/QC under 10 CFR 50 Appendix B basically

requires documentation of conditions adverse to quality,'

12
.

correct?*
j3

A Yes.
34

15 Q And the staff is not able to physically inspect
.

1

- 16
every pipe hanger weld at the Shearon Harris plant, are

!

37 you?

.A No.jg

19 Q So you must rely at least in some part on the'

adequacy of existing documentation of inspection of those20
.

21
welds and hangers, must you not?

22 A That is a true. statement.

23 0 Okay. Now if.the documentaticn was not complete,'

i

} 24 would that cause a problem for your inspection effort?
l Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A If it was a quality document that was required
4
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Sim 13-13 to be complete, it would be brought to the licensee's

2 attention and probably be written up.

3 0 okay. Well, for example, these weld data reports,
,_

')
''

4 there may be several on one hanger given inspection and'-

5 reinspection and further reinspection as has happened at

6 Harris, may there not?

7 A Yes.

8 0 okay. Well, now, unless the current weld data

9 report mentions older ones, how would you know how many there

10 had been?

11 A Let me defer that to Jerry. He is the one that

12 when they go out and inspect, he would be the one that follows

() 13 up on that.

14 0 All right.

15 A (Witness Blake) Would you repeat the question,

16 please?

17 0 If the present weld data report on a seismic

I
18 hanger at Harris doesn't mention older ones, how would

19 you know how many former reports of weld data reports there |
,

20 had been?

21 A I don't understand your reason for the question.

() 22 0 Well, can you answer the question?

23 A Would you please repeat it again.

24 0 If the current weld data report available to
wed.,ei nepo,w,3, erw.

25 you doesn't mention older weld data reports on the same hanger,,
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Sim 13-14 how would you know how many past ones there might have been?

A All y u an do is review what you have in front
2

f Y "*
3

! _) 0 All right.
4

A (Witness Hallstrom) Can I add a clarification
5

here. If I was looking at a hanger and the work package on
6

a hanger, I would expect all the documentation to be there
7

* " E" "9 *

8

0 Right.
9

A And including what might have changed or might
10

jj no longer be valid. So I would check all of that.

0 And it is all required to be there, isn't it,
12

Mr. Itallstrom?(~)' 13
\s

A (Witness Blake) That depends on the program.
j4

If the program requires that they retain final accep Nnce
15

documentation and that is all, then anything that they mayg

koop other than that, we will review, but it is not required.
37

have to go back further from a particular weld documentS w
18

to find out what their quality program requires.
39

0 were you gentlemen present when the CP&L
20

witnesses testified concerning the requirement to retain
21

the weld data reports for the IIarris hangers?(~ ! 22

A (Witness llallstrom) Yes.
23

24 0 Well, were they correct in saying that their

A .r =# m e nepo,i.e.,inc.

25 requirements were to retain all of them?
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A As far as I know.Sim 13-15 1
A (Witness Blake) As far as I know, yes, sir.

2

0 If there had been considerable discarding or
3

q
b'' destruction of documentats relating to the quality of these

4

hangers and hanger welds, that can cause a real difficulty
5

in establishing the validity of the quality of these hangers,
6

could it not?
7

MR. BAXTER: Ob]ection. Mr. Chairman, this
8

9 is a hypothetical of no foundation in t.he record, and we are

10 again tending to take discovery on proposed contentions that

11 are before the Board for admission.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't think a hypothetical

') 13 question can be discovery.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Do we have evidence that indicates

that there has been the destruction of these weld records?15

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't think there is evidence |

in the record. There is Mr. VanVo's affidavit and I havej7

s me questions about it based on some things that were
18

19 supplied to me that appear to reference old reports where

20 there is not a report attached.

JUDGE KELLEY: We don't have any such evidence
21

( 22 at this point, do we?

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't believe so.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Objection sustained.

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

23 It is about time for a ten-minute break. Let's

_ _ _ -
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sim 13- 16. do that.

MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.
2

(Recess.)
3

:e take
4Joe f01.8
5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

O ''

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

O ''

23

24
n, p. eses neportm. la-

25
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1
JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We can resume.

2 Mr. Eddleman?

3 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

l
4 0 I would first like to refer you to Eddleman 58,

5 the CP&L letter to Mr. Riley of June 11, 1981.

6 A (Witness Blake) I am sorry, we don't have a

7 copy of that.

8 0 Hang on a sec. I provided this this morning

9 to your counsel.

10 (Mr. Eddlemen hands copies to witnesses)

11 This appears to be a Revision 1 to a final

12 50.55.E Report on weld symbol errors, and misapplication

) 13 of wold on Bergen-Patterson pipe hangers, does it not?

14 A That is correct.

15 0 Mr. Maxwell, I believe you were on the distribution
I

16 list, the CC list for this document. Do you recognizo |

17 it?
:
'

18 A (Witness Maxwoll) I have seen at least a copy

19 of this. Whether or not this is the correct revision, I am

20 not sure. There may have boon three revisions, I don't j
l
'

21 know. I know it was revised. The original was revised.

I ': 22 0 Okay. This particular revision is dated Juno 11,
|

23 1981 if you look up to the top left of the front pago, |

24 is it not?
he redeces Reporters, Inc.

25 A That is correct. )

.
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,

1 0 Okay. Now, I would like to refer you to Exhibit

2 No. 2 in that report, Now, this in-house review that is
*

3 the subject of Exhibit No. 2 to Eddleman Exhibit 58,

> 4 is review by CP&L of a hundred percent of the pipe hanger

5 design drawings, and reinspection of pipe hanger welding,

6 correct?

A That is what it says at the top, yes.
7

8 0 Okay. In fact, to the knowledge of any of you

on the panel, were such reviews of design drawings and9

10 reinspection 4of pipe hanger welding done in response to

_ (1 an NRC inspection report.

12 A Ye s ', it was. I witnessed some of that rein-

() 13 spection program.

14 0 And you also originated the inspection report?

I orkginated the violation that you are
15 A

!

16 referring to, 80.22.01. I believe that is correct. |

17 0 Okay. So you originated the violation that

18 appeared in the report that prompted these reviews and }

!

19 reinspections? |

20 A That prompted the 50.55.E and also the rein-
,

i
'

21 spection program.

22 0 All right, sir. As to thetItem 1, drawing

23 review --

24 A (Witness Demis) You are still on Exhibit 27

Anlederal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 Yes, sir. Item 1 on that first page of Exhibit

_
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1 No. 2, to Eddleman 58.

2 Under drawing review, this shows approximately

3 a third of the 1,786 hanger design drawings reviewed

!'' 4 had problems including unclear symbols, missing symbols,

5 and -- or incorrect symbols, correct?

6 A (Witness Maxwell) Could you identify to mo

7 where it says one third?
1

8 0 Well, it doesn' t say a third, but it is 617

9 out of 1,786, is it not?

10 A Yes, that is approximately correct.

11 Q That is a little more than a third, isn't it?

12 A Yes.

( ') 13 0 Now, as to reinspection of 1,786 pipe hangers

14 in Item 2 below thora, 701 datormined to be not installed.

15 That loavos approximately 1,085, am I right?
i

16 A Correct. |

17 Q And of thoso, 487 woro found acceptablo upon

18 reinspection by the licensoo, and 598 woro rejectod,

19 correct? ;

20 A That is what it says,
l

21 Q Okay. Now, lot me refer you to Exhibit No. 1, !

[s') 22 which is the procoding pago attached to that samo
'

23 Eddleman 58. Do you havo that7

24 A Yes, I havo Exhibit 1.
Ars Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 Okay. Now, this is a tost caso of 63 pipo

_
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I

) .

I 1 hangers welded after welder training class, and it shows

2 12.7 percent rejected, correct?

'

. 3 A Yes.

4 Q Okay. Now, I would like to refer you again

3 to the next page forward, which is entitled,, Corrective

4 Action, numbered page 4 at the bottom.
>

7 A Yeah.

! 3 Q Okay. On Item 4 there, referring to a sample

'

9 of about a hundred HVAC and 300 cable tray conduit hangers
t

10 reinspected, it shows that approximately ninety-five

11 percent'had non-conforming conditions or deviations from

12 the design drawings, doesn't it?

13 MR. BAXTER: Objection. This is not about()i

,
' i

14 pipe hangers, but rather about HVAC electrical, as the

15 text indicates. Therefore, it is irrelevant.to

16 Contention 41. i

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Comment, Mr. Eddleman? :

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, it certainly shows that

19 the program was breaking down, if you have four hundred i

20 reinspected, and ninety-five percent of them failed.
F

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Yeah, but wh'ich program? .

() 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: QA inspection program for

23 hangers.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Pipe hangers?
,Amfe=Wnomen,w,

',

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, these aren't pipe hangers.

|

. - - . _ - _ _ _----__-___._.
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) JUDGE KELLEY: That's his point. Your contention

2 is pipe hangers, isn't it?
'1

I

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, we have been through this ,

~

/ ';

4 before, I think. The Board and I differ, and I am not''

;

5 going to go through it again.
'

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Sustained.

7 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

8 Q All right. Let me refer you to the top of

9 page 3 of this same exhibit. It says at the top of that

10 page, due to the safety implications detailed earlier

11 in this report, a program of corrective action was required

12 -- and then I am skipping over some words, but the document

13 shows what they are -- and it says this corrective action
( })

14 was a hundred percent QA reinspection of all seismic

15 pipe hangers that had ever been issued to craft for work

16 that was still active.

17 Was that, to you gentlemens knowledge, the scope
i

18 of the reinspection? That was actually done. Did they

19 actually conduct a hundred percent reinspection of all j

20 the pipe hangers in place at that time, to your knowledge.

21 A (Witness !!axwell) To the best of my knowledge,

) 22 they did.'

i

23 0 All right. And the results of the reinspection

24 it says are on Exhibit No. 2, and the hangers involved ,

Ansed.e.i n.cori.e., inc.

25 shown on Exhibit 3, right?



- _ _ ___________ __.

14-6-Wal

1 A Any time anyone lists that many hangers, if

2 one got left off, I would not be surprised.

3 Q Okay. But I am just trying to get it for the
_

-- 4 reference. If you want to look and see; you are saying''

5 it might not be exactly complete, but that --

6 A IIowever, the official documents that complemented

7 this would be the DDR that was written, or several DDRs

8 to assure corrective action, I am certain would be more

9 accurate than this attachment.

10 0 You ham seen those DDRs, Mr. Maxwell?

11 A Yes.

12 0 Okay. Do you know whether there were some

13 hangers left off the list on this one that were listed()
14 on those DDRs?

15 A As I recall, Mr. Blake came out in 1981 and

16 conducted the first follow-up in reference to this 50.55.E

17 report here, and one of his comments at that time, as I

18 recall, was that there was some difference in the number

19 of hangers indicated on a formal document than this

20 correspondence.

21 Subsequently, the utility revised this list. To

(o) 22 the best of my knowledge, assuming this is the correct
-

23 revision right here that wo looked at, they did update

24 this.
A. F.5.r.: nepo,i.e., inc.

25 0 Mr. Blake, is that correct?

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - -
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A (Witness .Blake) .I don' t remember.
'

;

A (Witness Maxwell) You can find this documented
2

3 in report 81.11, in follow-up report 81.12.

O 4 Q Thank you, Mr. Maxwell. Mr. Blake, I believe

5 81.11 was the report-listed in the NRC interrogatory

6 responses which you participated, can I just show you

7 that again.

A (Witness Blake) That is correct.3 ,

9 Q Mr. Maxwell, let me show you this list. Does

10 81.12 appear to be on this list? '

11 A (Witness Maxwell) No.

12 Q Thank you. Let me refer you to page 1 of the

(~) 13 50.55.E report which is Eddleman Exhibit 58, if I might,
v

14 gentlemen. The safety implications discussed there are

15 that the hangers as installed may not be capable of

16 supporting their design loads, or meeting their design

17 margin, correct? Margins, I mean. First paragraph under

18 Safotr Implications.at'the bottom of page 1. :-

19 A (Witness Blake) That is what is written here, |

20 yes. j
P

21 Q Okay. Mr. Blako, as to the next paragraph

() 22 below that,'concerning over-wolding or excessive welds,

23 is your understanding of the safoty significanco of

24 over-wolding on pipo hangers similar to that expressed
Ass Fedstel Reporters, Inc.

25 here?

(
!
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1 A The over-welding discussed here, yes.

2 Q All right, sir. Now, I would like to refer to
s

3 the description paragraphs that are in the middle of this

~

4 page a little bit.

i
5 Mr. Maxwell, the resident NRC' inspector

6 identified there is yourself, is it not?

7 A (Witness Maxwell) That is correct.

8 Q Now, it says this problem you identified prompted

9 an immediate investigation. Did you urge CP&L to undertake
,

10 this investigation?

11 A I always encourage a utility to undertako

12 whatever is necessary to resolvo unsatisfactory conditions

() 13 identified by myself.

14 0 Ilow much did you have to encourage them in this
|

15 caso.

| 16 A Not very much.

17 0 Okay. And the actions they took are those stated

18 as numbers 1 and 2, below.

19 A The actions taken by CP&L, immediato actions,

20 is identified in report 80.22, the detail section, under
|

21 llangers .

| ( }) 22 0 And this refers to an immodiato investigation

23 in the second paragraph, two lino paragraph under

24 description thero?
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Yos, I soo it.
|

L



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

; -14-9-Wal 7249

|

1 Q Okay. Now, concerning the approximately one

f 2 hundred installed pipe hangers stated to be reinspected

3 in No. 2 under that description, che of the items is

.

4 no evidence of complete penetration on some full penetration'

! 5 groove welds.

! 6 Can any of you gentlemen explain to me what a

7 full penetration groove weld is?

| 8 A (Witness Blake) What reference are you talking

i

9 about?
!

10 0 On page 1, in the middle under Description,

11 Item No. 2, in the report attached to the cover letter

| 12 of Eddleman No. 58.

13 A Yes.

14 0 Item 3, under that Item 2, Sub-item 3 I should
|

15 say.

16 A Right.

17 Q Now, what is a full panotration groovo wold? !

| 18 A That is in joining picco of matorial, where the <

19 weld cross section is full thickr. css of the piece of |

20 material being joined.

21 Q And that cross action boing the full thickness

O >> i wa e tutt ve#eer eto= a 2 ;

| 23 A That is correct.

24 0 All right. Now, thoso are pipo hangers roforrad |
An peewd n ,we., ine.

25 to hora, right?

i
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,

A That is correct.j
i

2 0 All right,' sir. It also refers to fillet welds ;

3 applied where' full penetration groove welds were specified.

Now, a fillet weld does not penetrate through
4

the thickness of the material it is joining, isn't that| 5 ;

6 correct? i

I

7 A That is correct.

g Q Item 4 there, welds being applied on more sides,

9 or fewer sides than specified. Would welding on more sides

10 than specified have an effect on the flexibility safety

11 concern that we talked about earlier, Mr. Blako?
.

12 A That is correct. ;

|

13 Q And it would cause that concern, would it not?()
14 A It would cause the question to be asked. An

15 analysis would have to datormine whether or not it was

| 16 a problem.

17 0 The analysis being the analysis of flexibility

f is under the largo moment loads?
| t

! 19 A The analysis of that particular connection [

20 by the designor of the connection is what I am reforring

2] to.

t

22 Q Okay. And doosn't that analysis have to includo ;
| k''T/ !

23 analysis of the floxibility of the connection under tho
:

24 largo momont loads it might havo to faco in a soismic
' Amrosas nepain , w

25 ovont? That is my question.
-

! ;

1 i
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A I would not be able to say at this particular
1

2 time.--That'may be one reason. There may be others. We

would have to talk to a designer, the designer of the
3

,-

\/ 4 particular connection.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: At this time I would move that

Eddleman 58 be received in evidence.6

7 MR. BARTil: The Staff has no objection, Your

8 lionor .

9 MR. BAXTER: Applicants object to portions

10 of the document, beginning on pago 3, those portions
,

11 dealing with IIVAC cable tray and conduit --

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Just a minuto.

() 13 MR. BAXTER: Okay. Beginning on page 3, under~

.

14 the heading IIVAC Cablo Tray and Conduit Soismic Support

15 llangers, Applicants object to the romaindor of pago 3

16 and to pago 4, as well as to Exhibits 4 and 5, which

17 deal with the namo subject area. We have no objection
!
'

18 to the romainder of the document being received.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: I presume this is going through, '

20 but I than have to ask a couplo of moro quantions about

21 the document.

[ ') 22 MR. BAXTER: My objection is rolovanco, not the

23 fact that you didn't ask quantions about it. ,

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Portions objected to all appear
he venere nworsers, see.

25 to portain to heating, ventilation, air conditioning

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 hangers,. relevance objection.

2 Any response?

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Other than what we have gone ;

'

4 through before. I stand on what I said earlier, I think

5 it is relevant.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: I mean, do you have anything

y new to say. The answer is, no. Okay.

8 Sustain the objection. That means that

; 9 Eddleman 58 is admitted, minus the portions to which Mr.
,

10 Baxter just expressed an objection, because we agree that

11 those portions do pertain to HVAC matters, and not to the
. .

12 pipe supports that we consider to be the subject of this

13 conten tion.

XXX INDEX 14 (Document previously identified

15 as Eddleman Exhibit 58 is received
'j

16 in evidence as modified.)
'

17 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

18 Q Gentlemen, let me ask you. If you'have a pipe

19 support welded with smaller fillet, fewer sides and

20 missing welds, could that raise a safety concern of it

21 not being able to meet the loads it is designed to meet

(( ) 22 as a seismic pipe hanger, safety related?

23 A The acceptability of the hanger should be

[ 24 questioned.
, Amfessem nes ewes, one.

25 0 All right. Now, would part of the answer to ,that ,

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _
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|

1 question include analysis of the as-built hangeres ability

2 to respond to the design specified loads that it might

3 actually encounter -in a seismic event?

O 4 A That is right.

S Q All right. Now, when a hanger is not in full'

|

4 compliance with the welding criteria applicable to it,

7 one thing that can be done other than fixing it to the-

8 original criteria or drawing is to put through a field

9 change request, or apply for field change request or

10 permanent waiver, correct?

'11 A That is correct.

12 0 All right. Now, when that is done for a

13 seismic hanger that is designed to bear these kind of()
14 loads, does that require a re-analysis be done to figure

.15 out if the hanger hs modified or hs dif ferent from

16 design is still able to carry the loads that it might

17 face in a seismic event?

18 A It requires approval from the design agency. |

19 that designed the hanger, yes.

End 14. 20

Suet fois.
21

..

l([) 22

23

24
Ass 4eswel meseeis,e, Inc.

25

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _
.
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#15-1-Suet I Q Okay. Do you know who designed the hangers for

2 the Harris Plant?

j{. (Witness Blake) Not all the hangers. I see3
. m; .

!] J
4 Pargen-Paterson and Ebasco listed.

5 0 .All right, sh.r. I would like to show you the

6 interrogatory responses at Page,66 one more time, if I might.

7 (Mr. Eddleman shows a document to Mr. Barth and

j) 8 then to the witnesses.)' '

9 This is the same answer about pipe hangers in-

10 spected by the NRC that we have discussed earlier, is it
-

II not?

12 A That's correct.

. ( 13 Q Okay. Under FCRs for a number of these inspections,'

14 there is the notation which I take is an abbreviation for

15 Associated, is that right?

16 A I'm not sure. I don't know.

'17 Q A-s-s-o-c.? Mr. Bemis, I believe you are the per-
!

,

. . * 18 son who signed off on these. Do you recognize that ' abbrevia-'

'

tion?

20 A (Witness Bemis) I don't specifically remember
y-

2I that.

o 22(j 0 Well, let me ask you gentlemen this. Is it the
s.

23 NRC's practice when reviewing a pipe hanger, inspecting it,
(..
|' )

34 to review associated.FCRs?~'
i

' Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

253 A Ye's. )

|
s

_. _ - , - , -. _. _ ,_ . _ _ . . . _ - . . _ _ . . . . . . . . _ . _ . . , . -
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b,
'

.

915-2-Suet I 0 - And.'does that review include checking the documenta-

2 tion as to how that FCR.was analyzed for approval?
~

3 A Not in all cases.

: O 4 0 In which cases?

5 A Selected cases, as our entire audit program is.

| 6 0 Well, now you select some hangers, right, to

7 inspect?.

8 A Yes.
'

9 Q Okay. Then, do you inspect all the FCRs on

- 10 each. hanger you selected to inspect?

II
|_ A I will have to get Mr. Blake to: answer that.

'L
12 (Witness Blake) Any FCRs that would be reflected

.13
.

in the documentation would be reviewed at the time we were ;

14 reviewing documentation.

15 0 All:right.; Now, how do you select which of those
,

16 that you are going to review for the approval documentation.

17 that actually shows-how the approval was analyzed?--

18 A I'm not sure I really understand. -

19 0 I believe Mr. Bemis said that when ~ the agency,

20 the NRC, checked the FCRs associated with' pip.e' hanger that
,

21 : review of the documentation of the analysis of that' FCR' for
,

- 22 approval was not done in all cases but was done in selected

23 cases.

~ 24 My question is,-how do you select which cases..you '

Ae Federsi neporiers, Inc.

. 25 c'.Teck 'on that for .-in the FCRs on hangers you are inspecting?
.

<

7

-
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#15-3-Suet 1 A That's generally a random sample, a randomly'

2 selected item. I'm not quite of the correct term, whether

3 we are talking random or randomly. -But there are a few --

p/,

\- 4 during a design review function you do look at FCRs, changes

'

5 to -- other changes to designs when we are reviewing the

6 entire design package.

7 Q And do you know what percent of FCR analyses are

8 checked in your random sampling program?

9 A No, sir, I do not.

10 Q Do you have any idea? I mean, is it a tenth, is

11 it a hundredth, is it half?

12 A I -- I don' t know if I could put a number, des-

;( ) 13 criptive number like that on it. I don't know if there is

14 any way without knowing how many FCRs there are in existence.

15 I -- there is no way that I can tell what percentage of an

16 unknown number we have inspected.
.

17 0 Well, that wasn't exactly what I asked you. The

i
18 question was -- you have a random sampling program, right?

19 And I presume this random sampling program says, oh, five

20 percent samples, ten percent samples, is one way to do it;

21 or, another way to do it is to say -- you sample, say, the

(n; 22 third, the seventeeth,.the forty-eighth and, you know, a set
.v

23 of random numbers that you just pick out of your list and

24 however long the list is you just pick those random numbers.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 How do you do it? How do you select the FCRs for

,
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#15-4-Suet"j which you review the adequacy ofLthe analysis for approving
~

-

them?2'

3 A (Witness Hallstrom) Let me try to clarify this,
s-

. .4 Your question in particular applies to the visual acceptance

5 of welds on these hangers that. I became involved with-when I

i
6 first came on board. In that particular case, since there

7 was in our mind some question of the adequacy of the engineer-

8 ing design we got together with the designers involved, re-

9 viewed the engineering design that would pose as justification

10 for these visual acceptance criteria that we are talking about.

11 In that particular case, because of the specificity

12 of the item involved we looked in'a design area and asked

j{J ~ 13 for, you know, the basis of the design justification. I might

.14 not do that in another area where I was not questioning the
1

15 adequacy of the' design.

16 If-I was'looking at the FCR from a records. stand-

17 Point, did it follow the procedure associated with the1FCRs,

18 'did it have all the sign-offs associated with FCRs,- I might .

19 not question a design element. - If I do not question that, I

20 ~ wouldn' t - ask - for that kind of justification,
w

21 If I did, if I was looking from-a mechanicallstand-

( }) L 22 1 point, .like one of our inspectors would do from a mechanical-

23 standpoint, of the adequacy of the design he would be apt to

L-

'

24 question.the design-question. Ask that question.
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Q All right. But what is the random sampling _that is
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#15-5-Suet 1 used.to decide that? Is it a random sampling, or is it

2 judgment?

3 A (Witness Blake) It's - primarily judgment with some
.p
'~ ~

4 guidance provided by our inspection program which ' requires

5 that -- and I think if you will look in testimony provided,

6 we have an inspection procedure, 50090, which is part.of our

7 testimony. It talks about the inspection to be started some

8 time before work is twenty percent complete. And we complete

9 ninety days following the completion of work. And this work

10 is continuing at the site.

11 We do periodic inspections based on level of

12 activity, and.we inspect a sample of the work in progress at

m

. (a) 13 the time of-the inspection using the guidance of the inspec-

14 ' tion module to conduct daeinspection.

15 0 , And. that's the module that is attached to your

16 testimony?

17 A That's correct.

18 Q How, by twenty percent complete, do you mean

19 twenty percent of it is signed off and in the vault like

20 Mr. Bemis was saying earlier?

21 A That -- it could be interpreted that way, yes,

() 22 sir.

23 .Q Mr. Maxwell, did the number of pipe hangers at-

24 the Harris Plant that were complete have anything to do ;

Am-Fews neomn. ix. |

25 with when you made that inspection on the 3rd of September,
1

*
|

I
J
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#15-6-Suet 1 1980?

2 A (Witness Maxwell) When I conducted the ins'pection

3 in 1980 on pipe hangers, very few of the hangers had reached

5
4 the point of completion. I. felt the inspection was very

5 premature, but having noticed the industry experiencing some

6 problems with welding on pipe supports I felt compelled to

7 conduct that portion of Manual Chapter 5090.C, which is

8 .specifically written for resident inspectors --

9 Q Uh-huh.

10 A -- concerning welding.

11 Q Okay. So it was reports or problems in the industry

12 that prompted you to inspect at this relatively early date?

13 A Yes. And since it was shortly after my arrival
[')T%

14 at the Harris site I felt it would be an opportune time to

15 conduct that inspection.

.16 (Witness Bemis) Mr. Eddleman, let me make a
7

17 clarification or somewhat of a change in what I said earlier*

18 about the only -- as far as violations. I did not mean to

19 say that if our inspectors are out there and they find as a

20 normal portion of their inspection effort-that they have,

21 something that has been signed of f by a- QC inspector -- not
w

22 necessarily in the vault having gone through the'QA review.(,)
~23 and everything, if they find that it's different than what

24 the inspector signed off - that it has been, we still write
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 violations on that.

_

_ . ._-. .-.- -- .
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i#15-7-Suet 1 Q Uh-huh.

J 2 A (Witness Blake) I would like to add one more
(

3 thing. This -- the inspection procedure, if you have reviewed
(,_,l
'" 4 it, is broken up into several areas of inspection, the review

5 of QA implementing procedures, the review of work procedures,

6 observation of work and work activities of various types,

7 and the review of records.

8 And we have found, the way we program our inspection

9 effort, when a work effort starts we start reviewing the pro-

10 cedures --

II Q Uh-huh.

12 A -- and the QA and the work procedures, and then we

( } 13 start inspecting the work and work activities as a start.- So,

14 it's a continuing process.
1

15 Q All right. Mr. Maxwell, something signed off by

16 the inspector is one thing and being another is what you

17 found, isn't it?

18 A (Witness Maxwell) Yes.

19 Q The conditions in the industry that prompted you ,

,

20 -to conduct this inspection, were they matters of common

21 knowledge or were they some special information that you got,

. ,~)( 22 you know, through the NRC that wouldn't have been available

23 to CP&L?

24 Just information from other inspectors which IA
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 received telephonically, through review of correspondence,
,
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#15-8-Suet 1 through inspections in the other region which I had been

2 assigned to at the other project.

3 Q Was that Region III?y,)
I
'"'

4 A Yes.

5 (Witness Blake) I would like to add the fact

6 that there is an I&E Bulletin, 7914, that --

7 Q That's also attached to your testimony?

8 A -- has also been referenced by this inspection

9 procedure, and we also include a TI as a special inspection

10 procedure for use by our inspection personnel involving 7914

11 work, which pointed out some problems in the industry in the

12 pipe hanger area.

I~D 13 Q What was the date of that?
\_/

14 A 7914?

15 Q Yes, sir.

16 A I'm not sure what the.date is. It's a-matter of

*

17 public record. It had to be in the year 1979.

18 Q Let me ask you one follow-up on this whole thing

19 that you have been going through about these procedures.- Now,

20 these are the things that you have to look at to make sure

21 that the QA/QC program for inspecting those pipe hangers is
<~s.

22 doing what it's supposed to do; is that right?. t ,j _

23 A These are the inspection procedures that the NRC

24 has determined to be the guidance by which the inspectors will
1 Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 conduct their inspections. That is not to say that it limits
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!

#15-9'-Suet .I what is inspected.

2 O You can-inspect more thincs?

_
3 A It provides -- that's correct. It provides the

U 4 minimum requirements that we must inspect.
'

5 Q Now, if Mr. Maxwell or any of you came walking by

6 and saw a defective weld on a pipe hanger, you could follow

7 that up regardless of whether you were assigned to be inspect-
.

8 ing pipe hangers at that time and so on, right?

9 A (Witness Bemis) We would be expected to follow it

10 up.

II Q Required to?

12 A I guess the policy of the Commission is that if

() 13 you see something that appears to be defective, you will

14 follow it up no matter what you happen to be inspecting at

15 that time.

16 Q All right. Mr. Hallstrom, I'm trying to just tie
,

17 up some of the loose ends that have been in this recent-

18 conversation.

! 19 You were talking about when you came on board,

20 and I believe your testimony on Page 4 says that was in 1984.

21 And what month of 1984? ' Do you recall?
-

(,-) . 22 A (Witness Hallstrom) April, I think, or something

23
.

like that.
1
'

} 24 Q All right, sir. Gentlemen, I would like to now
, Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

L 25 refer you to Eddleman Exhibit 57 which is the two-page
,

-- .-.--4,. , . . , . , . - , _ . - , _ _ . _ , . _ . _ , _ _ _ , - , . _ . _ , , . _ , . . . . _ , _ _ , . , . ,_, , . ,
_
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#15-10-Suet attachment to CP&L letter of response to NRC Report RII-
-

-2 JWY-5400-83/20, if'I might.-

.
3 A All right.

4 Q Now, this reported violation concerns seismic pipe

5 hangers, correct?
!

6 A (Witness.Blake) That's correct.

7 0 Okay. And it is admitted to be correct as stated

8 ~ and then some clarification is considered appropriate, accord-

ing to this reponse, right?2

10 A- Yes, that's- what it says in the middle of the page

11 here. Yes.

12 Q All right. Now, corrective steps, over on Page 2,-

( }- 13 the -- one of the corrective steps was to pull a sample of'

14 twelve Phase II hangers, and it found some other problems

15 besides CI inspector related problems.

16 Is that right?

17 MR. BAXTER: Objection, Mr. Chairman, to this-line

18 of - questioning unless and until it is established- that this

19 document deals with the welding on the pipe hangers.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think that it is very difficult-

21 to find the word " welding" in every document. This clearly

(} 22 is a' violation related to pipe hangers.

23 MR. BAXTER: You may ask the witnesses. It's my

24 contention that it does not deal with pipe hanger welding.
Ase-Federes nepo,im, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: That seems a reasonable approach.

i
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' #15-11-Suet 1 Why don' t we ask the witnesses.

2 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:- (Continuing)

3 0 Gentlemen, did any of these problems concern either
/~1
's/ '4 . welding or inspection of welding on these pipe hangers, to your

5 knowledge?

6 A (Witness Blake) Without reviewing the report that

7 listed the notice of violation and the details, it is hard to

8 tell. I do note that throughout this response that they re-

9 fer to the CI inspector which, by previous testimony, I think

10 it has been determined that that is not the welding inspector.

Il Q That's right. And what I was asking you about in

12 Item 2, it says on that sample of twelve Phase II hangers

j"a') 13 that surveillance did not reveal any CI inspector related

14 problems similar to the hangers in question. Then, it goes

=15 on to say some other problems were found, doesn't it?

16 A That's correct.-

17 0 All right. Do you gentlemen know if this violation

18 had anything to do with -- strike that.

19 Do you gentlemen know what the nature of NRC follow-

20 up on this violation was?

'

21 MR. BARTH: Objection, Your Honor. We have not

LI ) 22 established this violation even related to pipe hanger welds
us,

23 which is the subject of the contention.

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: We established it relates to pipe
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 hangers, and that it's other than CI inspector attributes. And
,

,. -.r, -. .. n ,, .- .,.~,...-..n- -.
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#15-12-Suet I I think that almost has to mean the others.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Would that, as a matter of logical

3 analysis, mean that this is welding?

d WITNESS HALLSTROM: Since it's Criterion 5, I

5 would guess not.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: It's Criterion which, sir?

7 WITNESS HALLSTROM: It says 5 on this.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: And 5 relates to what?

9 WITNESS BLAKE: It's failure to follow procedures.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: This is 5 in Appendix B?

II WITNESS BLAKE: That's right. A number of times

12 we cite welding problems under Criterion 9 which is control

13 of special processes. There have been times though that we

14 have cited Criterion 5 in these cases.

15 So, once again without looking at the report and

16 the details of the report I can't tell.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: So, the answer really is to look

18 at the report, isn't it, if one really wanted to know what

19 this was about?

20 WITNESS BLAKE: That's correct.

2I JUDGE KELLEY: Do we have this particular report?.

22 MR. EDDLEMAM: I have got a single copy of the

23 report here.. I can show it to counsel and the witnesses.

MR. BARTH: Why don't we take a minute or so and
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 do that, Your Honor?
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- , )
#15-13-Suet.1 JUDGE KELLEY: .Can you maybe just show -- is there

2 a part there you can point out which apparently relates to

3 welding? Okay. Let's do that.

.(
- 4 Maybe you can show it to Mr. Barth and Mr. Baxter.

5 (counsel are conferring.')

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Where are.we?

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I would like to note that

8 the corrective steps on Page 1, it says Hanger RH-H-165 is.

9 being reworked to-remove the improper welded beam attachment.

10 MR. BAXTER: I would like to note that welded

II beam attachment is the name of a part, and the adjec'tive

12
i

" improper" applies to that term. It has nothing to do with
: .

13 tile welding.
_

! I4 MR. BARTH: Your Honor,'it is the view of the Staff

i 15 and all five of our technical witnesses that the inspection
;

16 . report does not relate to pipe hanger welds...

i
17 MR. EDDLEMAN: Who is the fifth technical witness?

18 MR. BARTH:' Four technical witnesses. A Freudian;

l9 slip.

-- 20 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you want to point to anything

21 else besides what was just pointed to?

22 MR. BARTH: I would not like to leave you, Your
,

i
23 . Honor, with the impression -that there is nothing in this

24 about pipe hanger welds. It does say that reinspection of the
1

m nepoemes. Inc.;

25 welds, the eleven hangers that they had presented no problems.
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#15-14-Suet 1 Those words do appear. But that is unrelated to

2 the two-page piece of paper that relates to a violation.

I 3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think it says that the hanger

5 inspected to Phase I by the CI inspector, that that was

6 actually a hanger QC inspector. As I understand it, QC

7 inspectors check welding.

8 WITNESS BEMIS: That is not a hanger QC inspector.

! 9 If he had meant a welding QC inspector he would have stated

10 it as such.

II It probably should have been written as a hanger

12 CI inspector. CI at the Shearon Harris site does do QC

13 inspection on the hanger, but not as part of the QA/QC organi-,

14 zation on the site, which only inspects welding on the hanger.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I understand that the NRC

16 may think that the person should be defined as a CI inspector. |

17 What I'm saying is that .this is CP&L's response, and they

18 should know what the difference is. They say they are clarify-

19 ing, and they clarify that the CI inspector is a hanger QC

20 inspector.

2I MR. BAXTER: Not so. Speaking for CP&L, which

22 does know the difference, the reference in the parenthetical'

23 is to refer to the terminology used in the NRC document so

24 there is no confusion. We are calling it a CI inspector,
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 |

end #15 which is what it is.
Mary f1ws
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Sim 16-1 WITNESS ELAKE: That is as I understand it. Our
.

2 inspection report differentiated between the two sets of

3 inspectors by calling one group the hanger QC inspectors and
rs

- 4 the other group the QC welding inspectors. CP&L did correct

5 that in a response to point out that what we called a hanger

6 QC inspector was their CI inspector.

7 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, we are losing sight of

8 the trees for the leaves. The two pieces of paper that

9 Mr. Eddleman passed out is 57, titled " Reported Violation

10 and Denial or Admission of Violation." Those violations do

11 not relate to the pipe hanger welds.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Barth, I think we have heard

() 13 about enough. The Board will decide whether we will allow

14 any questioning on this or not. Excuse us a moment.

15 (Board conferring.)

16 JUDGE KELLEY: It is not at all clear that the

17 Eddleman 57 relates in a sufficiently directly way to

18 Contention 41. Further exploration in looking at the NRC

19 report by the witnesses and others and further argument does

20 not disclose any such connection. Therefore, questioning

21 on Eddleman 57 is barred. Eddleman 57 will not be admitted. I

([ ) 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: I would request that Eddleman 57

23 be made an offer of proof.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes.
Ase-Federes Reporwes, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
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Sim 16-2 y Q Gentlemen, I would like to now refer you to
,

2 Eddleman Exhibit 59, the weld inspection reports produced

3 in 1984. I would like to first refer you to the first sheet
,y-

(_)- on that, AC-236-1 WL-H-3523. Do you have that?4
.

A (Witness Bemis) Yes.5

A (Witness Hallstrom) Yes.6

A (Witness Blake) Yes, I do.
7

Q Near the bottom of the descriptive part of it it'
8

9 has a listing of all weld repairs. Do you see that in the

i 10 second line from the bottom of that section?

11 A Yes.

12 O Now is this, to your knowledge, the kind of

13 reference to all these things that the CP&L witnesses were()
14 talking about that had been eliminated in the enhanced pipe

15 hanger program?

16 MR. BAXTER: I don't understand the^ question.
i

17 Objection.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. Let me back up and

'

19 see if I can lay a little foundation.

20 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

21 Q .Did you gentlemen hear the testimony concerning
'

22 weld mapping by the CP&L witnesses that have appeared earlier()
23 in this case?

24 A (Witness Bemis) Yes.
- Asefederal Reporters, Inc.

25 A (Witness Hallstrom) Yes.
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Sim 16-3 A (Witness Blake) Yes.
1

i5
0 Now weld mapping requires, does it not, that each

individual joint be separately itemized on the inspection -
3

(~~h
V sheet?

'A Yes.

0 Do you recall any testimony concerning a practice

before the enhanced program was put in place that you could
7

say all other welds or something like that and it wouldn't
,

be clear on one of these reports which welds _were being
9

approved and which were not?
10

A Yes, I believe so.
ij

0 I would like to refer you to sheet -- it is about
12

the 9th or 10th page from the back of this exhibit -- drawingO 13b
C-1-236-1-SWH-257, and I believe it is dated in the blockja

beside block 6 up toward the top of that. January 24, 1984.
15

-

Do you-have that?
16

A Yes.
j7

0 Now January 4, '84 is after the initiation of
18

the enhanced program, correct?
j9

JUDGE KELLEY: I don't have it. I am sorry.
20

_I went in 9 or 10 and I didn't find it. Maybe I just need
21

some help.
22

(Pause while Mr. Eddleman shows the document23
i

24 to Judge Kelley.)

Ase-Federet Reporters,Inc.
JUDGE KELLEY: Okay, I have it.

25



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

7271

Sim 16-4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

Q Do we all have it now?
2

A (Witness Bemis) Yes.
3

A (Witness Hallstrom) Yes.

A (Witness Blake) .Yes.

O~ All right. Now in the joint ID column it lists

FJ-l through 9 on that page, correct?
7

A Correct.

0 It also lists gaps for the first eight joints,
9

right?
10

A That is correct.
11

0 All right. Now what do you take to be the meaning
12

f the checks in both the accept and reject blocks on the
[] 13

visual final examination for FJ-4 and FJ-5?
34

A They have got the description on the side for
15

why.it is rejected.
16

0 That description is lack of fusion, half inch
37

" "9
18

A That is correct.
39

(Pause.)g

0 Let me refer you to two pages beyond that to
21

hanger C-1, 236-1. I think that is SH. It might be
22w.)

S-4-H-208. Do you have that?
23

A Yes.24
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 All right. Now there again we have both the

.

L _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . - . _ _ _ _ . _-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



-

7272

Sim.16-5 j accept the and reject blocks checked. Can you explain that?

2 A No, sir, I can't.

.
3 Q And these dates are all in 1984 on this page,

.

s_) 4 are they not, the dates of those examinations and the other

5 dates on the page?

6 A That is correct. The deficiency description says

7 that there was no welding procedure revision or welder symbol

8 on the WDR, on this WDR. That is the deficiency that is

9 listed.

10 Q All right.

11 A (Witness Hallstrom) Not that the deficiency.is

12 listed on 3/8, and the final acceptance is on 3/31. I mean

( 13 there could have been some corrections made between 3/8 and

14 3/31.

15 Q When a correction is made to a deficiency, isn't

16 that required to be noted on the WDR?

17 A It might have been in process repair, in process

18 correction.

19 0 Well, aren't in process corrections required to

20 be noted on these?

21 A (Witness Blake) If you will look over in the-

22 columns for WPS revisions and the welder's symbol, they()
23 are filled in.

24 (Pause.)
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
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Sim 16-5 1 Q Let me refer you to, and I am going to count

2 pages this time from the front, counting the cover sheet,

3 the 9th sheet back from the front, C-1-236-1-CSH-3254, dated

i''! 4 2/15/84, the block next to block 6.

5 A (Witness Blake) Yes.

6 Q All right. It shows field joint one on hold not

7 having been completed, right, or is that your interpretation

8 of that first line?

9 A That shows that it has not been welded.

10 MR. BARTH: Mr. Black, speak up. I am having

11 difficulty hearing you.

12 WITNESS BLAKE: There is no indication that FJ-1

( ') 13 has been welded. There is a hold point indicated for final
ss

I4 visual inspection, but there is no indication that it has

15 been welded.

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: f

17 Q Let me refer you to two pages farther on to
i

18 C-1-236-1-CSH-1144, if I may.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Where is that now? I am sorry.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: Two pages further in. That would

21 be the lith from the front I believe, Judge.

) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.'

~s

23 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

Q Now I would like you to note the inspection dates24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 for visual examination.
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Sim 16-6
1 A (Witness Blake) Yes.

2 Q They are all in October and November of 1983, |

3 aren't they? ,

!(')
4 A .That is correct.''

.5 Q Wasn't that a time when there was a stop work
I

6 order on this type of inspection? !
!

7 A (Witness Bemis) There is nothing to prevent them

8 from welding.

I
9 Q But the date of the final visual examination is j

.

10 signed off in-that block under No. 14, right, and those are :

11 the dates I was just asking about, aren't they? )

12 A We made a change I believe in the management

() 13 capability testimony that weJwill also go over this testimony-

14 that I missed this morning, or this afternoon when we got

15 on the stand, and I was going to make the clarification a i

16 little bit later to make sure it got corrected in the record.

17 But the clarification was that when I talked

I
18 about shutting down the inspection program, what we were talking

i

19 about is welds continued to be inspected, but hangers were

20 not final accepted until such time that the new program went

21 into place. Hanger and not welds.

() 22 MR. BARTH: Let me interject for a moment. Is

23 that the same correction you made at the management hearings?

24 WITNESS BEMIS: Yes, it is.
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
I
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Sim 16-7~ l Q Let me ask you this about this one, Mr. Bemis.

2 This one is not weld mapped, is it, this CSH-ll44?

3 A (Witness Bemis) Mr. Black has got it.
/_
()T 4 A (Witness Blake) The seismic weld data report

5 was initiated in April 27th of '83 which was before the

6 enhancement program.

7 0 All right. That also shows a reject of piece

8 3 to piece 4 joint there in the fifth line there, doesn't

9 it with a reason given over in the deficiency description?

10 A Yes.

II
Q All right. Now as to the next one, CSH-554, if

12 I can just refer to it by its last few letters, that one >

13 has got a rejected piece one to embed two. Can you read

I4 the deficiency description on that? I can read conflicting

15 weld symbols, but I can't read the line above that.

16 A To the best of my knowledge, it says '' Top welded

I7 two sides, bottom welded all around, conflicting weld

! 18 sumbols."
:

Q Okay. And it was rejected, right?

20 A That is correct.

21 .O I would like to refer you to several pages further

O 22Q down to hanger CCH-450,

23 JUDGE KELLEY: The page again, Mr. Eddleman. I

was focusing on something else for a minute.
, ,

MR. EDDLEMAN: It is several more pages further

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



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ __

'

l

7276

Sim 16-8 j down, Judge. I didn't count them, but if you ---

JUDGE KELLEY: 'Yes, but from what? |2

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: From the last one we were on.

- p) JUDGE KELLEY: I know, but that is my problem,\- 4

MR. EDDLEMAN: We were going in from the front
5

|and we got in about 10 or 12 pages and then I think this is --6

7 I am just having to flip them -- but about 10 or more pages

further on. It is A-6-236-1-CCH-450.8

JUDGE KELLEY: I've got it.9

I 10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

11 Q Now is there anything in the weld mapping procedure,

12 to you gentlemen's knowledge, about deleting joints?

(T 13 MR. BARTH: Objection, Your Honor, to the question
%) |>

14 and to the line of questions which has been extensive over
.

15 applicants' documents, on the seismic one weld data reports.

16 This is not related to these people's direct testimony. It

17
is not related to the direct testimony of the staff.

18
Should these questions be relevant, which I doubt,

;

f

19 they are more properly addressed to the applicants rather

! 20 than to the staff. What we are concerned here with is
i

i 21 whether the weld-inspection program is adequate and what kind

22 the staff can give that the weld inspection program in place()
23 at the present time is adequate.

24 The examination of applicants' documents weld
Ase# esses nepo,wr., Inc.

25 by weld just is not relevant to the direct testimony by these
Ii

!

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . . . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sim 16-9 j people or to the contention, either one.

MR. EDDLEMAN: The staff testified, and I started
2

3 off cross-examining about this, that one of the things they

4 do in checking on that program is examining documents.

5 Now you certainly can't say these don't relate

6 to welds. They are weld data reports and they are the things'

7 that they say they check, among other things. I think I am

entitled to ask them about them.8

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, isn't it partly a matter

10 of degree and proportion though, Mr. Eddleman? If you want

i
11 to determine the familiarity of these witnesses with these

12 documents with which they claim familiarity by their testimony

(~') 13 at least indirectly, okay, but the detailed analysis of ---
V

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: I will withdraw the last question,

15 Judge, and at this time I would move the portions of Eddleman

16 59 that have been examined on into evidence. !
>

17 MR. BAXTER: No objection.

18 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, we have no objection

19 insofar as you would rule as you have previously that this

20 is admissible only as to those weld hangers that have ---

21 JUDGE KELLEY: I think that is the way it is

(v~'; 22 being offered.by Mr. Eddleman,

23 MR. BARTH: Thank you. We have no objection,

24 Your Honor.
Ac .r. der : n. porters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: It is being offered I think and

___-______________ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .___-__ _
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being let in I know the same way we managed to arrive atSim 16-10 ;

a formulation right after lunch on this same kind of a
2

--

3 problem.

'\/ Does everybody understand what I mean by that
4

in granting this motion?
5

MR. EDDLEMAN: I beg your pardon, Judge?
6

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, you know what a terrible
7

time I had stating that right after lunch just what was
8

going to be let in, but we finally got there and everybody9

10 agreed on it and we are saying the same thing I think, right?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir. I just was conferring

12 and I didn't hear what you said before, but I am not

fl 13 questioning it.
%.)

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Rather than trying to grope all

15 the way through that one again, I will just grant it.

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Let me just say one thing about

17 this though. I would then like to make the rest of

Eddleman 59 an offer of proof and I would like to apply that |18
|

19 to the previous parts of those exhibits that were excluded

20 for the same reasons, and the reason basically is that if

21 I had to go through it page by page and line by line it

') 22 would be objected to and I would lose it that way, and if

23 I don't, then I lose it that way' And I think that is sort.

24 of a trap. So I would like to make that offer of proof

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 now.

_
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(Eddlcman Exhibit 59, pr viously

Sim 16-11 marked for identification, was
.,

1

admitted into evidence as
2

modified.)
I X 3

KX XXX JUDGE KELLEY: Any objection to those other
4

portions of these documents being let in on an offer basis?
5

That means there will be no findings proposed on them and
6

they will just be there in the record for some higher
7

authority to review.
8

MR. BAXTER: It is my understanding of the law

that exhibits identified and not admitted are there for that
10

purpose all the time without special ruling by the Board.

JUDGE KELLEY: That is probably true as a technical

matter.-
'

13;

Okay, with that understanding, it is in as an

of fer of proof.

MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. An offer of proof is |
16 j

.

really only necessary when a document is kept out'-in"its"

entirety and then you can turn around and ---

MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I know, but I thought it

might apply to the parts I wanted to cover myself.

JUDGE KELLEY: I understand.
21

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:-

,

22
_

Gentlemen, may I refer you to Eddleman 55, please..O

.

JUDGE KELLEY: My don't we take a short break.

Ace-Federal Reporters, ix.
It is about that time. 10 minutes.

25

(Recess.)

cnd T::ke
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JUDGE KELLEY: We can resume. Mr. Eddleman?j

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe Mr. Runkle had

.3 something to bring up.
-

,.

'

'

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
4

MR. RUNKLE: Sir, by your leave, I need to
5

get back to Chapel Hill by six, so if we could hear the6

7 arguments real briefly on the Van Vo, I would appreciate |

8 that.

JUDGE KELLEY: Why not.
9

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: I have no objection.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: Mrs. Flynn, are you ready for

12 this? Okay.

13 Just this little context. We have a motion()
14 from the Joint Interveners to reopen the record-on

15 Management Contention 1, based in part, I think it is

16 fair to say, on Affidavit of Mr. Chan Van Vo, and

17 'it has been suggested that we have a little oral argument 1

|

18 on it now, sort of a partial oral argument, and then the

19 Applicants have indicated they want to follow up with

20 a written plea, so we will go ahead with the oral part

21 now.

22 MRS. FLYNN: Thank you. I think that some()
23 oral argument would be helpful in just letting the Board

24 understand our position with respect to this Motion.
Am-Feeeres neporwr., Inc.

25 I would'first like to address the part of the
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J 1| Motion that would seek to reopen the management record
:-

2 to include some attachments of the letters from the

.

NRC in response to the Freedom of Information Act request3

4 that_was filed by the Intervener.'

-5 Those are attachments that were connected with

|
6 - the first letter which is a description of the documents ,

!' 7 that were released, then the attachment to the secon'd.
~

*

.8 letter, which Attachment A. to the second letter, which'
,

9 were also documents that were released and a second

10 attachment, which were documents that the Agency did not

11 release.
!

12 And Conservation counsel on November 13th

13 distributed their Motion to reopen.

!-
14 Applicants position is that this portion of the ,

!

15 Motion ought to be rejected as untimely. The schedule-

16 that we had established two weeks ago, or week and.a half.'

17 ago, or whenever it was, earlier in this proceeding,_

18 established November 5th as the date thAt any Motion to'

;-
19 -reopen based on Freedom of Information Act responses by

; 120 the agency that were granted, documents.or papers that
.

21 were1provided to the Interveners by the : Agency, would be

() 22 the subject of any Motion to reopen by November 5th.

23 Mr. Runkle characterized that as a fair

. - 24 schedule. These attachments are documents that were
Am-Feder:s nepo,se, , tre.

I 25 provided. He has given no explanation whatsoever why~

i

. . _ , ._ . . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . - , . _._._.._; ._
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1r , .

W 'l ;the1 papers were a. week late,.and we oppose it on that
,

-ground,
.

2
up g i

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Can you give us z transcript cite
.,,.

,t -1
//- .,4 for the ruling on' that?.-'

'
,' J

I MRS. FLYNN: I don't have it with me. I will5

i6 incibde it in the written-statement.
'

A.
i 7 Furthermore, Mr. Runkle concedes that the -- most

t

8 of the documents ;that are contained in the two lists that'

(9 are documents that have already been provided. Those-

10 documents are either already in the record, or not.

11 particularly relevant to the issues, or .not particularly

'12 probative, shall we say.
,j,

- 13 'Therefore, he has not met even the limited
{}

.g.

14 standard that the Board established in this case for'

15 the Freedom of Information Act documents, which would be

16 that the documents could be admitted if they had relevant-

17 -- if they were relevant or had probative value.

18 With. respect to the documents that are the
:

19 subject-of the other list, that is documents that the<

,

20 Agency is not releasing, Mr. Runkle is in no position
~

21 to assert whether those docunents are relevant or not,.

22 and hNrefore he has not met the' threshold there.
;

23 Furthermore, he says-he is seeking to offer

24 these lists just for the limited purpose of contradicting
Asefederes neporwr , Inc.

25 the testimony of Mr. Paul Bemis of the Staff, who he says

'
?
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1 ~ stated that documents relating -- back-up documents or

2 drafts relating to the SALP Report had been destroyed.

3 That -- there is no contradiction whatsoever. . lAt the
fxd 4 management hearing, Mr. Bemis stated that typically, or

5 normally, such documents are destroyed. So, there is

6 no contradiction.

7 Secondly, Mr. Runkle states that the list

8 contradicts statements in the record by Mr. Barth that

9 such records had been destroyed, and he cites no transcript

10 reference to that. I have searched the transcript myself,

11 and what I find is Mr. Barth saying that he did not know

12 what documents the Agency had in Atlanta.

( ) 13 So, there is no contradiction. Therefore, even

14 for the limited purpose that Mr. Runkle would propose to s .

15 offer these lists, it doesn't serve that purpose, and

16 transcript references for all of these items will be

17 provided in the written response that we will be making.

18 With respect to the Affidavit of Mr. Chan Van

|
19 Vo,'the -- we want to make some brief comments on this.

|

| 20 First, is with respect to the standards that are to be
1

21 applied for a Motion to reopen.
, ,-

4 22 Without citation, Mr. Runkle states that the -

73 record can be open to admit evidence which would somehow

24 affect the outcome of the proceeding. Well, that is
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 not the standard as it exists. There is a very heavy
,

b



7283.>

117-5-Wal

I burden on an Intervener who would seek to reopen the

2 record after it closed, and that standard which has been'

,

.

3 articulated by the Appeal Board- in Diablo Canyon and at~

:O 4 Wolf Creek, is that the proponent has a heavy burden to

5 show that there is significant new evidence which might

6 materially affect the outcome of the proceeding.
,

7 It also must be timely filed. With respect

8 to timeliness, it is argued by Mr. Runkle in this Motion

9 that he didn't have the Van Vo affidavit until some time

10 in October, and while he might not have had the affidavit,

11 it is clear that the allegations which Mr. Van Vo had-

12 made to the Department of Labor were known to Mr. Guild
.

13 well in advance of the management capability hearing.()
14 Mr. Guild, who is a representative of Government'

15 Accountability Project, and also has been Mr. Van Vo's
.

16 attorney throughout these matters, was present throughout

17 much of the management capability hearing, even at time

18 sitting at counsel table with Mr. Runkle. ]

19 And at that time, it was then within Mr. Guild's

20 knowledge that the complaint had already been filed with

21 the Department of Labor, and one at least can speculate

J() 22 about the knowledge that the Joint Interveners had, or

23 that Mr. Runkle might have had with respect to the
,

24 substance of Mr. Van Vo's allegations, if not the precise l

. ke-FWwd Remnws, hw.

25 wording of those allegations.

1

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

,

.

j - With respect 1to the'further aspects of this,-

1 2 we go to the standard for admissibility, or the standards

3 for. reopening the record. t

! 4 .There are only -- what Mr. Runkle is presenting
!
i

b 5 here'to reopen that management record, are-only the bald

6 allegations and assertions of a single former employee
J

7 of Carolina Power and Light Company at the Harris Plant.
~

There is no showing whatsoever on these papers that the?- -

8
i
' -

19
evidence -- that 'it is evident that there is any support

10 to these allegations, or that they might materially 1 affect
;

-11 the outcome of this proceeding.
< . i

12 In that regard, I would point out .that..the Board

13 made a ruling in the management capability hearing, and

14 I can cite specifically Lto a transcript, page -- beginning1-

! 15 roughly around 2845, wherein the : Board made the ruling
;
.

that matters relating to construction activities at the! 16
4

t

I 17 Harris Plant are marginally relevant'at best to the

i-
I 18 management contention, and set a much different threshold
I

( 19 for admissibility of evidence of constuction issues.in ,
f .

f ~20 that proceeding.
;

21 The contentioh, as worded, is that because of,

,

22 the history at CP&L's operating plant there-is a question
("V}|

<

i' 23 as to CP&L's capability to manage the operation of.the'

:

i 24 Harris Plant.
Ase Federd Reporsets, Inc.

! 25 The Van Vo affidavit goes to some single,

;

,

1
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isolated charges of events that involve the constuction
1

2 activity at the Harris Plant, and they are not relevant,

3 certainly not significantly or materially relevant to the
g
\ '' issues of the management capability contention.4

5 Finally, it is just worth noting that the'

6 very subject of ' all of this has just been introduced by

7 Mr. Eddleman and Mr. Runkle as new proposed contentions

8 in the safety hearing.

9 This is apparently an attempt, just as a

10 scattdr shot approach, to raise these issues in what

11 ever manner they can think of, and it does put Applicants

12 to, I believe, some burden to respond anew to all of

(~)T 13 these various' allegations in this context as well.-

%.

14 We would also want to point out that the.

15 papers which the Applicants and the Staff have provided

16 in_ response to the new proposed contention demonstrate

17 the lack of substance of the Van Vo affidavit, and the

18 calling to serious question its credibility.

19 Finally, I think there is one more thing that

20 the Board should be aware of.

21 The Motion to reopen mentions the fact that

) 22 there have been a settlement between Mr. Van Vo and

23 Carolina Power and Light Company of the Department of

24 Labor matters, and since it was raised by the Interveners,
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 we believe it is necessary for the Board to have some
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1 perspective of that.

2 For practical reasons, the Company did settle

3 the Equal Opportunity Commission and the Department of
.()

4 Labor claim with Mr. Van Vo.''

5 However, Mr. Van Vo was represented in those

6 negotiations by Mr. Guild, and it was fully understood

7 by all the parties that in no way would the proceedings

8 of the NRC, either by this Board or by the Office of

9 Investigation or Inspection and Enforcement, in any way

10 be affected by this settlement.

11 Both parties are entirely free and should

12 cooperate fully in the investigation that NRC is

13 conducting, and Applicants have the right to defendj)
14 fully their position on the substance of the Van Vo

15 claim in this proceeding, and in this forum.

16 I believe that is all.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, Mrs. Flynn.
,

'

18

End 17 19

SusT fols.
20

21

({) 22

23

24
Ace-Feded Reporters, Inc.

25
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.#18-1-Suet .I JUDGE.KELLEY: 'Mr. Runkle?

2 MR. BARTH: Your: Honor, I would also comment. Mr.

3 Runkle may wish to comment on Mrs. Flynn's arguments or mine,
. (D

4 separately or together.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Did you want to speak at this point,

0 Mr. Barth?

7 MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. I didn't have a request be-

9 fore, and I wasn't clear. Why don't I go to you next? I

10 think it makes more sense to go ahead and hear from the Sta'ff,

II and then you can come in, Mr. Runkle.

I2 Go ahead, Mr. Barth.

# 13 MR. BARTH: With regard to all of the motions and

Id the argument made by Mrs. Flynn in regard to the FOIA requests,

15 we join.

16 I further call your Board's attention to the end

I7 of the first full paragraph on Page 5 of Mr. Runkle's pleading:

18 -We would. move at this time to admit Attachments 2 and 3 into
I9 the record for the limited purpose of showing that this material

20 does exist. It was not destroyed as counsel for NRC Staff,

2I Charles Barth, and NRC Staff witness, Paul Bemis, led the

( 22 Board to believe.

23 I refer, Your Honor, to Transcript Page 3945 on

24 September 14, 1984 of the hearings in which we were discussing
a.p %,, g

whether or not SALP material would be available. And I quote,
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#18-2-Suet I starting on Lines 1 through 10 of Page 3945. fir. Barth:

2 Your Honor, before you make up your mind I have given the

3 legal arguments so far. I would like at this time to go

' '' 4 further, although it's not necessary to the substance of the

5 request. Mr. Bemis was on the stand. fir . Bemis' testimony

6 was how he obtained inputs from the various people who input-

7 ted to the SALP report. Talking about the background docu-

8 ments. At that time, questions could have been asked regard-

9 ing those inputs and they were not. Whether they exist, the

10 documents, I do not know. I do not know what records are

II kept in the Atlanta office.

I2 In regard to Mr. Bemis, Your Honor, I would like

n
13{) your indulgence to read the question on Page 3652 of the

14 transcript, which is where tir. Bemis was introduced and made

15 some early opening remarks.
i

10 Question to tir. Bemis by me: , fir. Bemis, can you

17 describe very briefly what the SALP is, what the process is?
I

18 Mr. Bemis' answer, Your Honor, insofar as it is

19 relevant, appears at Transcript Page 3655. Mr. Bemis states:

20 Notice that the SALP meeting is to be held is posted on the

21 Regional office bulletin boards. And NRC personnel who want

22 to attend these meetings and make his or her views known are

23 invited to do so. At the end of the meeting, the Board members

24 vote by secret ballot. The report is finalized and all notes
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 and drafts are then normally destroyed.
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#18-3-Suet 1 This is in regard to the SALP process, not in

2 regard to any particular SALP. The statement by Mr. Runkle

3 was also made, as you recall, Your Honor, at the conclusion
)

''- 4 of the management hearings and in the heat of passion. I

5 understand we call slip on points. However, Your Honor,

6 the pleading which has been filed on November 13 by Mr.

7 Runkle was not written in the heat of passion; it was written

8 in the cold, or warmth, of an office with documentary evidence

9 available.

10 And I think it is very reprehensible for counsel

II to misrepresent the record in this matter. Therefore, I

12 would especially move that the Bench strike the reference to

, ,.
13 Mr. Demis and Mr. Barth stating that the SALP documents had( ;

Id been destroyed. That appears upon Page 5. That also appears

15 upon Page 6 of the pleading.
t

16 I would like to add one further thing, Your Honor,

17 in regard to the VanVo Affidavit. The -- it is presently
,

18 before the Soard a motion to reopen based upon the VanVo

19 Affidavit by Mr. Runkle. I think that the papers filed by

20 the Applicants, which were signed by Mr. O'Neill and by the

21 Staff, signed by myself, provide the Board a sufficient
. . .

J 22 basis upon its own motion to strike and deny Mr. Runkle's-

23 November 13, 1984 motion to reopen on management, which is

24 Joint Contention Number 1.
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

5 We will respond to that VanVo Affidavit insofar as
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#18-4-Suet- I it is discussed in Mr. Runkle's November 13, 1984 pleading

2 in writing and not further respond here.

3 I would like one further small thing, Your Honor.
O
V 4 If you will notice the pleading before you, it is entitled

5 " Motion to Reopen Record on Joint Contention One (Management

6 Incapability)." I move the Board especially to strike the

7 matter in the parentheses.

8 We have constantly referred to this contention as

9 a contention on the management capability of Carolina Power

10 and Light to manage its Shearon Harris process. I just do

Il not think that the administrative process of the Nuclear

12 Regulatory Commission can be used to use such an adjective

13 to refer to them as incapable at this time. This is just not,

Id a very -- it cannot lend to the dignity of this proceeding

15 to this kind of a change which is a color word of prejudgment.
I

16 It's a public document.

I7 I'have no objection to the continuation as we have

18 done, for well over a year, to refer to the Joint Contention.

19 one as Management Capability. But at this time, in this kind

20 of a pleading, I think it's appropriate and discretionary 'and

21 - move to strike the words " Management Incapability."

O 22 ra k vee veer ne=er-r

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, Mr. Barth. One question

24 the Board would like to have as a piece of information.
Ase Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 When we discussed at an earlier time Mr. VanVo's

_ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _
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1

I#18-5-Suet Affidavit, you indicated that the Staff, probably the Region |

!
2 II, people would be investigating the matters that he raised. |
3 Is that ongoing at this time, can you tell me?

O 4 MR. BARTH: Yes, it is, Your Honor. There has

5 been contact with Mr. 'VanVo. The investigation by the

8 Regional Office has not been completed at the present . time.

7 If I could have a moment, I think that --

8 JUDGE KELLEY: What we are after really is some l

!

9 notion when there may be a Staff report.

10 MR. BARTH: I think that this would be better

11
answered by.Mr. Brad Jones, who is our Regional counsel.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

13 MR. JONES: Mr. Chairman, as we indicated last

Id time the estimate was six to eight weeks. We are not behind

15 at all on the schedule. He has been interviewed.

6 The issues are being staffed out. If we can re-

I7 solve them sooner we will. I have been in contact with the

18 Office of Investigations Regional Staff this af ternoon to

19 find out if there was any new significant issues that would

20 be looked at or would need Board notification, and they indi-

21 cate that there is nothing significant beyond what is already

before the Board in the Affidavit.

And as they routinely do follow-up on those

24
issues, and the Regional Staff on the technical issues, willm.p ,n o ,,,,,

25
be following up on the technical issues. So I expect.we are
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#18-6-Suet- 1 talking another, I guess based on where we were before, about

2 another three or four weeks.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Some time in December?
,0

4 MR. JONES: I think that's safe, yes.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Before Christmas?

6 MR. JONES: Knowing the technical staff I'm sure

7 they will want to get it done before Christmas.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

9 MR. JONES: And the legal staff as well.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Mr. Runkle.

II MR. RUNKLE: As I told attorneys from all the

12 parties when we were talking the other night about emergency

13 planning, that I . foresaw hearings late Fall of next year oni

Id whistle-blower contentions. I think this VanVo is the first

15 set; I think there will be other ones as construction in

16 various areas closes down.

I7 I think the Board can sort of put that in the hop-

18 per and then consider having hearings on these issues. You

19 are going to have to hear the VanVo allegations some time. I

20 think they are well documented. The Affidavit is there.

21 All the filings that the Staff and Applicants gave

) 22 the other day went to the merits of it. They put on their

23 case, and the VanVo Affidavit and the documentation behind

24 that Affidavit is our case.
Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 I think what they want you to believe is that the
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#18-7-Suet 1 - allegations are untrue and unreliable. I think they even

2 cited a case that said you couldn' t go to the merits in

3 the Applicants' filing.

4 My motion to reopen that we submitted on Tuesday
,

5 was to reopen the management just to put in the VanVo
;

6 Affidavit as similar to rebuttal testimony. Both Senior;

[ 7 Executive Vice-President, E. E. Utley, and -- Executive

8 Vice-President, E. E. Utley, and Vice-President, M. A.
'

!

I 9 McDuffie, both were asked directly in the management hearings,
! i

|. -10 has any of the workers ever brought to you safety concerns.
|

'

11 And they said no.
i

12 Chan VanVo says in his Affidavit on such and such
|

13 a date, I went to these people and brought safety concerns

| 14 before them. That's in the nature of rebuttal testimony.
|

15 The new contentions arising from his Affidavit-

16 go to safety concerns, construction, the OA, the documentation
,

17 destruction. And I think those are the safety concerns that

18 are encompassed by the new filed contentions.

j 19 Going to the management part of these hearings,

[ 20 in their Affidavits filed by the Applicants earlier this week,

i

21 both Mr. Utley and !!r. PicDuffie said that when VanVo came to

O " the= taev ere * re ta e no rei 1=9 reev c =cer# -

23 Yet, they treated them as safety concerns. Dr. Elament opened

'

24 up files on the allegations, some of the allegations, based
A= Fess,m noo,wes, Inc.

! 25 on VanVo's meetings with them.

! ._- - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ _ - - _ _ __- __ __-__--___-_ __ _
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#18-8-Suet 1 He are not here to argue the merits on these, and

2 that's what, .a lot that the Applicants' filing has done,

3 argued the merits. A lot of what they have in Affidavit form |
C 1

\ 4 is just pure hearsay. The Board needs to put those people

5 up on the stand and determine whether that's what they said.

6 We need to cross-examine these people,

7 We really don't care if you -- you know, how you

8 want to treat the VanVo Affidavit. That's up to you. We

9 think that part of it is relevant to the management, part of

10 it's relevant to safety, and there are other concerns that

-11 we want heard.

12 As to the FOIA --

() 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Just one question. As to the VanVo

14 matters, argument has been made by Mrs. Flynn, and Mr. Barth

15 I take it joins that part of it, that back in September

16 during those hearings when we had Mr. Utley on the stand that

17 you knew then about Mr. VanVo and his claims, and then the

18 argument is that it's late now to bring this up,
l,

19 Can you give us a comment on the state of your
.

I

20 knowledge at that time? |
|

21 MR. RUNKLE: I did not receive the Affidavit

() 22 until Monday, October 22nd.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: I don't mean necessarily the

24 Affidavit.
! Aso-Federal Repw,ters, Inc.

25 MR. RUNKLE: I'm working my way backwards.

- _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _______ ____-____ - ___ ___ _
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#18-9-Suet 1 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

2 MR. RUNKLE: In the management hearings, we knew

3 that there were whistle-blowers, unnamed. I think that for

4 Mr. VanVo we knew that there was somebody in Fayetteville that
'

5 was putting in a Department of Labor suit on harassment and

6 intimidation based on safety concerns he raised.

7 I didn't know -- at that time, I did not know what

8 those safety concerns were. In the management hearings, we

9 asked a whole lot of questions, you know, on quality assurance,

"

10 how it was set up, their new special quality assurance team,

'll post-employment teams, all the way up and down the line,

12 whether management was receptive to quality and safety concerns

{) 13 brought to them by workers.

14 That's -- you know, we would have liked to have
t

i 15 had a full understanding of Vanvo's safety concerns and what

16 he did, and we would like to have had an application there,

17 but we did not at that time. As soon as we got the Affidavit

18 - and felt protecting his rights under the Department of Labor

! 19 suit, that when he could go public on it we could also,

l

20 I would like to address one of his allegations ony
|

21 the record here. It was on the feedwater pump, where both

1 ) 22 Staff and Applicants said a feedwater pump is not safety- '

i

23 related.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: That's right. That's what they
Ase Feds,el Resso,ters, Inc.

25 said.
|

. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . - .
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|

|

#18-10-Suet 1 MR. RUNKLE: Well, it's the same line, it's a

2 safety-related line that's in the reactor building. And

3 somewhere between the reactor building and the turbine room,

)
4 that same line no longer is classified by the Applicants as''

5 safety-related. That's a judgmental question.

6 You know, at what point does that same line become

7 safety-related as opposed to nonsafety-related? If they have

8 a classification -- it's their classification " safety-related"

9 and when I raise an issue that it's safety-related I'm not

10 using their classification.

II JUDGE KELLEY: The Affidavit came in and described

12 this feedwater pump problem at some length. It's a cold

~

13 springing problen, as I recall.)

14 And then the question was simply put to counsel,

15 I believe -- I don' t think we ever got any expert testimony

16 on it -- but the word we got back was, it's not a safety !
1

system. And that's about where it stands now. If you question17

|18 that description, maybe we ought to have something further

19 in the way of describing i' this pump isn' t regarded -- or,

20 the pipe that's attached to the pump isn't regarded as safety- [

2I related, ue ought to have some statement as to why that's so. j
I<w

22 Excuse me a minute.( ,)
_

23 MRS. FLYNN: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. In both
|

24 the Applicants' pleading and the Staff's, there are Affidavits
As Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 which address that issue.

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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#18-ll-Suet 1 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you. It was a cursory read-

2 ing, as I said. So, we do have some material on that.

3 Do you know the Affidavits that Mrs. Flynn is

# 4 referring to?

5 MR. RUNKLE: Yes. And it's a question of logic.

6 If that line or that pump fails, how are they going to

7 deliver the water?

8 JUDGE KELLEY: We are not prepared to really hear

9 argument on the merits, at least I certainly am not. And

10 we've got the Affidavits.

II Ilave you got something to submit that controverts

12 the Affidavit?

,.,

( ) 13 MR. RUNKLE: Again, we have to go to chan Vanvo's
,.

14 Affidavit, somebody that has personal knowledge, somebody

15 that has experience with that particular nuclear plant. !

16 I mean, we are putting one Affidavit against the
!

I7 other again.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: I don't believe -- I may be wrong --

19 that the Chan VanVo Af fidavit explains why this is inportant !

20 to sa f e ty . It simply describes the system and says it's cold '

2I sprung. And the inference is, there is some safety problem |
r() 22 here.

23 Now, yott've got some experts coming back saying

24 it's not a safety problem. Does Mr. VanVo have something
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 further to offer to persuade the Board that it is?

.- _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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!
!

| #18-12-Suet _1 MR. RUNKLE: Well, if he does we will put it in

l '

| 2 an Affidavit and respond to their response.
!

3 JUDGE KELLEY: I think if you want to make an

4 issue of that it ought to be pretty quick. Your motion is

5 in, your contentions are in.

6 !!y reaction, when I was told it wasn't a safety

i
i 7 matter I wasn't interested in it, quito frankly. If'it's

8 not a safety matter then why should we litigate it?

! 9 And we have ruled that t'ime and again. But if you

10 think that that's a mischaracterization, that it is a safety

II matter, then by all means give us something to rely on.

|

|
12 MR. RUNKLE: Right. I wanted to raise that issue.

!

O '2 aoooE xEttEve 1f vou cen elve us a further

| Id Affidavit sotting forth the safety aspects of this particular

15 system, we would be happy to have.it.

I6 MR. RUNKLE: Thank you. That's why I raised tho|
|

'

I7 issue.
I

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We would like to have it
,

19 pretty soon. When could you supply it?

|

20 !!R . RUNKLE: It's hard to -- I don't know at this
'

2I time, Your lionor. I don't know the availability of Mr. VanVo.
.

22 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we've got -- hold on a

23 minuto.

24
! .

(The Board members are conferring.)
i Am Fesw:s mese,ws, inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Woll, the Board is willing to

|
.__ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - . - ---
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#18-13-Suet consider an Affidavit from Mr. VanVo or from some other

2 qualified person to be filed by a week from fionday. That's

3 about ten days from now, whenever that date turns out to be.

' ' '
4 !!onday af ter Thanksgiving.

5 MR. RUNKLE: Yes, sir.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Thank you.

7 fir . RUNKLE: I had one other point on the FOIA

8 material.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Right. Go ahead.

10 MR. RUNKLE: I don't have a transcript cito, but

II I had in my notes on August 31st, on the August 31 conference

12 call in which fir. Barth asserted that to his knowledge they

( 13 destroyed all the SALP material. And I don't have the exact
v

Id wording, but my notes were underscored on that, that they had
i

15 destroyed all that material. |

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we've got the date. I would

17 like to have a look at the citation in the transcript. But

18 this is a telephone call, you say you don't have the copy?

19 tiR . RUNKLE: No, I do not have the transcript.

20 When I went to fill out -- |

2I JUDGE KELLEY: Does anybody have that transcript
;

i n

) 22 here by chance?
,

23 I just thought maybe tir. Runkle could take a look ,

|

24 and maybe point it out, or just drop it, one way or the other.
Ace Federd Fleporters, Inc.

!

25 f1R . RUNKLE: I really don't foe.' that it's all that

|

_ _ _ - - _ _ _ - -
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#18-14-Suet 1 it's all that important. I mean, I think the other parties

2 put up their arguments, my motion put up our arguments. I

3 don't want to dwell on --

O~ ~' 4 JUDGE KELLEY: You are reporting the place where

5 something was said. It varies with Mr. Barth's argument. And

6 either you are asserting it, or you are not. And I just

7 want to know if you are asserting it, where it is. And if

8 you are not, just drop it.

9 MR. RUNKLE: I do not have a transcript cite on

10 it.

II JUDGE KELLEY: That's what I'm trying to arrango

12 for you. If you want to look at the transcript, if we have

( 13 got one here -- do the Applicants have that by chance?

I4 !!RS. FLYNN: We are checking.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: I certainly don't blame you if you

16 don't. I just thought you might.

17 Anything elso besides that point, !!r. Runkle?

18 MR. RUNKLE: I've always considered the Joint one

I9 to be management incapability. I'm sorry if that is offensivo.

20 That's what I've always characterized it as.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we will take !!r. Darth's

22 motion under consideration, along with the motion as a whole.

23 fir. Barth made a particular motion about that particular

24 part, and we will take that into consideration, too.
Am Fedeces neperwei, Inc.

25 With that, can we movo back to the testimony? Is
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i

#18-15-Suet 1 there something else? Anything else, Mr. Barth?

2 MR. BART!!: Nothing further, Your lionor.

3 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman --
(

'
' ~ ' 4 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

5 MR. BAXTER: When we served the responses to the

6 new proposed contentions, there was discussion that the Board

7 might want to have oral argument, and you asked that before

8 we leave Raleigh we potentially set a telephone date for that.

9 Now that there is going to be an additional writ-

10 ten response by, at least Mr. Runkle, I think we night want

Il to schedule that while he is here. I

12 JUDGE KELLEY: I think that's wise. Excuse me a

) 13 minute.

14

cnd #18 15 |

M;ry flws i
16 :

1

17

!

18

19 ;

I
20

21 i

i

[") 22

23

)
24

As Federst Reporters, Inc.

25

_ . .
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Sia 19-1 (Board conferring.)
y

JUDGE KELLEY: We think the general idea is a
2

3 g od idea, and we would like to have any comment from counsel
.o
kJ as to just when. But the idea is to set a specific date and

4

5 an hour, and rather than going to the trouble of finding

6 everybody and lining them up for a phone call, just to set

7 right now a specific time when everybody can make it and

8 mark their calendars accordingly.

9 It seems to us that given the fact that we are

10 going to be getting an af fidavit from Mr. Runkel who has

11 got a due date from Monday, it would have to be the latter

12 part of the week following Thanksgiving is about as soon as

(G^'T 13 you could do it, maybe Thursday or Friday of that week, which

14 turns out to be something like the 3rd or 4th of December,

15 if anybody has got a calendar. We don't have one here.
|

16 MR. DAXTER: I was going to propose the 3rd, 4th |

17 or 5th of December, which is a Monday, Tuesday or Wednesday.

18 A week from Monday is November 26th. That would be when

'

19 Mr. Runkel would file.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Thanksgiving is ---

21 MR. BAXTER: It is a week from today.

'' ) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: And your proposal again was what?

23 That is Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, 3, 4, 57

24 MR. BAXTER: Yes. Any one of those days would
Ass Federal Meporters, Inc.

25 be fine with us.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sim 19-2 (Board conferring.)j

JUDGE KELLEY: That time framo is okay with us.
2

3
Any preferences within that frame or some other frame,

(~)
\_/ Mr. Barth?

4

MR. BARTil: That sounds acceptable to us, Your
5

Ilonor.g

MR. RUNKEL: Any one of those days for me.
7

JUDGE KELLEY: Morning or afternoon?
8

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: I would just as soon if you could

10 miss Tuesday on account of my teaching schedule, which makes

it it a little hard for me to got loose on that day, but Monday

12 or Wednesday would be all right.

/~ 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Monday or Wednesday.
N.,')

14 (Doard conferring.)

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Wednesday the 5th.

16 (Board conferring.) |
i

17 JUDGE KELLEY: What about at 10:30 on Wednosday

I

18 the 5th?

19 MR. DAXTER: That is fine with applicants.
I
t
'

20 MR. BARTil: That is fino with the staff. I would

21 like to request, Your lionor, that Mr. Bradley Jones, our

(~') 22 Regional Counsol in Atlanta, be included becauso this in

23 a mattor dear to his heart.

24 (Laughtor.)

wes.te n. con.e., Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Pine.

. _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - -
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:

| Sim 19-3 1 Mr. Runkel, do we need to notify anybody other

2 than the people present? I don't think so.
,

3 What prompted this was the contentions really,i

!
4 the proposed contentions and argument thoroon. By that time

5 wo may be able to do some business on the motion to dismiss.

6 If we have questions and if we fool wo understand that, we

7 might even rule on it. But that could come up there any

'

8 anything also we need to talk about at that time. But the

9 main focus, as wo understand it, will be on the proposed

10 contentions and the arguments on thoso.
,

11 MS. FLYNN: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Applicants i
:

l 12 do not have the transcript of that day.

i O 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I think the dato is

4 14 sufficient. Wo can take a look. I have that transcript

l'
! 15 back in the offico. The August 31st tolophonu conferenco?

16 MR. RUNKEL: Yes, that la what I had in my notes.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.
;

,

! 18 MR. RUNKEL: That was about when wo woro discussing

19 the subpoenas for the staff witnessos.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. The Board will look at it.

21 You can tako a look at it, Mr. Barth, and if |

O >> vou a ve #venian rurener veu ae te v, v'e we e a

23 arrango that. I don't know if it is necessary or not. !

I f

24 With that thon, can wo turn to the panol?
'

! A= reenes a.i enes,Inc.

25 MR. BAXTER: I am anxious to, but I want to put

_ -- _ _ _ -- -- _ - - - __ __
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1 the Board and the parties in attendance on notice that at

2 the end of the day I had planned to make an oral motion to

3 establish a schedule for the submission of proposed findings
,

( )
4 of fact and conclusions of law on both the joint intervonors''''

5 contentions on management and safety as well as Mr. Eddleman's.

6 I don't know whether Mr. Runkel intends to stay.

7 If not, we would be happy to make the motion now.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: We certainly intended to cover

9 that point before wo quit.

10 Mr. Runkol?

11 MR. RUNKEL: Whatever he proposes would probably

12 be all right. If it suits Mr. Eddleman, that would be fine

s

( ) 13 with me. I really need to go back.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. I think we would rather

15 not keep the witnessos too long, if we can got back to them.
!

16 So wo will do that, fine.

17 Mr. Eddleman can resumo his cross-examination

18 of this panol.

19 MR. DARTil Your lionor, I would like to request

20 that if Mr. Eddleman possibly can, that ho direct questions |

21 to Mr. Bomis which he wishes to address to Mr. Bomis regarding

() 22 the NRC's overall view of the inspection program and overall

23 management review of the contantion. Mr. Bomis is a member

24 of a SALP Daard which moots tomorrow and he is a voting member
Ae r.ww n.nort.... =.

25 and it is important that, if possible, he be in Atlanta for

u- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - _ - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ __
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~"
I that meeting.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: He has got a plane to catch?
,

3 MR. BARTH: Yes, he has got a plane to catch.

O '

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I intend to finish up today.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: I think he was asking you to move

6 to Mr. Bemis, if possible, and let him go. Is that doable?
1

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Does he have to go now?

8 MR. BARTH: No. If we can be done today, Mr.

9 Bemis will be happy and not have to go through a lot of

10 trouble.

II JUDGE KELLEY: We are assuming we are going to

i
12 be done today.

( 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.,

14 MR. BARTH: Thank you, Your Honor.

15 CROSS-EXAMINATION (Resumed)
'

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

17 Q Gentlemon, I would like to refer you to Eddleman

18 Exhibit 20, the Notebook Five excerpts.

19 A (Witness Bomis) Excuse me, wo don't have that.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: I kept supplying your counsel

21 oxtra copios and there have to be some around here. I have

O 22 eiven oue a11 of my extr #o .

l23 (Pause.)

24 MR. BARTH: You did not give us extra copios.
, As resseet mesmewee, Inc.

25 You gavo one to me.

_ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - - _ _ -
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MR. EDDLEMAN: That was an extra. You were;

served with this.
2

JUDGE KELLEY: Off the record.)
3

-

).

(Discussion off the record.)' ' '

4

JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.
5

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
6

Q Gentlemen, I would like to refer you to about the
7

fifth sheet from the back of this, starting at the be.ck and
8

9 coming in about five sheets, hanger No. CCH-111.

10 A (Witness Bemis) Is that five sheets counting

11 both sides or five individual sheets?

12 O Individual sheets. I 9m not counting faces.

('~) 13 Do you have it?

14 A (Witness Blake) Yes.

15 0 All right. Now do the procedures for filling

I
16 out these forms require that the welder symbols be noted

17 on them?

18 MR. BARTH: Objection, Your Honor. This is I

i
19 the same objection I made before to reading back and forth

20 documents originated and generated by the applicants. It

is unrelated to these witnesses' direct testimony and, in
21

,() 22 my view, is unrelated to the contention.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: How does the question relate to

24 the testimony of this panel?
Aw1WwW R@orte,e, lnc, ,

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Again, they testified that one
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Sim'19-7
of the~ things theyJrelied.on is review of document's. They--

j

say they. don't review them all, and'I want to show them one-

2

.
. 3

they may.not have' reviewed and ask them if there.aren't'some

Problems with it.4

WITNESS BLAKE: I would like to_ explain that when-5

we review the documents ---
~6

MR.'BARTH: There is an objection pending,
7

Mr. Blake. If you will please let the Chairman take charge-
8

f r the moment.9

10 JUDGE KELLEY: We have allowed this up to'a point.

11 I think lengthy, detailed questioning is unwarranted,-but

12 some is allowable. We will allow this.

13 Go ahead.{
14 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

15 0 To your knowledge, to the requirements for filling-

16 out these weld inspection reports require that the welder-

j7 symbols be noted on the report?

.18 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, I would object again

19 because the proffer by Mr. Eddleman back to you was he wants

20 to show these people documents to see if they have seen it.

21 Now you have' permitted that kind of a question on his proffer,.

22 but that doesn't go to whether weld-symbols are on or not.

23 I will concede to your ruling, Your Honor, that

24 he can certainly ask these people have you seen this' document,
,: Ase-Feestel Repormes, Inc.

25 are you familiar with it and do you see this and do you know
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Sim 19-8
it. That is as far as the ruling has been so far.

1

JUDGE KELLEY: And then the question is whether2

3 weld symbols have to be noted, correct?
( y, ,

K J MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.
4

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Now where is that going
5

to take us?6

MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, if you take a look at the
7

8 document, they are not on there for most of these welds.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: So what will that prove?

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: That there is something wrong with

11 this document.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: What?

/ 1 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: That it is not in compliance with
\ /

>

14 the requirements.\

15 MR. BAXTER: The document notes on the right-

16 hand side that that is a deficiency.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: You know, you can go through these

18 documents forever and find little problems with them. Down'

19 the road with this panel, what is this kind of questioning
,

e.

20 supposed to elicit:one way or the other?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think that there are

/' problems that'they have not become aware of in their) 22

23 inspections and that ---

24 JUDGE KELLEY- Are you going to show that their
Act Federst Fleporters, Inc.

25 lack of knowledge betrays deficient inspections? Is that

b
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Sim 19-9 1 the direction?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think that is part of it.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's try that. Okay, if you want
.

4 to try that, try that.- -

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. First, I have got to

6 establish what they know about the requirements on these

7 things like I was starting off to do.

JUDGE KELLEY: We are not going to start top to8

9 bottom. Pick on one that you think is possibly productive

10 and focus on that.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, that is exactly where I

12 started. That is exactly what I want to do.

13 JUDGE KELLEY: If you think you are going to get()
14 somwhere with that one, fine, go ahead. '

15 MR.' EDDLEMAN: Let me try.

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

17 Q Do the procedures for filling out these forms,

18 gentlemen, require that they give the welder ID for welds

,
19 examined?

20 A (Witness Blake) If I was reviewing this document

21 at this point in time, th'e first thing I would do would be

22 to get a copy of procedure CQC-19 that was in effect at the()
23 date whent.this inspection was done and compare _the results

24 of:this inspection with that addition to the procedure.
A=+eders n porten, inc.

25 Now if you want me to evaluate this based on what

_ _ _ _. . _ . _.-. _ . , . , , . _ _
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1 is here,_I look in the description of deficiency and see

2 that the lack of the welder ID is listed as a deficiency.

3 Q All right. And there are other deficiencies,_.

4 listed also on some taf these right?

3 A On some of these, but Innotice that piece 4 to

6 piece 3 is listed as a reject and the only deficiency noted

7 is no welder ID. That would lead me to assume that that is

8 cause for rejection.

9 A (Witness Bemis) Only an assumption would not

10 be made during an inspection. They would go to the procedure
,

II to' ensure that';.

12 Q They would check it. Now do any of you gentlemen

O '3 rece11 hevine eeen thie gereicu1er haneer regere defore2

I4 A (Witness Hallstrom) I-haven't.

IS A (Witness Blake) I don't remember it.

16 MR1 EDDLEMAN: All right.- I would move that this

17 be ---

''
18 JUDGE CARPENTER: Mr. Eddleman, if I may

19 interrupt. I am unavoidably _ curious. What did you find

20 wrong with this document? I mean I see deficiencies and I

i
21 see-the box labeled reject checked. I am missing your point.

22 MR. EDDLEMAN: There are no welder symbols on,

23 the first set of welds that were done, and the ones that
|

| ng
| 'are stated to be repaired ---'

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc,
~

I

25 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, isn't that why it was

!
L
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1 rejected?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: For some of them, yes, and the

3 repaired welds -- I mean, I was trying to take Judge Kelley
,

(/
4 seriously about not going through just line by line by line

5 of things that ---

6 JUDGE CARPENTER: No, I didn't ask you to do that.

7 I asked you-to tell me what the bottom line was and what

8 I was supposed to learn.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: That on these piece 4 to piece

10 3 and piece 4 to embed welds, and the piece 5 to piece 3,

II which are not listed as 1-S-1 that you have got rejects that

12 aren't fixed.

p
13d JUDGE CARPENTER: But doesn't it show on 6/25/82

Id that all welds were fixed?

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: It says all welds that are 1-S-1,

16 but 1-S-1 is not on all of these if you look at the ones

I7 above it.

18 JUDGE CARPENTER: I am still confused. Clearly;

L

I9 the weld symbols weren't recorded, the welder symbol'wasn't

20 recorded, and some of them were undersize. That is what the

21 document says. Therefore, they were rejected. If they had

r
(, 22 been accepted in the presence of those deficiencies, I would'

23 see a problem. But since they were rejected, I don't see

24 what the problem is.'

Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

MR. EDDLEMAN: The problem appears to be that
,

l-
|
1.
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-Sim 19-12 not all the rejects are fixed. That is about as far asj

2 I can go with it.

3 MR. BAXTER: That is the trouble about reading

(~)^%/ the documents without witnesses. 1-S-1 is the revised :
4

5 drawing, revision to the drawing. So all welds in that

6 reference is the revised drawing.

MR. BARTH: And we should have the time frame7

8
we are talking about, 6/25/82, years ago. This proves

9 nothing relevant to the contention ---

10 JUDGE CARPENTER: I understand, Mr. Barth, but

11 even at that time I don't see what the problem was.

12 Thank you.

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I am not sure I followed
f( )

14 Mr. Baxter's point. Would you just-walk me through that

15 a little more slowly.

-16 MR. BAXTER: 1-S-1 refers to the final revision

17 of the drawing for the hanger. So when the entry says all

18 welds 1-S-1, it means all welds were accepted on that final

19 revision of the hanger drawing.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: You mean a person looking at this

21 and looking at the welds numbered PC-5, and I am looking

-/''E 22 five lines down, PC-47. They are marked rejected and there
.V

23 is no 1-S-1 next to them, right?

24 MR. BAXTER: That is correct. He should have
,

' Aes-Federal Raporters, Inc.

25 put 1-S-1 there, but all welds 1-S-1 encompasses all of the

I

i - i
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19-13 I above.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: So you say that properly read this

3 weld data report reflects that all rejections were fixed?
b,m

4 MR. BAXTER: That is right.' -

5 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: My point is thati we don't necessarily

7 know that and it is one of the confusing things that was gorng

8 on in this program.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: What basis do we have now for not

10 knowing that? We just got an explanation. Do you doubt the

II explanation?

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, if counsel can testify I

13 guess ---

Id JUDGE KELLEY: Have you got something to indicate

15 -that what was just said is wrong?

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I can't prove it, Judge. I just

I7 looked at the document.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. On its face it is kind of

ambiguous and now we have an explanation.

20 Do these witnesses have any basis for questioning

21 the explanation and do you think it is right or wrong, or

pd 22 do you know?

23 WITNESS BLAKE: I have no basis.for questioning.
a

24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

. WITNESS HALLSTROM: No basis for questioning.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

.- - , - , . . , . . _ _ ~ . . - . - . . .- .. . . , . . _ - , , .
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BY MR. EDDLEMAN:.Sim 19-14 y.

2 Q Do you have any basis for knowing if it is

3 correct?
p)
t

4 A (Witness Hallstrom) Mr. Eddleman, if I had come's '

5 across this in an inspection, I would have followed it until

6 I was convinced that it was accurate. I would have gotten

7 an explanation of any point that I didn't understand or

wasn't clear on.8

If I didonot get an accurate explanation, it9

10 would probably have gone to a citation. Okay. But at that

11 point I would have been talking about a weld that I had'

12 looked at, or I would have gone back and looked at the welds,

and I would have looked at them for welder identifications(~~N 13d,

*

14 and I would have looked at the backup paper on this.

15 A (Witness Blake) Let me add that that goes along

16 with what I talked about of going back to find the' edition
,

17 of the procedure that was in effect at the time the inspection

18 was made. You go back and you find the edition of the

19 drawing that was in effect at the time that the inspection

20 was made. And if the applicant offered me that explanation

atithe; time of:myLinspection, my next statement would be-21

() 22 show me, and we would go and find the drawing and they would

23 show me that.

24 Now that is by the nature of how we conduct an
Ace-Fedstel Reporters, Inc.

25 inspection. We don't take a piece of paper on face value.

. -_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _. ._,_ _ _.. -_ . . - - _ _ . _ . _ . . _
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Sim 19-15 Q All right. Mr. Hallstrom, about how many Harris
)

P Pe: hangers have you actually inspected to the criteria youi
2

were just talkin about?
3

,,\

i_) A Oh, the last inspection covered half a. dozen or
4s

a dozen.
5

Q And have you previously inspected Harris hangers
6

,

other than those?
7

A My first inspection was an accompaniment in which
8

I looked at causually but did not go through the whole routine.
9

fiinspecting item by item.
10

Q All right. Mr. Maxwell, to your knowledge, was
11

a 50.55 (e) report issued on the problems found with the pipe
12

hangers in 1980 following your inspection that triggered off() 13

that reinspection?ja

A (Witness Maxwell) I have already stated that yes,
15

there was one.16

Q All right. Gentlemen, I would like to refer you
17

to the interrogatory answers from the staff: onermore time
18

39 at page 69. It-.is.the June.24th, 83, if your counsel'

Will Permit.20

( . Barth nodding affirmatively.)
21

Is that the pipe hanger reported by CP&L per; /"T 22V
10 CFR 50.55 (e) .23

MR. BAXTER: Could you tell us what page you are24
Ass-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 on, Mr. Eddleman?

I

,- , - . - ,m,. . - _ . ._ ,_,,--e_.- - - . . _ - - , - . , . . , . -,...-,, . -m. , - _ ~ . , . . . , . . - . _ - _ . , _ . , ,.
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* - j
"

MR. EDDLEMAN: 69.

2 MR. BAXTER: Thank you.

3 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
/~T
(_/ Q And those four reports don't list one for 1980,

'

4

5 do they?

A (Witness Blake) The question is "Is the NRC
6

staff aware of any defective pipe hangers at Harris at present,'
7

and then we listed the 50.55 (e) items which are open
8

9 currently. There was one open in 1980 that followed an

10 inspection by Mr. Maxwell on a violation that had been closed

11 out.

12 Q Gentlemen, is it required that submittals by

13 an applicant or constructor or a utility construction a()
14 nuclear power plant under 50.55 (e) , these interim reports

1. -

15 and final reports, are they required to be factually accurate,

16 to your knowledge?

17 MR. BARTH: I think, Your Honor, that that is

18 a matter of law. It is not a matter of fact for these people.
-

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I am not asking them as

20 lawyers but as NRC officials. Is that true that they have
4

21 to be factual in your practice?

22 MR. BARTH: I object to the question because it
~( )

23 calls for these people to come up with a conclusion of law

24 for which they are not qualified.
Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think they go by the rules

__ .__ -- . ,___-_ .. _. _ _ _ __ . _ . . . .._
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Sim 19-17 ~

1 and I think they should know what the rules are.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't we just cut through'this

3 one bravely and say aren't they supposed to be accurate.
23
# 4 WITNESS HALLSTROM: Yes, sir.-

5 WITNESS BLAKE: Yes, sir.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

7 MR. BARTH: No objection to the Board's question.

8 (Laughter.)

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you.
9

11 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

12 Q Let me ask you this. Would you gentlemen
'

1( ) 13 characterize the enhanced program with its attributes of going

i

14 back and weld mapping previously inspected hangers and

15 rechecking or redoing the FCRs or PWs on previously inspected

16 hangers? Would you characterize that for practical purposes

17 about a hundrea percent reinspection of the-Harris pipe
,

18 hangers?
L

i 19 A (Witness Blake) Would you rephrase the question?
|

| 20 You lost me part way through that.

{'
21 Q Let me take it a piece at a time.

1

. I ). 22 A Okay.

23 Q Are you gentlemen familiar with the enhanced

24 pipe hanger program of the Shearon Harris plant?
Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
. A (Witness Bemis) Yes.
l

- _ . __ . _ __- . . . _ _ - , , . . . . _ _ _ , , ,_ ._.....m. .__, . _ . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ , _ . _ _ _ . _ . . . . . _ _ . , , _ . . .
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Sim 19-18 1

A (Witness Blake) Yes.
2

.

e n d .S i m :.
3
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1 Q Mr. Maxwell, you don't have anything directly

1

2 to do with.that any more, is that right? |
J

3 A (Witness Maxwell) The answer is no.
73

7 8

'#' 4 Q All right. Now, to the knowledge of the three
|

5 of you who are more directly familiar with that, Mr.

6 Maxwell, if you know the answer to any of these things
!

7 please also add, did that enhanced program involve rein-

'
8 -spection of previously inspected hangers by weld mapping?

!

9 Does it?
2

10 A (Witness Bemis) I don't remember exactly if

Il the weld mapping -- they went back and weld mapped

12 everything that they had had before. I know it required

/~
13 reinspection.()
14 Q Of all of the previously approved hangers? ;

15 A That is my understanding, yes.

16 Q And does it also involve reworking or rechecking

17 every FCR or PW that was used to approve safety related

18 pipe hangers at the Harris Plant in the past?

19 A (Witness Blake) I don't understand what you
,

20 mean by the question.

21 Q Did you gentlemen hear the testimony of the

(} 22 CP&L witnesses concerning what they were doing with the

23 FCRs and PWs that had been used generically for more

24 than one hanger in the past?
Am-Federal Reporters Inc.

25 A Yes.

_, _._ . . _ _ -- _ _ _ . ._.. _ _ , _ _ . _ , .,
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1 A (Witness Hallstrom) I have no reason to doubt
~

~2 the varacity of that.

3 Q Well, did. they say -- well, do you know to.

.y

;''#- 4 .your knowledge if they are retrofitting that to previously.
t

l' 5 inspected hangers, as well as ones they are welding out
t

6 and inspecting;now?,

E
b 7 A (Witness Blake) That is my understanding,

I. - 8 yes.- They a're' reinspecting the current criteria.-

I 9 Q All right. Now, there was a hundred percent

| 10 reinspection following Mr. Maxwell's discovery in.1980,
i

{ 'll and then there were also extensive reinspections concerning
.

12 discoveries in '82 and '83 also, were there not?
p.

| f] 13 A That is correct.

I' 14 Q And let me refer you to Answer ll on page 10,
1:

15 if I might. It says CP&L applied variousicorrective;

i-
'

16 actions to' remedy each violation over the years, but the
.

'

17 root cause was never adequately. addressed.
J

18 What I would like to ask you is: What was,

19 the. root cause of 'these repeated problems with the' Harris
!

20 pipe hangers?<

:

., 21 (Pause)
:

(f 22 A (Witness Hallstrom) I was briefed on this*

h 23 as part of background history, and was not:directly
l

i
24i: involved, but an analysis of the inspection criteria

| Ase-ressed naporwes,Inc.

]
25 'being applied, I would say the majority of the root cause

i
4

-
'

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



-_

20-3-Wal 7322

; .had to do with what was alluded to yesterday, I believe,

and that is the differences between NF and D.l.1, as far
2

3 as inspection criteria goes.
.r

4 Q Mr. Hallstrom, that is your opinion based on

5 the briefing you got from the NRC Staff?

6 A No. From my understanding of the record reports,

7 et cetera, that I reviewed prior to my inspections, as

8 well as the review of the inspection criteria involved,

9 as well as background information presented when the

10 engineering justification for that criteria was presented

11 to me.

12 Q Mr. Hallstrom, who was it that briefed you about

f'T 13 this. I thought you started off saying you were briefed?
V

14 A I don't understand the basis of the question.

15 Q Well, I thought you said in the beginning that

16 -- the answer you were just giving, that you were briefed

17 about this.

18 A Well, if I were to clarify that, I went through

19 the record and went through the inspection reports and

20 also talked with inspectors and my section chief and others

21 who inspected the site over a long period of time, and then

() 22 I talked with cognizant CP&L personnel when I was on the

23 site.

24 A (Witness Blake) Let me add to that. As part
Am-redores neporw,e, inc.

25 of our testimony, there is inspection report 50-400/84-18,

\
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i which is conducted'by Inspector -- Mr. Klein' Charge, of

2 my staff, with accompanying person of Mr. Hallstrom.

3 Mr..Hallstrom at that time was involved because of his

4 background with AWS, ' American Welding Society, in review

5 of inspecting' criteria at the plant. He was accompanying

6 'Mr. Klein Charge on training inspection.

7 Since that time, with respect to the inspection

8 that Mr. Hallstrom conducted in the same general area,

9 that was introduced earlier in our testimony.

~

10 The briefing that he is talking about was in

11 conjunction with those inspections.

12 Q He was briefed during the inspections, is that

:( ) 13 right, Mr. Hallstrom?

14 A' (Witness Hallstrom) It is.

15 Q- Pardon me?

16 A Partly. The.: record review -was previous to the -

17 inspection. The discussion with licensee personnel,

18 et cetera. elative-to the problems was during the
i

f 19 inspection.

20 Q Well, Mr. Hallstrom, regards your explanation,

21 wasn' t AWS D.l.1 always the standard that was applicable
4

() 22 to inspection of the field welds on the Harris pipe .

23 hangers?'

24 A That is correct.
| ' Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.
I 25 0 All right. Jir. Maxwell, Mr. Bemis, what do
(
;

I

'

t
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,1 .you gentlemen, either of you or both, -- I guess I would

2 like you to answer individually -- let me ask Mr. Maxwell

3 first, while you were directly involved in inspecting
- ( s.

,

\- 4 ~ Harris construction up until you changed positions in

5 1982, what to your knowledge was the root cause of the

6 various violations regarding pipe' hangers in Harris?

7 A (Witness Maxwell) Concering welding in

8 particular, is that ---

9 Q Yes, sir.

10 A Well, in my opinion, probably the basic root

11 cause stemmed out from acceptance criteria being

12 identified in more than one document, and in my opinion,

' f~') 13 that is why the utility probably came out with this
v

14 procedure which I have forgotten the number of it.

15 Q Is it_the procedure attached to your -- to the

16 panels testimony?

17 A Yes.
,

|
'

18 Q All right.

l-
19 A And --

20 Q Excuse me, Mr. Maxwell. Have you finished your

21 answer?

() 22 A That is the basic root cause, in my opinion.:

23 There were some other things that added to it, but that

L 24 is the primary --
' Am-Faseres neporwes, anc.

I 25 0 All right. And this was first issued October 3rd,

i

k
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1
1983, and the copy that is here is dated July 11, 1984,

0 2 is that correct, gentlemen? Your Exhibit No. l?

3 A (Witness Bemis) That is correct.

/~)
4 Q Okay. They sure took a long time to deal with>

5 that problem, didn't.they Mr. Maxwell?

6 A (Witness Maxwell) It took a long time from

7 looking at this document to get it approved, yes.

8 Q Do you know how long it normally takes to approve

9 a revision of procedures for the Harris Plant welding

10 inspection?

11 A I have no idea.

12 Q Do any of the other panel members know?

13 A (Witness Hallstrom) That would have no bearing
(}

1.s on this. This is a very complex issue.

15 A (Witness Blake) Let me point out that I think

16 we are looking at the wrong date here. The Revision 5

17 that we have in evidence shows a date of April 19, 1984.

18 The July lith is the document control receipt stamp that

19 says that at some point in time it was received in Shearon

20 Harris.

21 This particular copy that we made, this copy

~'

(Gi 22 was received in Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant

I 23 Document Control Office.

24 Q Well, wouldn't a copy of the weld inspection
, Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 criteria being used at the Harris Plant have to be in the
-

t_
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1 Document Control Office at the Shearon Harris Plant.'

2 A Yes. What I am saying is the particular copy

3 we -- this copy we have came from -- was received on
p

4 July lith.-

5 The revision date of 4/19/84.

6 0 And the origination date is October 3, 1983,

7 for the first revision, right?

8 A That is correct.

9 0 Okay. Mr. Bemis, what is your opinion was the

10 root cause of these various problems that CP&L had with

11 the pipe hangers at the Harris Plant?

12 A (Witness Bemis) From my limited interface on

Ci 13 this topic, one of the lead. root cause appeared to be-

-%)
,

14 that inspection criteria was somewhat too broadly

15 interpreted. That in some cases the WSD 1.1. criteria

16 where inspectors may have seen this at other facilities,

17 they did not maybe fully understanding engineering

18 analysis that had already been done at the Harris

19 facility.

'

20 It is my understanding that one of the reasons

21 dbat this took so long was that I wanted to make sure

'( )J 22 that they had a much better definition for the inspectors

23 to use to go out and inspect by, and not be concerned with

24 whether or not they were going to have to interpret over
' Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 a broad range.

_ __. . _ _ , _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ .. - - - - _ . _ -. _ . _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ - - - _ . _ _ _ .
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,i Q Well,-now doesn't the proper implementation

of 10 C'FR 50, Appendix B, require diat. you have clear2

,.
3 criteria for identifying conditions adverse to quality?.

~

.

-

4 A As :I remember, yes.

5 0 And Appendix B has been~.in effect since before

6 the Shearon Harris Plant began construction, hasn't it?

7 A That is true.

8 A (Witness Hallstrom) Some of those questions'
,

9 are the source of violations written, that this was

10 evolved to' answer.

11 Q' Y,es, sir. Now, let me refer you gentlemen

12 to the rest of Answer 11 on page 11 of your testimony,

[() 13 up toward the top.

14 A (Witness-Bemis) That is'the area where I

15 made the change in the management capability testimony

16 I mentioned earlier . this afternoon, as far as clarification.

17 on.what I meant by the shut down of the weld inspection

18 Program.

19 Q. That is not issuing -final approvals between

20 July and Decmeber of '83.

21 A -Final approvals on hangers.

--() -22 Q On hangers. All right. .Now, what I want to ask

23 you is, if CP&L hadn't taken some action here, would NRC

24 have forced them to take some action?
Ase-Feeleral Repo,te,e, Inc.

25 A If _we continued to find violations, they would



7328
20-9-Wal*

i have had to address them, and we would have had to through

2 our responses to their corrective actions to the violations,

3 made decisions whether what they were doing was going to

l')
k/ fix the individual problems that were coming up, and try4

5 to address it on.every cause basis.

6 Q Well, now, NRC was finding problems with the

7 pipe hangers in Harris up through June of '83, weren't

8 they?

9 A That has already been testified to.

10 Q All right. Now, isn't an effective QA program

11 supposed to not just stumble over one problem, and fix

12 it; and stumble over another one and fix that, but also

13 to trend things out and take corrective action to make()
14 sure that the problems are stopped before they really-

15 get anywhere?

16 A Well, that is one of the ideas, yes. To have

17 the trending program.

18 Q Okay. Now, on Answer 12, this NRC construction

19 inspection program, is this the same program that is

20 normally used for inspecting nuclear power plants, or

21 is this a program that gives greater attention to-hanger

() 22 welding because of the problems that the Shearon Harris'

23 Plant has had in this regard. Answer 12, at the bottom

24 of page 11.
Ass-Feeleral Reporters, Inc.

25 A (Witness Blake) That is the normal construction
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1
inspection program.

2 Q All right. Well, in view of all these problems,

3 why isn't NRC devoting more inspection resources to the

-

4 . Harris Plant on pipe hangers?

5 'A (Witness Bemis) Because of the fact that they

had taken the initiative themselves to essentially shut
6

down this final acceptance on hangers, and they spent
7

the time to try and have a comprehensive corrective
8

9 action.

10 We took the stand it wouldn't do any good to

11 go in and inspect during a time period until such time

12 that they had a chance to implement their new program,

'(] 13 and then go in and evaluate that.

14 We already knew the old program apparently

15 wasn't working.

16 Q You knew that more than apparently in a number

17 of cases, didn't you?

18 A We knew it every time we wrote a violation.

19 Q All right. Now, on page 12 down at the bottom,

20 it says that the greatest work activity on site is

21 occurring in this area. Does that mean pipe hangers?

[] 22 A In the pipe hanger area at the time this

23 was written, yes.

24 Q All right. Now, when you talk about points
Ase-Fede,si nepo,w, anc.

25 inspected in your Answer 13, does that mean the same



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

20-11-Wol' 7330

i
!

1 thing as attributes that the Applicants were talking about?

2 A Can you direct me to a spot there?
,

.3 0 Yes, sir. Fourth line of Answer 13, on page 13.
.

4 Of the points inspected?

5 A Yes, that is talking about the inspection points

t

6 on the welds, yeah,

7 Q All right. Now, by unacceptable , that means

8 rejectables; same thing?
,

9 A They were rejected, yes.

10 Q All right. Now, when you talk about CP&L

11 deciding in most cases to rework a weld rather than wait

12 for an engineering evaluation, what are the exceptions
4

() 13 to that?;

; 14 A I am sorry. Would you say rJuat again, please?

15 Q When you talk later on in that answer about

16 -- it says many-welds that are found are unacceptable,

17 could possibly be accepted after engine.ering evaluation.

18 That engineering evaluation would be like an

19 FCR or a PW?

20 A Yes.
,

21 Q And it says, but CP&L decides in most cases

() 22 to rework the weld. rather than wait for an engineering

23 evaluation.

24 A The bulk is of a cost effectiveness. It is
I wedere n.po,w, , Inc.

; 25 easier in most cases to go ahead and rework the weld than

'

. _ . - - _ - _ _ . _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1
it is to either wait and spend the time and money for

2 an engineering evaluation.

3 0 okay. So are~the exceptions one where it is
g

4 cheaper to do the evaluation than fix it?- -

5 A (Witness Hallstrom) Exceptions are those places

6 probably where it is more dangerous to rework than to leave

7 it as is.

8 A (Witness Blake) These are typically economic

9 considerations which we don't get into.

10 A (Witness Bemis) An example might be a place

11 that -- since the structure is already up, it would be

12 almost impossible to get to it, say, to rework the weld.

() 13 So you do the evaluation in that respect, to

14 make sure that there wasn't a problem.

15 Now, if an evaluation came up that it was going

16 to create a safety problem, then no matter how hard it

17 was to get to it, they would have to correct it.

18 Q All right. Now, in your Answer 19 on page 15,

19 you say the identification of concerns about visual

20 inspection program or procedure do indicate the need for

21 careful application of adequate criteria to the welds

() 22 involved.

23 A Just a minute.

24 Q Down at the bottom of page 15, Answer 19.
A s-Feen s ne ,= w ,.,Inc.

25 A That was George Hallstrom's input.
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1 Q Okay. Well, these are identified by whose is

2 whose, but anyone who did it please answer.

3 My question about this need for careful

O 4 -application of adequate criteria to welds involved, isn't

5 that need always part of an adequate QA program under

6 10 CFR 60, Appendix B7

7 A (Witness IIallstrom) Yes.

8 Q All right. Now, concerning Answer 20, on page

9 16, 2165-A-003 is limited in response to you all's concerns,

10 NRC concerns, only to fillet and partial penetration welds,

11 and my question is: Does that mean that they have to have

12 different criteria for inspecting full penetration welds

() 13 on pipe hangers at Shearon Harris?

14 A I believe you heard testimony yesterday they

15 do MP on full penetration welds,

16

End 20. 17

SusT fois.
18

19

20

21

(]) 22

23

24
Asefesores nosens,., Inc.

25
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#21-1-Suet 1 Q What's MP?

2 A (Witness Hallstrom) Magnetic particle.

3 Q All right. Now, in the past was magnetic particle --

' ~ ' ' 4 before the enhanced program, was magnetic particle examina-

5 tion required on full penetration welds on pipe hangers at
,

6 the Harris Plant, to you gentlemen's knowledge?

7 A (Witness Blake) I believe the Applicants testified

8 yesterday that that was -- that is part of their design speci-

9 fication for hangers, that full penetration welds receive

10 magnetic particle examination.

11 Q Mr. Maxwell, are you aware of any instances where

12 these full penetration welds were accepted at the Harris Plant

) 13 on pipe hangers with only visual examination?

14 A (Witness Maxwell) I personally am not aware of

15 any. However, when CP&L did their follow-up they may have

16 identified some in 1980. I personally am not aware of that. I

17 Q All right. Now, I would like to go through these
i

18 weld inspection criteria in your Exhibit 1 with you a little

19 bit, if I might.

20 A (Witness Bemis) These are not ours. This is CP&L's;
I

21 procedure.

( ) 22 Q All right. But this is the one you say addresses

23 the root that caused the problem, right?

24 A (Witness Hallstrom) No, sir, I did not.
Ace-Federal Rerorters, Inc.

25 0 What did you say? I want to get this right.

. - - _ _ - .
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|: #21-2-Suet 1 A- This revision is what my concerns were based on
~

| 2 in the report. The revision of this document was the one
r

3 that effectively takes care of those concerns.o
-Q 4 Q Well, where is that revision? Is it attached to

|

| 5 this testimony?

6 A No, sir, it is not. But the telephone call
,

|

7 established what corrections were going to be made in this
i

8 revision.

9 Q So you received a telephone call and it said we

10 are going to make certain changes in this revision, in terms

II of revisions to this set of criteria?
,

,

I2 A Yes, sir.
|

() 13 Q And that's the basis for your opinion that you

I4 'gave in this testimony?

15 A Yes, it is.

I6 Q Now, what are those changes, sir? Is it --

17 A We summarized them in the testimony. Primarily,

18 there was two major areas of concern from a D.l.1 standpoint.

19 If you apply the deviations from D.l.1 criteria across the

20 board, one of those concerns had to do with stress levels of

21 the welds themselves. The other had to do with crack initia-

() 22 tion of the welds, possible crack initiations.

23 And those are the primary reasons that D.l.1

24 acceptance criteria is as rigid and as conservative as it
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
is. Now, one of the major areas of concern was removed when

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



7335

#21-3-Suet 1 they ag' reed to limit this acceptance criteria to fillet and

2 partial penetration groove welds, because that is -- built in

3 stress rods are more effective than the differences in allowable

Ch 4 discontinuities they propose.

5 The other was removed relative to engineering

6 judgment and response from the design people relative to

7 the AISC yield allowables on base metal'versus the expected

8 yield on the weld metals involved and the amount of safety

9 you had between those two, and so that any kind of deficiency

10 that essentially meant you had really a smaller size weld,

11 a smaller cross-sectional area, if that's what the deficiency

12 amounted to, was justifiable.

.() 13 That was an engineering analysis that CP&L pro-

14 vided. based on zthe logic of those two -major issues. The

15 other items that we pointed out in this procedure had to 'do

16 more with editorial areas, you know, just closing up the

I7 words,

i

18 Q Making them clearer?

19 A Yeah, picking up loose ends.

20 Q Uh-huh. About weld stress that we are talking

;

21 about here, stress induced in the weld.when you put it in,'

(} 22 is that what we are talking about?

23 A (Witness Blake) ANSD.l.1 has some criteria on
,

24 visual inspection that is dependent upon the direction of
Ass-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 the stress that --

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _



7336s

,

-

If21-4-Suet;11 Q You mean along the weld or across it?

2 'A That's correct.

13 Q Okay.

O '4 A. There was some analysis done that resolved that.~.

5 Q Now, a weld in holding:two pieces of metal to-

6 - gether, say, its job. there is basically to resist stress,

7 right? Try.to pull the'two pieces of matal apart or push

8 one past each other, the weld holds them in place.

9 Is that reasonabley correct?

10 A (Witness Hallstrom is nodding in the affirmative.)-

'll 'O Okay. .Now --

12 MR. BARTH: Gentlemen, could we.have an answer

(} 13 for the ~ record, because the Reporter can't take down head

14 nods.

15 WITNESS HALLSTROM: Well, we will agree,with that..

16 MR.- EDDLEMAN: Okay..

-17 (Laughter .-)

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Good.

19 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: ~ (Continuing)-

20 Q Now, if the weld!itself is. undersized the' area

21 through which a stress on the weld itself is transmitted is

'(); '

22 reduced, right?

23 A (Witness Blake) That's correct.

-

(Witness I!allstrom) Yes.
: Aar-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Although the weld itself may be of a higher0
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#21-5-Suet 1 tensile strength metal, the base metal'' strength is not

2 increased where the weld is connected to it, is it?

3 A The design is based on the yield of the base
,,)
''~ 4 metal.

5 Q All right. And is the reanalysis you are talking

6 about also based on the yield strength of the base metal?

7 A I'n informed that the AISE design levels we are
i

'

8 talking about had to do with allowable based on the yield of

9 the base metals in',olved. The weld sizes nominally put down
i

10 as minimums on the drawings have a factor of sr.tety based on

11 the difference between the yield of the weld metals involved

12 and the yield of the base metals involved.

( ') 13 I mean, it doesn't matter whether the weld holds

14 if the base metal is going to split apart.

15 Q Tnat's true. Did you complete your answer?
|

16 A Yes, I did. !

I7 Q Okay. Now, all the conditions that -- well, let

18
i me talk to you about oversize. Oversize reduces the flexibili y

i

I9 of a joint, does it not?

20 A (Witness Blake) That's correct.
n ,

21 Q And if you have extra welds, that also would tend |
,

s ,

( ) '( 22 to reduce flexibility, wouldn't it?
'

23 A That's correct.

24
Q All right. Now, that' c... 33pect. And there is

i
| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 another aspect of conditions that can weaken the strength of

,

-
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; #21-6-Suet 1 the weld, and that would include things like undersize,

2 porosity, profile that is not to specification, craters,

3 undercut, cracks and the like, would it not?,)(
'~ 4 A That's correct.

5 0 And lack of fusion certainly reduces the strength

6 of the weld because it's a lack of connection, isn't that

7 not true? ;

8 A That's correct.,

9 Q Okay. Now these criteria though provide that
.

10 defects in combination which would be acceptable if they

II occurred singly -- pardon me. Let me ask that again.

12 Defects which occurred singly and would be, let's

f~) 13 just barely acceptable would still be acceptable undersay,
s-

14 these criteria even if they occurred in combination, correct?

15 A That's correct.

16 Q All right. But the combination of the defects

f 17 would tend to further reduce the strength of the weld beyond

18 what one would if those were all defects that tended to re-
i
'

19 duce strength, wouldn't they?
i

20 A (Witness Hallstrom) That was one of our criticisms

21 daat was addressed in the revision.
i

t. ( 22 Q Okay. But the revision is not here, right?

|

| 23 A I don't --

MR. BARTH: I think you can ask the witnesses do
| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 they have it. Whether it's here, I don' t know whether it's

!

I-
;

' -
_ , ,
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J#21-7-Suet'1 .in this room or not.

2 The form of the' question is bad, Your-Honor. I

3 object..
. (3 .

4 WITNESS BEMIS: The revision is-not part of our
~

-5 testimony.-

6 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:- (Continuing)

7 Q All right. I'm. coming up on my practical time

8 limit.

9 Let me ask you, Mr. Maxwell, when you were in-

10 vestigating the inpsection> problems towards the end of 1981,

Il signing for welds not actually inspected by the signer and

12 so on, when you started to investigate that, was CP&L already

(} 13 aware that this problem existed, to your knowledge?
~

14 A (Witness Maxwell) For me to say absolutely that

15 they were not aware of it, I'm not abcolutely certain they

16 were not. But to my knowledge, they were not aware of it.

17 Q Okay.

18 A Not the official, the appropriate personnel.

19 Q. Were the supervisors of the inspectors involved

20 aware of it, to your knowledge?.

21 A I would prefer not to answer that question to

(-s,) 22 retain the identity of .those providing information to me at

23 the time _ o~fi that investigation.

24 Q Okay. I sympathize with that concern, Mr. Maxwell.
Ass-Feded Reporters, Inc.

25 Let- me try to ask you something else about this. The -- have
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#21-8 suet 1 :there been other problems 'with the welding on hangers at

2 Harris that were reported to you leading to investigations

3 that as far as you know CP&L management at the upper levels

4 was not aware of at the time you began the investigation?

5 MR. BARTH: I don' t understand the question, Your

6 Honor. I. object as to its form. It's a long convoluted,

7 concave piece of rhetoric.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't you -- could you restate

9 it slowly?

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'will try.

11 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

12 Q Mr. Maxwell, were there any other problems with

() 13 pipe hangers at the Harris Plant that someone may have, or

14 .someone did, indicate to you in some way, whether by direct

15 contact or otherwise, just get the information to you that

16 there might be a problem there for you to investigate, that

17 you know of that you made investigations of?

18 A (Witness Bemis) I'm going to let George' answer

19 here in just a second. I just want to clear up one term you

20 keep using. You keep saying " investigate." George-and the

-21 residents are inspectors.
.

.

( 22 Q Okay.
%

23 A We have an Office of Investigations.

24 Q Right. Okay. I didn't mean as a formal investigator,
Am-Feder3 Reporters, Inc.

25 but I mean as an inspector you would look into these problems,
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.;6_21-)9-SusT I 'Mr. Maxwell,.that's what I meant.

2 Do you recall the question?

3 A (Witness flaxwell) Could you restate it?
;*

.
-

~

- 4 'O All.right. .Beyond this, you know,. improper

'5 welding inspection problem that we just talked about a few

6 . minutes;ago, were there other problems with hanger -- with the

7 pipe ' hangers at Harris that, you know,-you were made aware

8 of by people working on the site or sources, you know, that

9 you investigated?

10 f1R . BAXTER: Just a clarification. Is the' question

II limited to welding? If not, I object to it. You just said
4

12 pipe hanger problems, Mr.-Eddleman.

( -13 MR. EDDLEMAN: It's late in the day, and I'm not.

I4 being able to ask a simple question.

15 I think if Mr. Maxwell's answer is no, we are done.

16 If his' answer is yes, then we can ask-him which ones related

17 to welding.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: The question is too broad. We are

19 talking welding.

20 !!R . EDDLEMAN: All right.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: I sustain the objection. If you want-

; 22 --to make it a welding question, go ahead.
,

,

.23 liR . EDDLEMAN: All right. Let ne make it a welding

24 question.
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc. )

.25 BY FIR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

, . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - _ - _ - _ _ _ - - - _ - . . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ . . __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .
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uf21-10-Suet. I 'O Mr. Maxwell, do you follow that?

2 'A .(Witness Maxwell) Yes.

3 Q The answer is yes?
O
\_/ 4 A Yes.

.

5 0 okay. About.how many?

6 A I don' t recall.

7 0 More than one?

8 -A LProbably. As a matter of routine inspection, I

9 frequently talk to various people on the site, if you want.

10 to identify that as an allegation. That's not always

II -identified, in my opinion, as an allegation.

.12 When you are conducting a routine inspection, you

|
13 acquire information from various places. If you are conduct-

14 ing an inspection and I should come across someone who made- <

15 a statement that they identify the utility being in non-

16 compliance with the requirement,.wherever I got that informa-

'

17 tion'is not necessarily public information.

| -18 Q I understand that, Mr. Maxwell. Now, of those
I

l9 problems that you identified by whatever these means you are

20 talking about and began to inspect on, were those known to
,

21 upper level CP&L management for the Harris site, to your;
n

d) 22 knowledge, at the time you began to inspect them?
'

23j A (Pause.)
(.-
; 24 I really can't answer that question.

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 All right. Let'me ask you this. Did anyone giving
;

|

:
l,
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Is00 -EVENING 1 you information about any of those other problems, or about
. SESSION-

2 the improper weld inspection problem from 1981 that we've
'#21-ll-Suet

3 talked about, express unwillingness to provide the informa-
,_

'h
# 4 tion to CP&L for fear of retaliation if their identity became

5 known?

6 MR. BAXTER: Objection, Mr. Chairman. There has

7 been no foundation laid. We.are asking abstract.hypotheticals

8 again. The harassment, intimidation allegation is part of

9 the proposed pending contentions before the Board.

10 There has been no foundation laid here.to explore

Il this subject. We are dealing with discovery essentially at

12 the twelveth hour of the litigation of this contention.

j( ) 13 MR. EDDLEMAN: It goes to the degree of informa-

14 tion that is available to him and to the information that is

.15 available to CP&L's pipe hanger's program.

16 MR. BAXTER: The Staff's testimony doesn't indicate

17 that they rely on getting information from anonymous sources in

; 18 order to verify the success of the new pipe hanger inspection

19 program.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Maxwell doesn't have any pre-

21 filed. I'm not limited to the Staff's prefiled in what I

( y-
r

22y ask him, I don't think.

23 MR. BARTH: He is limited to the relevance to the

24 contention, Your Honor.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think this in as relevant as you

.
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. EVENING SESS.
#21-12-Suet 1 can get. If people are reluctant to provide that information

2 for fear of intimidation, then that's a problem with the

3 quality assurance for the pipe hanger welding.

t) 4 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We've heard enough. Just a

5 moment.

6 (The Board members are conferring.)

7 JUDGE KELLEY: We will sustain the objection to

8 that question.
,

9 This contention, as experience has shown, is too

10 broad. And that's partly the Board's fault. It simply says

II there are things wrong with welding in the pipe hangers at

12 Shearon Harris. It doesn't say why, and it gives Mr.

13 Eddleman, if he is not objected to on the margins of it any-

14 way, carte blanche to wander all over the place.

15 There is not a shred of evidence in this case

16 today about harassment. It hasn't been a topic. That's not

17 what this is about. ' 1at's not what anybody's testimony is

18 about.

19 And now at 6:05 on the last day, we want to get

20 into harassment, or at least that's proposed, and the Board

21 thinks that that is something not reasonable and not within

22 the scope of this contention, ill-defined as it has been.

23 And I will just say again, Mr. Eddleman, you

24 never responded to discovery in this toward the end to say
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 what you were concerned about.

a_-______-___ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - - - - ___ - _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - . - __. __ ._ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - .
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EVENING SESS. 1 MR. EDDLEMAN: I have said that I was concerned
#21-13-Suet

2 with it.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: You walk in here to try a case on
_.

' )
~> 4 anything you could think of based on hugh stacks of paper,

5 never noting to the Board or the parties what. you were in-

6 terested in. And we have had a lot of difficulty finding out

7 what you are interested in in the last three days.

8 And one thing we are sure not going to start to-

9 night ic a fishing expedition on harassment.

10 The objection is sustained.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, let me just note for the

12 record that when you asked me to state my concerns I did

[~) 13 bring them in the next day. And one of them was harassment.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we did have a brief descrip-

15 tion that morning, and it was in response to the Board's

16 request. And we appreciated that.

17 But it certainly doesn't do service for discovery
!

18 to the parties which would have told them and allowed them to

19 prepare for this case much more than they werc able to under

20 the circumstances.
l.
I21 MR. EDDLEMAN: If I had been abic to work up those

( 22 answers in advance of their time for prefiling testimony I

23 would have done so. I've answered accurately as to what

24 I've been able to do.
Aa-Feder) Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's move on.

--___ -- - - - ]
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EVENING SESS.
:#21-14-SOeT I MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.-

2 JUDGE KELLEY: The record will show what was done

-. 3 here.
f3
\ )

4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)-''

5 0 14r. Maxwell, why can't you tell us, you know, who

6 told you about the problem with the improper inspections at

7 the end of 1981?

8 MR. BARTH: Objection, Your Honor. The very heart

9 of the whole NRC inspection program must let these people talk

10 to people without dragging everybody's name through the mud.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: I just want to know why.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I understood Mr. Maxwell got

.( ) 13 this inforr.ation from a confidential. source; is that correct?

14 WITNESS MAXWELL: Yes. One or more sources.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: But they are confidential; is that

16 correct?

17 WITNESS MAXPELL: They will remain confidential.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Under the URC's policy?

19 WITNESS MAXWELL: I have never revealed the names

20 to anyone.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: No, I was just pointing-out, if we

(n 22 want to spell out in the record a little more clearly what)
23 this is all about, the NRC's policy on this, and Mr. Maxwell

24 is following it. I think that is enough of an explanation,
. Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Mr. Eddleman.
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EVENING SESS.1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, let me just observe that I
#21-15-Suet

|
2 think that that policy exists because of fear of| harassment

3 and retaliation.
(^T,

\I 4 But I will move on.

5 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)|

6 Q Does the NRC have any established standards to

7 judge the propriety of field change requests for permanent

| 8 waivers or RCIs applicable to the IIarris pipe hanger welding?

9 A (Witness Blake) Would you define what you mean
!

10 by standards?

11 Q Criteria spelled out that the analysis must

12 demonstrate certain things in certain ways or be done to such

(} 13 and such a procedure, or things like that?

I4 A The only thing we require is that the design

15 changes -- and this is spelled out in 10 CFR, Appendix B,

16
.

design changes shall meet the same level of review that the
!

17 original design had.

18 Q And what is that level required to be?

19 A In that case, you have to go back to the original
|

-20 design that you are attempting to change and review that

|
21 particular design to see what levels of review that it saw

() 22 and then the design changes should show the same parties

; 23 involved.

| Am-Federes neporwri, Inc. Q Well, I'm not just talking about who looks at it
|

25 - but what standards they have to apply. Does Nnc have any
;

._ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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EVENING SESS.1 criteria for that?
#21-16-Suet

2 MR. BARTH: Objection, Your Honor. He is arguing

3 with the witness, and I move to strike the question.
,.

(
''' 4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'm not arguing with him. I'm

5 just asking him a question.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. The pending question

7 is about criteria for field change requests. We will allow

8 the question.

9 I would like to inquire how many more you have,

10 Mr. Eddleman?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: A handful, Judge.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: How big is a handful?

/m
i 13 (Mr. Eddleman demonstrates with his hands.)

v

14 JUDGE KELLEY: We skipped the break that would

15 have occurred about half an hour ago because I thought you

16 were about done.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: We are about done.
!

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Fine.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'm about done.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: I'm only talking about you at the

21 moment. Go ahead.

'
1 22 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: (Continuing)

23 0 Do you recall the question?

24 A (Witness Blake) The basis for design is in the
Ace-FederJ Reporters, Inc.

25 SAR and commitments. Whatever commitments they have for the
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I

EVENING SESS.) particular design. If they commit to a particular standard
#21-17-Suet

2 then that's .what we inspect to.

3 0 okay. Mr. Maxwell, does NRC have formal standards
f)
'Nd 4 for the adequacy of inspection procedures for inspecting

5 Class I.E or safety-grade items like pipe hangers, in

6 Particular as to the clarity of those procedures, to your

7 knowledge?

8 A (Witness Maxwell) Are you referring to something j
I

9 other than our inspection program identified in 5009.C? !

10 0 Well, let me ask you, are there any beyond that,

11 to your knowledge?

12 A Well, there -- you know, different utilities would

_ f') 13 have different requirements that you would use as a guide
v

14 ~in establishing what should be in a procedure.

15 Whatever those commitments may be for that parti-

16 cular activity that you are looking at, that's what you

17 would use as a basic standard.

18 0 So, you are sa; ring beyond the inspection criteria

19 in the 5009.C --

20 A Which also tells you to go get the utility's

21 commitment.

$ #21 22

- MTry f1ws j
23

i

24 1

Ase Fasww n. con.e., Inc.

25

I

t
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-

Sim 22-1' Q All right. It does depend on whatever the commit-
'l

m nts the utility itself made?
2

A (Witness Maxwell) Basically yes.
3

(m() . Q All right. And is it not basic to quality
4

aSSuran Programs, gentlemen, that the licensee keep those
5

commitments?

A '(Witness Maxwell) Yes.
7

MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you. *

8

I have no further questions.
9

JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't we take a short break
10

now. We are going to come back for qu,estions from the
11

applicants -- well, the usual routine.
12

Now following tlat, we will have some discussion
Il 13
U

with counsel and Mr. Eddleman about closing the record and
j4

setting a date for filing of findings.
15

Let me ask, Mr. Eddleman, Mr. Barth and Mr. Baxter,g

and others concerned, as there been any informal discussion
j7

as to what those dates might be?
18

MR. BARTH: Yes, Your Honor.
j9

MR. BAXTER: I haven'.t. talked to Mr. Eddleman
20

21
yet.

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, the more you can do -- if| 22

~23
y u can stipulate to some dates, that would just make it

! 24 quicker and easier. Could you at least check with each

Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.
other on the break about that?25
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Sia 22-2 1 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

3 (Recess.),

f

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

5 Mr. Baxter.

6 MR. BAXTER: I have given the witnesses a copy

INDEX 7 of Eddleman 25 which is the Shearon Harris procedure

8 QCI-19.3, seismic pipe hanger inspection documentation system.

9 I would like to call their attention to Section

10 5.1 of that document under the heading " Instructions For

II Making Entries on Forms.

12 Mr. Blake, I would like you to take just a moment

n
) 13 to read that paragraph, if you would.

INDEXXXXXX 14 CROSS-EXAMINATION

15 BY MR. BAXTER:

16 Q Mr. Eddleman was pointing you earlier to seismic

17 weld data reports in which on a given line the entry for

18 accept and reject were both checked, but there was one initial

39 and one date. |

20 Does this paragraph explain how that occurs?

21 A (Witness Blake) Yes, sir, it does.

) 22 Q And does it provide that the inspector does not
,

23 initial and date when he rejects, but only initial and dates

24 when he accepts?
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Well it provides that he not initial and date

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sim 22-3 in the same block on accept and reject. 'When he initialsi

and dates is the reason for the reject I believe. He would
2

3 not' initial and date, correct. Your statement is correct.

4 Q So that when it is on the same line, reject and

5 accept, it doesn't mean that it happened at the same time,

6 that it was rejected and later accepted?

7 A That is correct.

MR. BAXTER: Thank yeu.8

That is all I have on cross-examination,
9

'10 Mr. Chairman.

11 Earlier today one of the subpoenaed witness,

1

12 Mr. Douglass testified in response to Mr. Eddleman'about
t

/~h 13 non-destructive testing of full-penetration welds and these
O

14 staff witnesses have repeated that testimony.

15 I have been advised that Mr. Douglas' recollection

16 was in error. I have discussed with the other parties making
4

17 a correction at this time by recalling Mr. Timberlake shortly.'

18 I would do it now so that if it inspires Mr. Eddleman to

19 ask any other questions of the staff's panel that could be

20 done.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Any objection to'him doing it

() 22 right now?

23 MR. BARTH: The staff has no objection.

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: No objection.
'

Am-Federse Reporises, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY Let's do it now.

i

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Sim 22-4 I Whereupon,

2 DAVID R. TIMBERLAKE

3' .was recalled as a witness on behalf of the applicants and,

4 having'been previously duly sworn by Judge Kelley, was

5 further examined and testified as follows:

6 DIRECT EXAMINATION:XXXXXXXXXXX

7 BY MR. BAXTER:INDEX

8 Q Mr. Timberlake, I believe you heard the testimony

9 earlier today of Mr. Douglas about non-destructive testing

10 of fall-penetration welds. Would you clarify what is

II actually done at Shearon Harris?

12 A Yes. The requirements come out of a site specifi-

13
x

cation which is approved by the on-site engineering organizat ,

I4 tion, site spec 034.

15 The hangers that require non-destructive

16 examination are as follows. A full penetration butt weld

I7 on a seismic hanger that supports a Class One, ASME Code

Class One pipe would receive a hundred radiographic examina- |
18

!
19

tion. An MT would be required on partial penetration welds j

i

and fillet welds that have a throat, affected throat of an !20

I
21 greater than an inch on those same hangers, that is seismic |
22 one hangers that are supporting ASME Code Class One pipe.

23 The only other requirement for MT would be when
24

#
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 one hangers are suporting class one, two and three pipe.
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Sim 22-5 Then the shielded metal are process, open buttj

2 technique is used, an MT on the root would be required. That

3 is magnetic particle examination.

4 MR. BAXTER: Thank you.

5 I have'nothing further.

6 (Witness Timberlake excused.)

y JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I have a couple of

8 questions.

9 BOARD EXAMINATION.

NDEXXXXX 10 BY JUDGE KELLEY:

11 Q We were discussing earlier in the context of

12 an objection, and you may recall when you were being asked
, ,

{7L) 13 the question about various of the weld data reports and I'

t.J
14 made some comments to the effect that I didn't think it

15 was too useful to ask you detailed questions.about those forms..

16 I guess I still have that feeling, but I didn't

17 articulate at the time a reason I think might apply, but

18 I may be wrong.

19 Let me ask you this. These forms like the weld

20 data reports for Shearon Barris, and Mr. Maxwell of course

21 is resident inspector there and he is not necessarily any

']{ ) 22 more, but a resident inspector that was at a particular site.

i.

23 I would think would be intimately familiar with these QA -

24 forms.
mesesres noperon, Inc.

25 But if you are working out of Atlanta, how many
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Sim 22-6
) utilities do you inspect?

2 A (Witness Blake) Nine or ten utilities and

3 roughly twenty.different sites.

4 Q Among these various utilities is my impression

5 correct that their forms vary?

6 A Yes, sir. *
s

7 Q And their ways of filling out forms vary even

8 more?

*

9 A Yes, sir.

10 Q So that if you walk in cold one day from Atlanta

11 and you are going to sit down and do a records review, I

12 would assume that you could look over some of these forms

and you would know in gener$1 what they were about, but'

/~' 13

4 .

14 wouldn't you have to go to the people to find out about the

15 details?

t

16 A That is correct, sir, and that is why I spoke |
!

17 in my of my answers that the first thing I would do would

18 be to go to the procedure involved to find out what the

19 requirements were.

20 Q But then you may have to ask the people who they

21 interpret the requirement; is that right?

*

G7 22 A That is correct.
%. ,)

-

Normally'Icunderstand you havd to apply Appendix23 Q

24 B and NRC reg guides and the like, but you can't just walk
m n o on m .ine.

25 in and start doing that by reading a form, I would think.

l
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i A That is correct.Sim 22-7

Q Is that a fair statement?
2

A Yes, sir.
3

Q The last paragraph, and it is Mr. Bemis who is
4

giving the answer on page 17, and really the last two sentences5

are what'I wanted to ask you about, and this is similar to
6

a question that I raised yesterday with the applicants' people,
7

where you say there that -- I will violate the Board's rule
8

9 and read myself. *

10 "If their present program continues to identify

11 and correct even minor deficiencies, you will fully support

12 the program."

D 13
Does that mean.that as of now today you are not

(R J
*

ja prepared to fully support the program because you don't,have

15 enough results yet? Why it is qualified tha,t way, Mr. Bemis?
|

16 A (Witness Bemis) Probablybecauseweputqualifiers|

17 on almost everything.

18 Q Excuse me? What did you say?

19 (Laughter.)

20 A Material false statement is a big deal right now.

21 So we probably put qualifiers on everything.

(u[^) 22 Q Okay.

Wedofeelthattheirpresenthrogramiscorrecting
23 A

24 the problems. What I mean by that, by this statement and
m noe,w,i, inc.

25 the qualifier is that that does not preclude our continued
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Sim 22-8
1 inspection in the area, and as the work effort goes up, our

2 inspection effort goes up, and if we find problems, we have

3 no problem with makihg them redo the program again.
r
(f~] 4 Q But I am not to read this to mean that the staff

V
5 at this point has serious doubts about the program and

6 its efficacy; is that correct?

7 A At the present time the staff has no doubts.

8 Q Right, and this Board for its part, as you know,

9 is supposed to make a finding to the effect that reasonable

10 assurance exists that this part of the facility will perform

11 its intended function and so forth.

12 Do you think based on the information that you
,

,

.

13
~

(ps know and what has been presented to us that we are in a-

)v
14 position to reach that conclusion that there is such a

15 reasonable assurance? -

16 A I think from the information I have received from

17 my staff, both from the resident program and from the

18 technical speciality program, that there is reasonable

19 assurance for you to reach a decision.

20 Q Do you think that this enhanced program as it has

21 been called, which has been in place a little bit less than

([ }; 22 a year, and now, according to the applicants' testimony, it
__-

23 is producing results in the 99 percent range of acceptable-

24 work, from what you know do you agree with those numbers?
m n.perwei, inc.

25 A From our inspection effort, those numbers have
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Sim 22-9 been borne out.
3

O And do you think that the program has been
2

3
in Place long enough and we have seen enough of these numbers

(I'j to reach a conclusion or should we sit back and watch the4v

3 numbers come in for another period of time? Do you think

we need to?6

A I think looking over the effort that has been
7

8 done thus f ar and the very, very small number of findings,

9 particularly in the QA surveillance area, that it shows a

to trend, and we are not seeing an upward trend at all. The

11 number has dropped somewhat from the first three months, but !

12 it is only in tenths of a percent.
-

.

(' 13 I don't feel that it is going to make a difference*

s~j
u now or six months from now as far as the way the program

15 is working right now. Now if there is another breakdown,
i

16 I feel that our inspection program will address it. I am I
,

17 not looking for another breakdown. That is not what I mean

18 by that either.

19 Q Does anyone else want to comment on that?

20 A (Witness Blake) The only comment I might have

21 is that if you evaluate the enhanced program, one of the

.[ ) 22 thihgs: that stands out is that on our other programs engineering'

y

23 gets involved in a pr'oblem after QC identifies it and they

24 have moved an engineering staff in to support the craft
mm noonm, inc.

25 between the craf t and the QC inspection which adds that layer
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Sim 22-10 of assistance to the craft that they didn't have before.
)

Q Thank you.
2

A (Witness Hallstrom) I might add that part of3

the basis for my confidence has.to do with the fact that
4

we have heard of problems, problems, problems, but really5

the problems we have heard of do not in any way indicate6

that there would have been a failure in a weld. We were
7

talking normal, you know, cosmetic type minor defects.
8

9 So none of the welding that we have looked at

10 individually or collectively that I know of indicated there -

11 would be a weld failure of any kind.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, gentlemen.
,

13
Further cross, Mr.*Eddleman? *

j4 . FURTHER CROSS-EXAMINATION

15 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

INDEXXXX 16 Q Mr. Hallstrom, how much of that welding have

j7 you looked at?

18 A (Witness Hallstrom) A very small sample

19 admittedly on a QC overview type.

20 0 All right. Gentlemen, with respect to Mr. Baxter',s

21 questioning, I would like to show you that CCH-111 hanger

(i] 22 page out of Eddleman Exhibit 20 one more time just for
v

23 a moment.

24 (The document was shown to the witnesses by
=, _.: neoenm, inc.

25 Mr. Eddleman.)
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Sim 22-11
1 Now isn't it true that on that one, that weld'

2 data report for a seismic hanger at Harris, there are

3 initials beside a number of lines that have a single check,

4 reject, and there are also initials beside one line that has

5 a single check, accept?

6 A (Witness Blake) The date of the inspection on

7 this report is June of 1982, and the initial issue of the

8 procedure that the applicant discussed was September 13th,

9 1982. So I'can't really reach any correlation between the

10 two.

II
O Well, the description I gave you of the

12 initials and the checks on that is accurate, isn't it?
.

13( A That is correct.
w.

Id MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you.
, ,

15 No more questions. j.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Redirect, Mr. Barth?

17 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, the staff has no redirect

18 questions.

I' JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Thank you.

20 Well, we can release this panel, can we not?

21 (No response from the parties.)

O 22AJ JUDGE KELLEY: Gentlemen, thank you very much.
t

23 We very much appreciate your coming and your responsiveness

24
and you are excused.

,
,

25 (The NRC panel of witnesses was

excused.)
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|: 7361
j. ..__ _ _.

Oim 22-12 ,

,

1 JUDGE KELLEY: Well that would appear to conclude
*

!
! 2 the hearing on Contention No. 41, but it leaves two matters
!

j 3 at least, that of setting finding dates for all of the

4 safety contentions and closing the record and possibly !

1
i 3 other matters.

4 Mr. Baxter, did you have a chance to talk to
i

7 people? You had mentioned that you were going to move for
i

8 dates on findings?

) 9 MR. BAXTER: Yes, sir. We have a stipulation.
i

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Go ahead.

4 II MR. BAXTER: This schedule applies to Joint !

}
12

| Contention 1, the management capability record as well as
I

13'
(] totherecordofthehearingsthatstartedonOcto' berk 6on

i
Id what we have called the other safety contentions.'

|

! 15 JUDGE KELLEY: The same dates for all contentions? .

!

) M MR. BAXTER: Yes. I
! '

I 17 MR. EDDhENAN: Including Joint 47
|

18 MR. BAXTER: Yes. All the contentions that were

l' heard starting October 16 in the safety hearings which

20 includes Joint 4.

21 MR. EDDLENAN: Joint 4 was formally designated

22 as a safety conterition, and that is why I, wanted it clarified.
t.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

24 MR. BAXTER: Everything but the environmental
pense assen m , ins.

25 record that has been compiled so far which has already --- |

|

_ - - - . , - . - _ - - .
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Sim 22-13 j JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Go ahead.

2 MR. BAXTER: We have agreed that applicants

3 will file their proposed findings and conclusions on

(g 4 December 21, 1984.

5 Internvenors will file theirs on January 4,

6 1985.

7 The NRC staff will file on January 18, 1985.

8 And applicants will reply on January 25, 1985.

9 This is,a little longer than the regulatory time

10 limits in Section 2.754, but we think that we have the time-

11 available and that since the Board is undoubtedly still
.

12 working on the environmental decision, this won't hold you

*

[ 13 up too much from the decisibn on safety matters.

14 (Laughter.) '

15 We would ask that the Board order that findings

16 be filed on this schedule.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: So say you all?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.

19 MR. BARTH: (Nodding affirmatively.)

20 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. The* schedule is

21 approved as stated. Let ne just add that we have done a

() 22 fair amount of work on the environmental issues. They

23 are coming along.

24 So that gives us a findings schedule.
.w neo ,wes, Inc.

25 Now we have got a few things, a very few things

4

- - _ _ - _ _ . _
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Sim 22-14
1 pending like Exhibit 49 and we have heard argument on that,

2 and we have got to make a ruling, and then whatever we

3 rule in goes in and whatever is out is out. But subject

4 to the Board making those rulings, is there any reason

5 not to close the record at this point?

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, before you do it, I would

7 like to bring up one other matter.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Because we have had so much

to discussion of Mr. Chan VanVo's affidavit, which everybody

11 has got, I would like that marked as Eddleman 60 and then

12 I am going to move it into evidence.

13 MR. EAXTER: Mr. Chairman, we had a ruling by

Id this Board in October that Mr. Vanvo's affidavit is irrelevant
|

15 to Eddleman Contention 41. !

|
16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, then I would like to put !

17 itfin as an offer of proof. I think it relates to some of

18 the harassment questions that have been raised here and so

19 on, and I would like to have it as an offer of proof.

20 MR. BAXTER: We have no objection to having it

21 marked for identification.

22 MR. EDDLEMAN: I would request that it be marked

23 as Eddleman 60 and accepted as an offer of proof.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Is that acceptable to the other
e-F s.res noorwei, Inc.

25 parties?

.
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Sim 22-15 MR. BARTH: It is acceptable to the staff

2 Your Honor.

3 MR. BAXTER: I must say I still don't know what

4 we are talking about when we are saying accepted as an

5 offer of proof. It is understood that it is not admitted

into evidence. It is being marked for identification and6

it is in the file for appellate bodies to see.7

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, all right.8

MR. BAXTER: The very accepted makes me nervous.9

10 JUDGE KELLEY: We will mark the Chan VanVo

11 affidavit as Eddleman Contention 60.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: You mean Eddleman Exhibit 60,

*

13 don't you, Judge? -

14 JUDGE KELLEY: What did I say?
'

15 (Laughter.) -

i-

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Contention. I
i

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Eddleman Exhibit 60 and it will

18 be deemed an offer of proof.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you.
j

i 20 (The document referred to was-

21 marked Eddleman Exhibit 60 for

h 22 identification.)|
- 3

23 MR. BARTH: Your Honor, may I just ask one

24 small thing. Mr. Baxter opened his comments that he moved

y neeerwei, Inc.
25 the chairman to direct that findings be filed. Because of

_. _ _ -. __ -_
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lia 22-16 the way the regulations are written and preserving mattersj

2 for appeal, I think the Appeal Board requires that you order

3 that findings be filed in order to preserve rights for not

(g 4 appealing those matters upon which findings are not filed.

JUDGE KELLEY: That reminds me. We may have5

6 another aspect on the findings, but we just have to take

a minute. You were saying, Mr. Barth -- I am sorry. You7

are suggesting it should be a directive?
8

MR. BARTH: I would be happier if you would9

10 order the parties to file findings accordir ; to the schedule.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: I thought the Judge did order us

12 to file findings on that schedule.
.

'

/C"' 13 MR. BARTH: He adopted the schedule.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: That is true, and that would mean

15 I suppose that if we didn't say shall file that people would

16 have the option of filing or not filing.

17 Any reason not to make it mandatory that anyone

cnd Sim 18 can think of?
Joe fals

*
10

,

20

21

m

) $$i

- <
,.

.

*

23

24
m nosone,3, Inc.
'

25

-_ .. - ._
. -_ .- . _ _ _ - _
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1 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Filing of proposed

2 findings of fact shall be made by all parties in accordance-

3 with'the schedule'previously adopted.

f-g 4 Could you excuse us just a minute. For -

5 filing on a few things we said about closing the record,

6 I am not sure that we said the magic words. Mr. Eddleman

7 had an offer of proof which was put in subject, however,

8 to the Board's ruling on any outstanding evidentiary. thing,

9 such as Eddleman 49, the Board believes the record should

10 now --

11 MRS. MOORE: Mr. Chairman before you close

12 the record .--
-

.

^ 13 JUDGE Fri.T.EY: It has to do with that? -

14 MRS. MOORE: Yes. And the reason is the Staff

15 owes the Board -- well, first of all there is an outstanding

16 Motion to supplement the record with an affidavit on fire

17 protection, and secondly, during the hearings in October,

18 the Staff committed to doing a review - an analysis
.

19 concerning ITT Barton Transmitters, and committed to

20 provide an affidavit.

21 The review has been compieted. The affidavit

h 22 is in preparation, and has not yet been filed. So the
,

23 record, I think, on at least Contention 9-A would have

| 24 to remain open to accept that affidavit.
m noserwrs, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: The A part of Contention 9,

.

____ __ , _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I right?

2 MRS. MOORE: That's right. And again, there

3 is still the pending motion to supplement the record on

4 Contention 116.
~

3 JUDGE KELLEY: As to that one, the 116 one,

6 you have offered that, right?

7 MRS. MOORE: That is right. And that was not

8 ruled.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Was there an objection?

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, I had objected.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: But it was argued, and it is

12 just up to us to decide it, right?

13 MR. EDDLEMAN: The points are in the transcript.*

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, okay. This falls within

15 what I intended when I said subject to ruling on whatever

16 is pending before the Board, we will handle that.

17 But you are referring to yet another thing when

18 you speak of this 9-A matter.

19 MRS. MOORE: That is correct.

20 MR. BAXTER: That was agreed to, was it not?
.

'

21 MRS. MOORE: Yes. Everyone agreed that the

f3 22 Staff could file an affidavit, and Mr. Eddleman stated
i V :

23 that he did not require any cross examination on the

24 affidavit,

m n normes.Inc.
25 MR. BAXTER: On 9-A?

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

_

_
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1 MRS. MOORE: On 9-A. It 10 a mattar of ju;t

2 a time problem. I was unable to complete work with the

3 Staff.on the affidavit before I left.

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't have any objection to .

5 holding the record open for that. '

6 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. No objection. Then

7 the record will be held open for receipt of the affidavit

8 Mrs. Moore just described. .

9 Are those the two matters that you had?

10 MRS. MOORE: Yes, Your Honor.

11 JUDGE KELLEY : With those exceptions then, the

12 record is now closed with regard to all of the contentions
-

.

13 that we have been trying this Fall beginning with -- we

g'V
14 have already covered the management one, that was ruled

15 on before, that was closed before. .

16 And these are really the contentions that we |

17 began to try mid-October. I won't tick them all off, but

.

18 I think that is clear enough.

19 We have one otber matter. We earlier adopted

20 an order governing the filing of findings, and we want

21 to make one exception to that order, which we will now ;

!

h 22 set forth, something that the Board is doing on its'own |

|x./ 1

'

23 motion rehting to Contentions No. Eddleman 65, concerning

24 concrete containment -- containment concrete, integrity i

m noo,w,i, inc. j

25 of containment concrete. That was heard in the last
|.

l

- - .-- -. -. . . . -- . .. -
l
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1 session.
-

2 The Board, of course, had prefiled from the

3 Applicants and the Staff. We held the evidentiary hearing

4 and we heard testimony and the cross examination there.

5 We heard 'the testimony of Mr. Eddleman's expert on the

6 subject, and we have tentatively concluded that there

7 is no basis for questioning the integrity of the concrete

8 in the Harris containment.

9 We found the Applicant and Staff direct cases

10 very convincing. We feel that those cases were not shaken

11 by the cross examination. Mr. Eddleman's expert, we feel,

12 .was rather substantially impeached in his presentation,

'

and beyond "that, he retracted much of h'is testimony ,13 .

14 previously filed.

15 In short we don't think he raised any questions

16 of a safety nature about the containment concrete, and

17 therefore, we are adop* ting the Applicant and the Staff
t

18 direct tostimony as our tentati've, and I underscore the
.

19 word, ' tentative,' decision on this Contention No. 65.

20 Now, Mr. Eddleman has a right to file proposed

21 findings under the NRC rules if he chooses to do so.

22 Accordingly, Mr. Eddleman, you may file -- you are not

23 required to file, but you may file proposed findings on

24 65 by December 21st, which is the Applicants date for
m n o m mes, ire.

25 filing first on the other contentions.
.

Yv $ 1 **w **v* W ** me Mw ge w *- y -eq p y p q q
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1 Tha Applicant and tha Staff may rcopond, if

2 they choose, to those filings from Mr. Eddleman, if they

3 are filed, by January 4th, which is the next due date in
,

4 the previously established schedule.

5 We are taking this step for two basic reasons.

6 First of all, we feel that the 3: weight of the evidence

7 strongly requires this result. If that were all, we might

8 not do it, but beyond that, the record on Contention 65

9 is extremely convoluted and confused, and we suspect very
.

- 10 hard to work with.

11 We think that under the circumstances the

12 Applicants and the Staff should not be required to sort

13 through that record and try to file findings based on*

W 14 it -- try to file initial findings based on it, and we'

15 feel that it is reasonable, and if the Intervener wishes
.

16 to continue to pursue this matter, that he file his

17 proposed findings first, and then Staff and Applicant

18 and the other parties will be able to simply focus on

| . 19 what the Intervener puts forward and wouldn't have to try

l
20 .to sort out the whole record.'

!

| 21 So, that is our disposition for the time being

22 of Eddleman 65. We tentatively decided in favor of ths

| 23 Applicants and the Staff. We don't per!ceive proposed '

24 findings. That finding was made final. Otherwise, the
eresses neporers,inc.

25 Order we made before stands. Any questions about that?

I

l

.., g
_ __

y _ _ _ _. -.__ - . _ _ . _ . . . , , _ . . . . _
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I don't fully understand

2 the legal ramifications involved, bv.t I gather that what

3 you are telling me basically is that if I want to pursue

4 the issue further, I have to "make findings by December 21st

5 and say what I think the Board ought to find.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.-

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: And then the Applicant and Staff

8 can respond by the dates indicated and you just take it

9 from there. If I want to just drop the issue, all I

10 have to do is nothing, and the Board will finalize this
,

4

11 adoption of the Applicants and Staff testimony as its

12 ruling on this i'ssue.
.

-
,

C 13 JUDGE FETIEY: Right. -

4 -

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. I understand that much.

15 And I will dig into it and respond if I think it is.

16 appropriate.

17 JUDGE FEr1EY: Okay. Anything else, Mr.

18 Eddleman? '

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: I can't think of anything.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Mr. Barth, Ms. Moore,20 -

21 Mr. Jones, Mr. Baxter?

(] 22 MR. BAXTER: Nothing from the Applicants.
.

*
23 JUDGE KELLEY: Mrs. Flynn?

24 MRS. FLYNN: No.
so-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: We have a little furniture moving

. .. .. . ,. - - - -- ---.
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1 to do. We can go off the record now. We will adjourn.
,

2 (Whereupon, at 7:10 p.m., the hearing was concluded.)

3

( 4
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