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I, Clor[FS Narr/ //aae [e- . hereby make the following voluntary
statement to it. Brooks GRIfFih wno has identified himself to mE as an
Investigator with the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission. I make this
statement freely with_ no threats or promises of reward having been made to me.
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have signed my name in ink in the margin of each paae. I swear that theforegoing stateient is true and correct. Signed onI-#D at /O.'/ fax.

(cate) (time)

Y <.e W b d .
(SIGNATURE: TYPED OR PRI.*,IEDj

Subscri ad before me this 4-//4 day of/l,'o ,19 9 ,
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INVESTIGATOR: K.f- WITNESS: k [. 4'a N -
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February 7, ICf 4

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATIOF:
RECEIPT OF INFORMATICA CONCERNING DEFICIENCIES
IN CPSES C0ATINGS PROGRAM

REPOPT NUMBER: Q4-83-026

1. The Office of Investigations Field Office, Region IV, Report of Inquiry
No. 04-83-076, dated October 18, 1983, reported ir.f ornetion documented in
an August 8,1983, memorandum prepared by Joseph J. LIPINSKY, QualityAssurance Directors Oliver B. Cannon & Son (O. B. Cannon). The 1.IPINSKY
memorandur. (an attachntent to the 01 Field Office F.cr.crt of Inouiry, supra;
describes problem areas v:ith the protective coatings prograr. at Corianche
Peak Stean: Electric Station (CPSES.

2. Or. January 16, 1984, Davic h. CHAPMAN, Quality Assurance Marager, Texas
Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO), Dallas, Texas, prov'ided a copy cf
the transcript of meetings held on Nover.ber 10-11, 1983, which were
attended by.various CPSES Officials ard O. E. Cannon management persorinel(including'LIPINSKT). The purpose of this meeting was to discuss cr.d
atterpt te resolve the concerns expre:: sed by.LIPINSKY in his August 8,1983, remcrandur..

3. A copy of the transcript of the November 10-11, 1983, neetirg is Exhibit ('.

This supplerrertt.1' report is provided to the NRC Region IV raanagement4.

personr.el fcr teview, evaluation, and ary acticr. coered appropriate.
EXHIBITS

(1) LIFIh5KY'S Memorandum Meeting on
Rovemter l'0,1983 and November 11, 1983 LIrdated

REPORTED BY: Omo oO
Donalc D. Driskili, InvestigatoT
Office of !r.ves.tigations Field Offic '

Digina{ uipnc$ Sy
[f[03 [OU APPROVED BY: ' . c/wrl d-"

c"

Richard K. Herr, Director
Office of Investigations Field Of fice

cc: W. J. Ward, 01:DF0 w/ exhibitsE. C. Gilbert, 01:0F0 w/ exhibits
J. T. Collins, RIV w/ exhibits
T. F. Westerman, RIV w/o exhibits F0/A45%,

Iib '7
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Lipinsky Meno Meeting on November 10, 1983
and November 11, 1983

i

Members attending:

John T. Merritt TUSI Jack Norris 0. B. CannonThomas F.W.P. Kelly Ebasco Lisa Bielfeldt TUCCO
Ralph A. Trallo 0. B. Cannon Jerome Firtel EbascoJ,oseph J. Lipinsky O. B. Cannon R. G. Tolson ,TUCCO
Keith Michels 0. B. Cannon

Mr. Merritt officiated the meeting on November 10, 1983 concerning the ''Lipinsky
Memo" at his request.

Mr. Merritt: I officiated a meeting at my request in late July. O. B. Cannon
was brought in on concerns with the quality of the work, concerns
with production of the work we wanted couplete review of the paint
program because we were going very rapidly doing an awful lot of
work in a short period of time. As a result of that, I worked
closely with Jack and Jack then brought in several other people to
help, one of which was Mr. Lipinsky, tipinsky. as a result of his

_ review down here, issued a meno back in August which I became aware

of about the first or second week of October and then from that
having then received that memo, raised some concerns. At the

beginning let me say, we are very much concerned about the quality
of Comanche Peak. For the last several months, we have had the NRC

investigating concerns, we're an open book, we want anybody thats
t

got any concerns to voice those concerns. We are going to sit down I

and deal with those concerns, and substantiate them and correct
them if they are there, or dispose of them if they're net. The

Dallas Corporate QA office has also been in here taking a look at
!

concerns in the painting area. And when the 'Lipinsky Memo *
surfaced, we reviewed it with our Corporate officers because it

does have some rather sf _sificant areas of concern that we had not
looked at before from the standpoint, that they were expressed
or addressed. It is our policy the minute on anything, and it's

1
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not just paint, but anything on Comanche Peak is surfaced that
could affect the quality of Comanche Peak then we launch an
investigation to determine the validity of anything that i

surfaced |there. We also have a practice, depending upon the magnitude in
anything this large, we also immediately notify Region 4 even if
we have not drawn any conclusions, just to let them know that we
too are aware of it and as such want to go thru and take a look
many times in conjunction with the NRC. As we're all aware, the
NRC is taking a look at this same meno with ourselves and what
we're here to do is to go thru that meno on an item by ites basis
discussing what led to the concern and then from that concern I've
got Engineering, I've got Corporate QA, I've got site QA, we will
bring in the necessary records, we will bring in whatever
individuals, if there is an individual, we will go to the field
take a look at it. We need to find out what is behind or backing
up a concern that's expressed in this meno so that we can ourselves
satisfy that if we've got a concern we've addressed it in whatever
manner we've got to go about doing that. So, that's where we're
trying to start from. We want to go thru and address the quality
of Comanche Peak and if there's any question along the way, vide
open for discussion. Any other statement on that or question?
Okay. That being the case, I'm going to kick the thing off with

Ron who is much more familiar with some of these details. We'll
kind of rock back and forth depending upon what item that we're
into either QA, Engineering or Construction and let's kind of
discuss the thing thru primarily from what 11pinsky your feeling
was that led to the conclusions you're into on this thing.

R. Tolson: I want to touch briefly on some things that Ralph sentioned to'
John the other day that might be an appropriate check list of
things to go thru. I think the first thing that needs to be
touched on is how we're structured or how we're organized, and
thats one of the things Ralph mentioned. John reports to, and
correct me if l's wrong, Joe George for Engineering / Construction
and Bob Gary for Startup. Mr. Gary is Executive Vice President and
General Manager of TUGCO, which is the operating entity.

2

Es .



_ _ . _

. ' . .'-
'

,

Reporting directly to Mr. Gary coming down the operations and QA
side of the house is a Vice President by the name of Bill Clements.
Reporting directly to Mr. Clements is Mr. Chapman who's the TUGCO

Manager of Quality Assurance. I report directly to Mr. Chapman and
my correct title is Construction QA Supervisor, not Manager. Oka y ,
my boss gets upset when people think I'm the Manager.

Ms. Bielfeldt who's title is, used to be Special Projects Engineer.
I'm not sure what it is today.

i

L. Bielfeldt: Quality Engineering Supervisor.
1

R. Tolson: Okay. Quality Engineering Supervisor, reports directly to Mr.
Chapman also. So, Lisa and I are on the same level. I feel very

good about that because I hired Lisa several years ago.
Reporting at a similar level, as far as this discussion is
concerned, is a gentleman by the name of Tony Vega who's the QA
Services Supervisor. Mr. Vega has responsibility for the
independent audit function. Just to give you a feel for how I
work. I have no responsibility for audits. I have a very small
group of people that, we use the term surveillance because I like

'

the informality of it, that report here on site thru another
! individual to me. I use that group to keep me abreast on what's

going on so that I don't have a whole lot of written discussion
I with Mr. Vega. It's just the way I like to do business. And

that's basically how we're structured as far as TUGCO's concerned.
Now relative to the paint production that's under Mr. Merrict's

l

organization. The paint inspection is directly in my organization.
The best way for me to describe this and I think Joe, there's a|

little confusion about who worked for who and all this, that I

!
sensed coming out of the meno and I'll take my share of the blame

<

because you and I didn't spend enough time together obviously; but
the easiest way to understand the Comanche Peak organization is to

visualize a group of people working to a TUGC0 QA program who may
be employed by as many as four or five different companies. Okay.

-3-
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And then you need to be careful with the Ebasco, Brown and Root
because that's not the way it is. Okay. They're Comanche Peak

Quality Control people, they happen to draw their paychecks from
several different locations. That's the way we look at it, and
that's the way it's structured.

R. Trallo: Do I understand that basically TUGC0 has the quality
responsibility from an operational point of view? Based on QA
program, QA procedures, etc., your job shopping, for lack of a
better term, the personnel may work under job shop conditions say
for various organizations but they are part, they are assigned as
being TUGC0 or TUSI personnel?

R. Tolson: That is correct.

A
-

R. Trallo: Okay.

Mr. Merritt: TUGCO from the QA, TUSI from the standpoint cf Engineering and
Construction on this project. We are an active role management
in Comanche Peak. In other words, the pecple work for TUSI
individuals but there's not enough of us to cover all those
bases. Brown and Root provides the primary labor function at
Comanche Peak.

R. Trallo: I understand. Thank you.

R. Tolson: In the area of coatings, just in passing, there's at least three
separate companies represented. The only reason I want to
emphasize that, be careful with the Brown and Root /Ebasco

thing because if I had to do it all over again when we made this
type of a structure back in '78 '79 I would have used the
Comanche Peak logo as opposed to a TUGCO, Brown and Root. Ebasco.

It would have nade things a lot easier for people coming in and
trying to understand what we are doing.

_&_
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Let's take just a quick break.

Sorry for interruption but my f riend in the corner office has got
my attention real early this morning.

Joe, in passing, Miller is employed by Brown and Root and not

Ebasco. Okay? It's a small point but we're going to be possibly
discussing this at some point in the future and I think some of
the inconsistencies need to be taken care of as we go. It's not
a big deal to me. Alright.

The QA program is reflected in the FSAR and it clearly indicates
what I have described verbally in terms of how we're structured.
We tend to look at Brown and Root's corporate responsibilities as,

solely in piping and hangers. Gkay? They're the certificate
holder under the ASME code, they have their QA program that's
controlled totally by them subject to, obviously, our revisv and
audit. But the rest of the activities come under my direct
control. I write the program, I provide the training and
certification, the entire gaaet of things. Let's move to the memo
now, if we can. I would like to just go down a blov-by-blow thing.
That's perhaps a bad term. (J. Merritt mentions on tape a problem
with the heater in the office.) And Joe. I don't want you to feel
defensive, we're strictly here, as John mentioned on a fact finding
mission. Our concern is very strong that this be resolved as

|quickly as possible. And I hope it'll be an open type discussion.
|

If I say something that you disagree with, that's the time, let's |

|
try to cover that as we 3o. I

I
1

I have no comments on the July 26th I think that's just kind of a
list of what you were doing that day.

Mr. Merritt: Do we need to run down thru these things and clear the air on
these you hit yourself? Of course ...

|
-

1

1
-5-

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



. . . - -

.

5

1

R. Tolson: I've covered myself and Miller, those are the only two.

Mr. Merritt: Okay. I an Assistant Project Manager.

R. Tolson: Miller is a Brown and Root employee. We've sectioned that.

Mr. Merritt: Right. Mark Wells, who is an engineer here at the site, is not
Gibbs and Hill, he is, I believe. Brown and Root. Harry Williams
correct.

R. Tolson: Nov vith those corrections then we go to the 27th. Joe, keep in
mind, and I think Jack will probably attest to this, he was in my
office yesterday, and has a pretty good feel for what my day
normally is like, it's either constant phone interruptions or
constant people interruptions and without the benefit of a court
reporter that goes around with me, my recollection is sometimes

pretty blank. I remember our meeting, and as I recall it was very,
very short because of the schedule that I'm working under. I'

perceived that what you were doing, was to introduce yourself and
try to explain what you were doing. I quite frankly don't reneeber
any discussion on the 27th about material storage, workmanship,
ANSI requirements or anything else. If it occurred, then it's a
blank in my mind, I just flat don't rene=ber it. We probably got
into a discussion on licensing, I'm not sure it occurred at that
time. I think we mentioned that in the Exit but I don't know, I
don't remember discussing that in my office. If we did, then
perhaps you could help me bring back some details. The statement
that you have there in quotes, if it was in fact said, it was
intended to explain to you that I am not involved in the licensing

My concern is construction and construction quality andprocess.

that's basically it. That's what my job function is. I had a very
good reason and I know we talked about Miller. I had a good reason

-for doing that. For some time, I didn't know Tom at the time, but
except by reputation and I have been receiving a

~

..
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number of negative inputs on his performance largely from an

attitude standpoint. And anytime I have that I'm obviously
concerned as the guy that my company holds responsible for keeping
this thing together. -In trying to come to grips with how to help
him settle himself down so he's a contributor as opposed to a
negative aspect. And that's the reason I asked the question about
Miller. Tom Brandt, who reports direct to me, was one of the

sources of input and as I think you've reflected very adequately
here, I think Mr. Brandt's statement reflects the frustration level
that he's achieved because he's the guy that's directly in the
firing line of trying to get the quality job done the way it needs
to be done and settle the friction factors down which are obviously
going to occur on a job of this magnitude between the people. And

that's how we sense our . management task, if you will, it is pure
quality but you've got to keep the people aspects in mind. I can't

tolerate friction between craft and QC. I think that will blow up
in my face if I don't do something about it. So that was the
thrust of my discussion. Tom's input, knowing his like I do, was
strictly a frustration reaction and that's typical Tom Brandt, you
can expect to get that at that particular point in time. He is an
extremely competent individual, wired a little bit too tight

_

perhaps, but that's my recollection. Now if my recollection is
bad, then I need some help because I flat don't resember the
details of what we talked about.

J. Lipinsky
We did mention licensing. This whole conversation was like you
said exceptionally brief. In retrospect, even though your
explanation fits, you could have picked up the word ifcensing
but you tuned me out on the rest of it.

R. Tolson: I probably did because, perhaps Lisa vill attest to this, I have

tried real hard this year to clean this up. I have a tendency to
be very short and brief sometimes particular1/ when I have
something else I have to get to right then. Okay'? And that's

_

_
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probably what occurred.
~ What I was trying to do was to get you anc

Brandt married up so that I could go on and do what else I need to
get done. It's nothing personal I just didn't want to sit there {
and discuss QA philosophy because I was probably late for a meeting !

that he had called on something else. That's just the way the days
go down here. Sundays are rather peaceful.

Mr. Merritt: Do we have any other comment on the licensing concern or the

licensing that particular statement and what it relates to? Is
there any other clarification we need to make on it?

J. Lipinsky: No, if that wasn't the intent.

Mr. Merritt: It wasn't the intent? Okay.,

R. Tolson: I guess the next thing we get into is the ...

Mr. Merritt: Well, let me ask one other question. I want to make sure that we
absolutely clear as we go thru these steps then. Is there anything'

else we need to say concerning the paragraph on Miller as far as
making a clarification in what was intended there or not intended?
It appears to me that it was probably some idle conversation, but

I

don't know, I wasn't even at the meeting on that one.

R. Trallo:
It appears to me, as many times within organizations, or my
organization, we discuss employee either performance functions.

Was it in that vane or did you perceive that it was moreetc.
,

deep rooted than that?

i

J. Lipinsky:
Well, essentially we were discussing former Cannon employees and
I was going through a list of people who work here and I hit
Miller and that's when I got that response.

R. Trallo: So basically you looked at point B just based on the attitude of an
individual versus the attitude or philosophy of an organization?

-3
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J. Lipinsky: Yeah. I think that's in line with Mr. Tols:.'s explanation there.

R. Trallo: Well, was that how you perceived it? I'm asking.

'J. Lipinsky: I didn't really care one way or the other about Mr. Miller to
tell you the truth. I was just recording a conversation.

Mr. Merritt: Well, if it had scae significance that's what I'm trying to
understand. There's something significant there. To me it was

!
some idle chatter. that's the way I read it and I just passed it
off.

R. Trallo: Okay. That's all I needed to know.

R. Tolson: I guess we're down to the meeting, John, the best I can tell.

Mr. Merritt: Yeah.

R. Tolson:
} I've probably got a better recollection for that. Jack did start

the meeting off. Item B I guess the next question I have. Joe, we
keep coming back to the ANSI commitments. And there has to be some

basis in what you observed over the day and a ' half or two days that
caused you to feel like there may be some loop holes or weaknesses
in our structured program relative to the ANSI requirements. I

distinctly recall asking that question when we met as a group and
I'm still having trouble coming to grips with at least a hint of
what we're dealing with. Because we think the program the way it
is structured an.a its been structured the way it is for lots of
reasons does in fact comply with the ANSI requirements. So I'm
having a little difficulty launching into any kind of reasonable
discussion without some hint of what we're dealing with here.

f
'

,
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J. Lipinsky: We keep coming back this thing again. I was on site three days,
did not have time to go thru things in the specifics. And I
couldn't tell you in black and white that I looked at ten items,
five of those items were okay, in my opinion, five of them were not
okay, in my opinion. What I did observe, material containers were

tagged with any type of status tag, and material that was mixednot

was set on pickup pallets outside containment with apparently no
control on how long the mixed materials stayed on those pallets.
From what I saw your report format. I do not know if it contains
all the required information based on the sample forms in ANSI.

R. Tolson: Okay. I think, let me digress just a minute. Let me get into a
little history of how we got to where we're at. I think that might

help. Prior to me receiving the black bean for Comanche Peak, that
was one day I'll never forget. February 15, 1977. My boss decided
that my conduct was better suited to a construction environment
than the ivory tower in Dallas, and I tried very hard for the two
years I was up there. I wore white shoes and everything else just
to demonstrate the fact that I was not cut out for nuclear power
plants I was not successful. And he asked me to come down here.
Prior to that time I worked jack of all trades, quite a bit of
auditing exposure and one of my proud assignments was because I'm a
civil engineer and civils know everything there is to know about
const ruction. Consequently, I drew the task of spending at least
50% or 60% of my time down here trying to help pull a QA program
together. One of those assignments that I participated in was the
initial development of the protective coating program. And
gentlemen, back in those days it was a total Brown and Root QA
program. Your talking about '75, '76 early in the construction

.

period long before be ever got around to thinking about putting
any paint on anything. It was to get the program set up and
established. We hadn't committed to 101.4 incidentally at that
time or ANSI N.45 ...

R. Trallo: You had not?

.

-10-
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R. Tolson: We had not. Due to a slight communication problem in our licensing
department, which I am not responsible for, and unbeknownst to me.

I we committed fully without exception to ANSI N45.2.6 and 101.4

And you can imagine the shock when the senior resident inspector
came down with one of these grins on his face and informed me I was

,

in trouble. There was a communication gap, I didn't know what was
going on. I have always resisted commitment to 101.4 since the

first time I read it.

J. Norris: Why is that?

R. Tolson: I've talked to a lot of other people in the industry and I think

I've generally gotten a consensus. However, we've always been
j somewhat brilliant in recognizing early in the game that if there

is a document on the streets you'd better tailor your program to
address the pertinent parts of it or you're going to regret it some

point down the future. So the protective coating program was
tailored after the guidelines of 101.4 Up to and including, as I

recall, a virtual one-on-one adoption of the forms. Okay? Now,
the difficulty that I have since recognized with that approach is
that 101.4 first of all was written, as I understand it, by. a group
of chemical engineers many of whom came out of the aircraft
industry. It's very easy in an aircraf t f actory to develop a fore
that fits the coating of an aircraft body. It does not work on a

nuclear power plant construction job when you've got a general
contractor, and it didn't work on Comanche Peak. What happened to

'

us is a result of being somewhat nieve. And we d,idn't find this
j out until '81 unfortunately. But in 1979, when Merritt decided to

get serious abo.ut construction of the plant, we went and were
having some difficultly primarily in the area of hangers,
everything that we bought came in painted once. It was primed in

l the shop. By the sine we got through refabricating, if you will,
the hangers primarily, the shop prime didn't mean much because
there wasn't much left. Okay? And, so we got ourselves into a
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pure fabrication facility without any walls. In other words we got
bulk steel being coated up in the shop, brought down fabricated

into a hanger with the idea that you fix the welded areas when you
got to the field. You know, I'm not going to attest to the
brilliance of that particular move. It obviously creates a very

dif ficult task for documenting ell those steps. What the people

did, such to my chagrin when I found out about it in October 1981,

was in 1979 they decided the QA program wasn't any good, it never
got to my level, they started keeping an informal set of notes that

would describe what they did, what they inspected. They did not
complete the brilliant forms that were in the QA program. In many

cases I have no records, or at best, incomplete records because

there was another thing they thought of. They got frustrated by
the repair cycle so they decided that they'd do a final inspection
at some point down stream. So none of the forms that were opened
ever got closed. Okay? And that was again something that I didn't

fully comprehend or was it ever brought to my attention. The

gentleman that was directly responsible for that (he'd been around

nuclear plants a long time pre-Appendix B vintage and he was a good
man) made one of those fatal judgment calls that he endorsed what
they were doing did not bcther to change the QA program. The first
indication I had was a week long audit of concrete protective
coatings. The audit findings reflected inconsistent or incomplete
records, but since I had not seen any records, I did not think it

was a big deal at the time. But some incomplete records on
concrete coatings. A friendly gentleman, by the name of Claude

Johnson came in two weeks later and zapped me for failure to follow
procedures in the area of protective coating. He had looked at

concrete and steel liners for the containment, and he never went

any further than that, and he saw some incomplete records. He
didn't like what he saw. Both the audit end the NRC inspection
merely identified the tip of the iceberg. When we started lookiog,
we woke up and said, hey we've got a problem. I've been here long

-12-
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enough to have confidence at that time and I've seen nothing since
then to change that, but what I was seeing was not necessarily a
problem with the integrity of the coatings but I darn sure had a
problem with a lack of records to support the integrity of the
coatings. Following the analysis of everything we were looking at
we bit the bullet and said we've got to reinspect the entire plant
and that's what we ended up doing. We went ahead and developed a
reinspection program based on destructive testing to evaluate total
primer thicknesses cause one of the things they didn't bother to
write down on the records or in their logs was the DFT measurements
that they took. And in some cases, particularly in steel, we had
some question as to whether or not there was a record trail back to
the surface preparation or the sandblasting operation. So, we

established adhesion testing as one means cf evaluating whether or
not the surface preparation was acceptable. That was our premise l

and our approach in terms of how we conduct the backfit. We

recruited and established a team of people whose sole
responsibility was to ccnduct the backfit. And on a priority that
was established working with construction in terms of how we
visualized the reactor to be completed at that time. Our backfit
was solely in the reactor building because the program has never
required much cutside the reactor except a final check to see that
it was painted basically. That function now is performed by
Engineering as opposed to 1979. We launched into it. Lisa,

correct es on the numbers, but as I recall we're essentially 99%
complete with inspection efforts that were very detailed and ;

consistent with the guidelines in ANSI N5.12 in terms of the number
i

of tests and areas of what they mean and this type of stuff, 99% on I

the liner, roughly 85% to 90% miscellaneous steel which would
include hangers. We have recently confirmed a statistical

evaluation of the backfit results and that's Lisa's claim to fame. t

That's one reason we hired her because we kind of liked all those
things that nobody understands. (Brief discussion between
R. Tolson and L. Bielfeldt on statistics.) We analyzed the |

|

|
|

-13-
'

_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _



_

|

;esults, based on a sample review as I recall, which is again
statistically sound, what the results have shown is that what I

believed to have been the probles to start with is in fact the

problem. Coatings meet the requirements, the records don't. Okay?

Ac e, we've since backed off in the Unit I containment and have

deleted the destructive testing requirements on the basis of the

results we have today, which is a large percentage of the work has
been totally reinspected and the result of those inspections
indicate that it was a paper problem as opposed to a product
problem. That's basically the ground rules. That's what her study
revealed and on the basis of that we backed off the destructive
testing in Unit I we haven't come to grips yet with what we're
going to do in Unit 2. In a parallel effort, having recognized the
problem the people were having in completing the old forms, we
completely revamped the protective coating program in the later
part of '81 early part of '82. And that will include what you will
see today is an inspection report format which to the best of our
ability addresses the things that the old forms and ANSI needs to
address. A birth-to-death type historical situation on what
transpired on any given piece. Construction still insisted on

using painted bulk steel to fabricate hangers so that created the
need to establish a unique number scheme where we can trace back to
the blasting. That's what we refer to as a QP number. Some of the
craft and I guess it was electrical people, prefer to do it this
way. Like to build the hanger, blast it and paint it which is the
preferred way obviously. So, by considering all the ramifications

that one can get into that's why the paper is set up the way it is.
It's set up to fit what construction wanted to do, as opposed to
what ANSI believed to be proper and necessary when you're dealing
with an item that you can take birth-to-death in a small area. You
can't do that on a construction job. Not when you're dealing with
a general contractor. Not in our judge? at. Any questions at that

point?

-14-



J. Lipinsky No, the f orcat of forms doesn't bother me. You can use the ANSI
form, you can use any form you want as long as it contains the
data.

R. Tolson: What you have to do though, Joe, is you have to go through the
entire program in order to be able to come to grips with all of the
ANSI requirements.

J. Lipinsky I'm saying that after a thorough reviev ...

I

R. Tolson: So, what you're really saying in the memo then is that you did not
do a thorough review and therefore you are not in a position to say
one way or the other as to whether or not the program complies with
the ANSI requirements.

J. L1pinsky: Indications, in my opinion, that there might have been some I

problem errors, however, I didn't do a thorough review and'I
couldn't tell you one way or the other.

R. Tolson: Well, I'm awfully confident and I'm awfully confident for a lot
of different reasons. I brought in the early part of '82 a
gentleman that I've worked with for 10 years. The people in the
field refer to him as an efficiency expert that wasn't really his
bag he's just a born QC man and he knew how to get the job done
consistent with construction schsdules. And be spent six weeks
with me down here after we came out with the new program talked

with the people and fine tuning so that it would work and that they
understood it, because I couldn't afford to go back six months

later to another disaster because we didn't communicate with the
troops. We also brought in some outside experts who reviewed the '

program, at our request, and have stated that it meets the

requirements. And that's historical. I've also been under a
constant NRC inspection since January of this year and it's still

i ongoing. I've got another team down here today. And this guy is
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brought in f rom Region 3 working with the Region 4 guy and they're
going back birth-to-death. My friends in Dallas have also
conducted on the order of six protective coating audits in the last
year. Okay? And except for the occasional nits and lice that the
audit thing gets you into then there's no problems that have been
uncovered through all that. And I'd say the NRC's investigation
has been very, very thorough. They have talked on at least three
separate occasions to every QC inspector in the field and except
for some people type things which I know are out there and we're
trying co do something about there's no problems and no citations.
So, subject to surprise, which I don't expect to get into, my
confidence is very high that what we are doing is proper and
totally consistent with the requirements. And we spend one heck of
a lot of time working on it as you might imagine when you wake up
one day au. find out that the entire reactor building which you
thought was close to being through is just getting started. And
that's basically how we got to where we are at. John I can't

think of anything else to touch on, can you?

Mr. Merritt: Let me come back to one thing that Joe was very specific on. Is

there some way that we can clarify or get into the concern of
; mixing, storage, sitting on pallets and a tracking?

'R. Tolson: I want to touch on something briefly. You indicated materials
status tags, something else you mentioned in that I didn't record.
Do you recall what that is?

.

J. Lipinsky; I believe it was the mixing.

.

R. Tolson: Mixing? Alright.

Mr. Merritt: You have a ques. ton on the timing, the tagging, the storage and
in the conversations over the last two or three weeks somebody
was concerned about the lid being off one of the paint cans or
something so we can go through all this thing. Anybody's got any

.

comments or concerns on this now I want to address all of them.
|

\

e '
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R. Tolson: I want to touch on the tagging just a minute. It's down to ...

J. Norris: I walked by, pallet that, this was over by the reactor building and
I looked at some mixed gray paint. The can was open. It obviously

had been there for a few minutes or a half hour or something like
that, and I think I made that comment based on your observations.
I remember very vividly going into the material storage warehouse
with Junior Haley and I was very impressed with it. A neat

well-run organization they told me they mix the paint in there.
Just one guy is checked out so there can be no snafu.

I was impressed with the operation myself, I must say.

R. Trallo: I've got a question. What is the purpose for central mixing? What
is the philosophy behind that?,

R. Tolson: Now, I'm probably not in close to detail as I need to. It's my

understanding that that's just the way that we decided to do
business. All the mixing is done up there on the hill, the paint
comes down complete with some form that they fill out that is
presented to the QC people in the reactor building. I believe QC
witnesses all the paint mixing operations for the Reactor.

Mr. Merritt: I think even beyond that point, of course, is as much paint
as we have to go thru on Comanche Peak, it provides a central point
where you can one control of the temperature, the ambient
temperature which is very important. We couldn't establish control

facilities throughout the job site I think. So we came up with a
central repository for all paint to maintain temperature, humidity |

and whatever up there in that one point. So they started off from
there with a central mixing process. There are probably some
additional underlying reasons for mixing it up there but I am not
able to say,

l

i
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R. Trallo: One of the questions you have raised is it mixed. Now how does
that identify as to where it is going to go and then it is set out

on pallets to be picked up say by one of the construction forces,
how does that material, I think his question is basically how is it |

controlled from the time point of view that it goes to the right
area?

R. Tolson: There are some form and I'm not close enough to that particular
detail that is filled out up there and is presented to a QC in the

Ireactor building. There's a check and balance there somewhere.
But I'm not certain what the details are. Jerry, you might be
able to help there.

J. Firtel: I've got a paint mix slip filled out, which on that form lists the
batch number of each component, manufacturer, color, batch number
component A, batch number component B batch number of thinner
used, witnessed by an inspector and attached to the bucket be it a
five or one or whatever. It's brought down and dropped off outside
in the area marked reactor for Q materials. At that' time, somebody
from inside the reactor will come down and pick it up and have a
central point at each elevation where material is stored whatever

it is and broken out of that container that information is
transposed and put with any subcontainer it goes to so that
wherever an inspector is working with a crew of people there is a
finalized traceability to that batch.

R. Trallo: Then he documents on his inspection form the information that is
on the six ticket, the mix ticket is attached as supporting
documentation to the inspection forms.

I

J. Firtel: Yes.

'

R. Tolson: And I'm not sure that that happens. ;

.
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T. Kelly: I don't think that the mix ticket goes with each inspection form
because you have a situation where you've got a hell of a lot of
small component work being done and you supply the quart pressure
guns. So you may have one 5 mixed that may be used by 10 different
painters. But in each case, when that simbcontainer is gone, the
six slip information is put on that container again witnessed by a
QC man.

K. Michels: One of the questions that's raised here though is when that
asterial leaves the mixing area and then is deposited in the
reactor building area how do people that pick this up and put it
into pots know that this is indeed class 1 material?

T. Kelly: There's no vay. If you'll notice outside containment, or in the
lay devn yards out there, you've got Q areas and non-Q areas.
Well Q areas are Q materials, you've got a batch six ticket
sticking on it, it's Q asterial. If it doesn't require a batch
six ticket, it's not Q material. In other words material is
being used say transformer building, local outhouse, turbine
building it's put in a non-Q area. A completely different area
to drop off the material.

K. Michels: Well, okay. Then the identifying tag as it were, is the mix slip.

R. Tolson: In general, let me touch briefly on status tagging. Cause thats.
I'll take full credit for it, that's my policy. I woke up down
here in '76 one day or '77 and was walking around in the plant and
then when we first started out we had the most sophisticated
tagging systen you've ever seen in the world. I mean it had tags
hanging off everything and I asked somebody when are we going to
take them off. Nobody had thought about that. It was
ridiculous. We were getting NCR's be..use the tags weren't in
place and all of this kind of stuff. So I just said do away with
the tagging system and we have across the board. The only thing I
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that's tagged is the weld rod. Everything else is done through our
interpretation of Appendix B is either paper or status indicators.
We tend to use the paper. Okay? And that's just basically the

,

policy. So, you won't see any release' for construction tags on
paint containers I can assure you and the reason for it is because
we decided that wasn't the way we wanted to do business early in
the game. I

I

R. Trallo: What we're revealing here basically is feedback on' Joe's an early
comment on how indications were, but without a thorough review
there's no way we could tell to expand on'this. Our indications
were, mine own personally would be to go and just take a cursory
walk through the facility and I saw material sitting mixed and out
even though it was in an area marked Q storage, that I would have a
problem with it. Because under most prograns, again each program
is taylored to suit an individual site and an individual
requirement and still within the guidelines set forth by regulatory
agencies. We could work under a program which is essentially 180*
out of phase with your program and still both of us meet the intent

_ of the regulatory requirements. But for the most part our exposure
has been this with coating, this type of handling of material
normally indicates there's a problem. New if your program
addresses it as it does here, fine you probably do not have a *

problem. But first indication is wait a minute, this stuff gets
set outside there, how do you track it and how do you know where it

,

is going? And that's what we were trying to do during our courtesy
,

look. Just identifying areas which may be of concern.
.

J. Norris: Okay. The problem here. I think, is that as a group we're used to
seeing tags, we didn't see tags, they're handling it a dif ferent I

vay.

R. Trallo: That's again, what we were looking for is a broad review and we did
not have the time here to go into all the detail. This is one of

|
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the reasons why we are all here today is to further explore this to
see, in our opinion if we think you are deficient in some way we
will tell you. If we feel your system is fine, then we'll tell you

;

it looks like it meets everything and you allyed our fear or our
; concern.

R. Tolson: Again, I'll reemphasize the fact that my confidence is very high,

because it's been looked at and put through a micro' scope
particularly in the last year.

Mr. Merritt: Well, if that's not a problem let's step back to QA. Let's go
to Dallas and get them back again.

1

'

R. Tolson: I don't have a problem. I don't want to get Dallas back here
again this week they were just here last week.

Mr. Merritt: Oh, okay.

R. Trallo: In all honesty, any place where we've ever seen that type of
handling with coating materials, it didn't work. Now if yours
works, hey that's great.

R. Tolson: We think it does.

R. Trallo: Every place we've seen it never worked.

R. Tolson: I probably shouldn't say this but we have no great fondness for
auditors and it should be made very clear that the auditors know
that. We have a little saying that the definition of an auditor is

s y that comes in and bayonets the wounded after the var is lost.e u

I can say that with some confidence as I used to be one.

Mr. Merritt: Well, I think we need to take an overview from the standpoint of
how we're doing it today the record as it stands, and make a
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determination on whether or not we need to go back in there and do
another audit or not. Whether or not it is closed I think we do
need to take another look.

R. Tolson: My mind says no. Okay? I've been talking to the inspectors I'm
currently working on a concern that they have that in tied into
this area a little bit. I'm also convinced that they're seeing
stuff that they don't like and their motivation is not clear to me
yet as to what they are trying to do. We'll look at everything
that the people come up. I've got an ex-NRC man down here on my
staff that has spent 10 years as regional director with the
commission who is at my back and call to investigate any and all
allegations that come to our attention. So, if there is a proble=
ve'11 take care of it. Our review indicates that there is not a

problem. I feel very confident about it. I think you'd be the

first to admit my group is not prone to being bashful.

Mr. Merritt: Nope, I've got no problem there.

R. Tolson: Nor do the auditors. Touch briefly, Joe, on the morale problem.
I'm well aware of that. It's kind of a cycle thing. I'm convinced
at this point, we've just reccatly gone through an additional
investigation with the NRC and we did an internal investigation.
We have uncovered some things that from a management standpoint

neeaed to be done and we've taken care of them. As to whether or
not that's going to settle it down I won't know for some time.
I've strengthened the supervision. We've recently moved to a
different way of organizing the project, got the best people man
that I have on my staff involved with the reactor building and I'm

~

convinced that he's capable of managing peop1e and getting their
minds positive as opposed to being negative. As to whether or not
I'm totally successful with that, I won't know for some tf 2.

We've done everything we can think of to take care of those human

aspects which you get into on a job of this nature. The only thing
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that makes sense to me from a motivation standpoint is some of them

are scared about where they're going to be working next year. They
seem to be spending one heck of a lot of time worrying about that
as opposed to earning the pay check that we're providing to them to
do the inspection work. It's not too surprising. The only
surprising thing is that I'm surprised its taken this long. I

predicted this would happen four years ago. It just surfaced in
paint, there's some indication that perhaps it could spread and
we're working feverishly to stop that.

R. Trallo: We have a theory on that, as you said it surfaced in paint.
That's the only area ve deal in and we can't understand why we
possibly run into this more than a general contractor or an

However, as you're well aware as you get into it you knowowner.

people always say, Oh my god, the welding documentation. Welding
is one of the easiest things on a site to document. Paint is the
most difficult to document. It is the most difficult to comply
and document with. It can be done but it is much more difficult.
Where the welding quality supervisor he thinks he has the world's
worst problem, his is very simple, he takes a picture it's there.
He looks, if you walk away from a weld, the welds are still there.
Ten minutes later the coating is not -- it has changed. It has
underwent a chemical anomally. Coating inspection is a very, very
demanding job.

Mr. Merritt: Subject to a lot of personal interpretation.

R. Trallo: Unfortunately, that is the business. I personally sit on D33
committee ASTM who has been given the job to maintain and rewrite

the ANSI documents we're talking about today. We have some very
heated discussion because now we have quality people, production
people, engineering people, etc. all at the same table working on
the same document. You'd be surprised what we end up getting into.
What is very practical from an engineering point of view is totally

1
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not practical from a quality point of view. They always hit ce why
do you keep bringing up. I'm not a quality engineer by any means,
why do you keep bringing up you can't do that you can't docu=ent.
It's fact, you're asking a man to perform a function in the field
which is virtually impossible to document. Now I said what type of
position do you put both the mechanic in and the inspector in. The

industry has to develop and we're trying from that point of view
develop more objective tests. They're not destructive tests but
something that's more objective and unfortunately we're dealing
with many phases of the inspection documentation an art versus a
science. It's' totally unfortunate.

J. Norris: The world is eagerly awaiting the results of your work.

'

R. Trallo: Some of the things that have come out of there very recently, are
j much, much better than they have been in the past. More defined

anyway.
l

!

R. Tolson: Alright. Let me digress back up now to another point (personel
certifications) that Ralph raised that I think we need to discuss
just briefly. We have litigated this in the public arena and our

i objective was to get a legal interpretation of ANSI N45.2.6. We

were blessed with being the second plant in the industry to have
what is affectionately referred to as a CAT review. Followed that;

!

by a RAT review which spun off from the CAT. This is a team of
i about 11 seasoned NRC inspectors who tour the country bringing good
i news and great tidings to nuclear construction. Having been the

second plant they did not have the experience of phrasing
i

themselves in a way that it was not embarrassing to either the
utility or the commission when you got into the public arena and,

were in front of the administrator law judge. Our report was, to
say the least, a little upsetting. :oorly written thrown together
and not given a whole lot of thought.

f

f

I
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Mr. Merritt: Including some very gross inaccuracies.

R. Tolson: Yeah, you might say.

Mr. Merritt: They had the wrong hangers in some cases. They learned because
they got put in the public arena and they had to eat crow.

R. Tolson: Out of sixteen items that they were ready to hammer us on we
admitted to probably four that there was a problem on, twelve of
them were not problems. (Brief discussion on WPPSS and WPPSS CAT

reports.) One of the NRC inspectors who was assigned to evaluating
our compliance with N45.2.6 had gotten his tail feathers singed on
another plant because he had been tempted to utilize the concepts
that we use on training and certification. And it didn't work.
One reason it didn't work cause they didn't manage it properly. So
you have a different interpretation of what N45.2.6 requires. His
interpretation in a nut shell is that you can't use Level I's.
Everybody has to be Level II'c valk on water type of inspector
before you can utilize them. Obviously that's not very practical.
I learned early in the game that you cannot go out in this industry
and find Level II people that are capable of performing
inspections. They don't exist. They may have been certified Level
II. Okay? But they're not capable. Having recognized that, my
friend over here in the corner made that very clear to me one

morning after a tour of duty on night shift when one of my quote
Level II electrical inspectors decided to give him a lecture on
quality assurance. And he came in the next morning, and he's not
always the most pleasant person in the world, the relationship

,

degraded rather quickly, and I had what you call your basic
problem. The problem, my friend Merritt here and my boss were real

quick to decide that they didn't want to go to Washington, so guess
who vent, by himself. We had a minor communication problem at the

time over some rebar and concrete. We didn't think rebar was all
that important and so the company got called to Washington and I
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Level II's. They are going to understand what QC is all about. My
basis for that before I went to the Level II step is I wanted and I

guess 1 forgot to mention that even Level I people get the training
and a written examination. Because part of our testing is their

comprehension. It's foolish to think that all of these procedures,

and the coating book is about that thick, are physically carried to

the field when the guy does an inspection. Doesn't work that way.
We structured the inspection report to include pertinent aspects of

major detail, very detailed inspection report. They do detailed

reports, its a check list. Okay? Of things that they have to .

check. They're given reduced copies of the procedure which they
have available in case of any (unclear). We try to make it as easy

as we can on them. We have just recently developed a Level II exam
which the more experienced people will be given an opportunity to

take following some refresher. Our concept of a Level II is a guy

that is capable of performing any and all inspections in a given

discipline, as opposed for the inspection instruction concept.
From an experience standpoint I could, and I told the judge I can

do this, I can paper certify the experienced people in the paint

group as Level II, I.can do that tomorrow. But it's not consistent

with the policy that we established when we came back from

Washington. I've got this across the board, not just paint, the
same concept. I've turned out some Level II electrical people, for
example, that I'm quite proud of, and the reputation that we've
gained in the industry speaks for itself. The Bechtel's, the

Ebasco's, the UE&C's and whoever else. There's been an inordinate

amount of contact in Grandbury trying to steal some of our people.
(Brief discussion regarding personnel hiring.) Conceptionally
that's what we've done. One of the problema that contributed to
the morale situation, Jack made it very clear, it's nothing we
didn't know, you don't work people seven days a week and expect
their morale to be high, except those of us in supervisory

positions we don't have that morale problem, we don't need any time
off. We enjoy the work so much that we just keep going. One thing
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we've done recently, and my experience is that the best inspectors
that I can get are the ones that are already here working in the
craft. A lot of people that don't agree with that, the majority of

,

which are in my paint inspection group before I made the move We.

recently selected about sixteen people out of the craft, hand
picked, who we felt could help us from an inspection standpoint.
The biggest bottleneck out there right now which is the in-process
repairs, touch-ups, what-have-you on miscellaneous steel and we'ver

,

developed the concept of limited certification. It's the only

thing those people are certified to do is those in-process i

inspections. They don't do any final acceptance inspections or !4

anything else they simply are there to verify that the preparation
work is in accordance with Mr. Kelly's spec, that they've been done
properly and is documented.

R. Trallo: That is verified by a quality control inspector?

R. Tolson: They are QC inspectors.

R. Trallo: They are inspectors?

R. Tolson: Yes sir. They work for me.

R. Trallo: You've found that this doesn't cause you probless?>

R. Tolson: Oh yeah. It didn't take but about 10 minutes for Arlington to get
called and ...

Mr. Merritt: They're investigating it.
.

R. Trallo: I'm not speaking of an administrating problem, I'm speaking of a
factual problem.
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R. Tolson: Ninety-five percent (95%) of my electrical inspection group, which
is the best group I have on this site because it's the one I worked
the hardest and longest with, came from the craft. They're a good
group of people.

Mr. Merritt: Quite frankly, one of the things we've found on this job, and I
don't think it should be any surprise to anybody, take people

that have had hands on working experience and very good knowledge

:. on putting together a craftsanship aspects of a program make
very good inspectors because they understand the techniques of h

what's involved, they know exactly where to go to look if you want

to try to beat a system out there. They understand how to get in

! there and work with it. And we've had very good success here.

i
R. Trallo: Maybe the difference has been, because we've tried this route'

i

back a ways, and I think maybe the difference between our success
,

| and yours has been that you have taken people who have been
exposed to a possibly stringent quality program for a severe

period of time. Okay? What our experience had been is that all of-

a sudden you take a gentleman or a lady out of craft. Okay?
Who've been doing this, I've been a painter 20 years, now who is
this inspector telling me that I'm doing it wrong. And if you try

to convert them over to inspector you never quite get up over that
fine edge in the fence to the point where, well I know the paper

says this but I know that this is technically sound. And it's very
'

hard to get through their head, it may be technically sound but it

is not documentable or it is not in accordance with the written
word and you have to follow the written word.

!.

Mr. Merritt: It's true on this one and not totally familiar with how you work,
in an open shop environment, which this is down here, which gives
us total flexibility, the people that we chose to go into this

program were very selectively hand picked understanding their
! capabilities, their knowledge and the training program themselves
!

\

,
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which we have; I don't know if you have that flexibility or not
as far as specific individuals that we believe as a group can
handle the job and do us a quality job.

R. Tolson: Keep in mind, too, we're working with a selected group on the order
of 50 to 70 people and we selected and hand picked 16, one of them

. just happened to have a Bachelor of Science degree in some
engineering field and what he was doing working as a painter is

'

beyond me.

R. Trallo: You'd be surprised how many painters we've run into that are
degreed people.

R. Tolson: To be honest with you I wish I could locate a job like that because
~

I'm very good with hands-on type work. I'm not sure paint is my
field. (Brief discussion with RAT on work.) Anyway, that's been
the way we've had it, we've had excellent luck with it. I'm smart
enough to brief Region 4 before I make any moves like that. It's

kind of interesting to me; I started a little game. I do have a

problem with that type people, particularly with their minds. I
started a rumor yesterday just to see how long it would take to get
to Aritngton.

J. Norris: How long did it take?

R. Tolson: I haven't heard back yet. I'm still timing it. But, I asked one

of the guys that I can take into confidence to put a rumor in the
field that I just slugged my boss. Just to see how long it would
take. Okay? Its got to be a joke with me. I mentioned to these
NRC guys yesterday that I was wearing red underwear and they said
we already know that. So, it's direct pipeline. Any move I make,
so be it. We're used to it, we've been doing it for years. We've
got nothing to hide, never have had, never will have. It's not in

the best interest of Texas Utilities to be in that hiding
situation. We're going to be up front with it, we're going to
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manage the business the way we see it needs to be managed and we

are going.to finish one of these days. Because that's really what
we're all here to do. Okay? I'm going to request. regardless of
what we do, that we refrain from talking to the inspectors. I |

plead with you on that. The reason for this should be very
obvious. I've already mentioned the continuous NRC investigation !

since January. There has been ... and when I say continuous I mean
continuous, and every time they come down here they're going to be
talking to paint inspectors. There is a management team in here
from Houston talking to thos+ who are employed by Brown and Root
and we have conducted, either myself or Tom Brandt. interviews with '

each one of the people trying to come to grips with just what it is
that's bugging them. And that's all been followed up by a total
reinterview coming out of my good friends in Dallas. Okay? And ,

those people have been talked to so much that I'd like to keep them
working for a while. Okay? They've gotten to where they kind of
enjoy it because it's less painful for them to sit in a nice soft
chair and talk to people than it is to get out there and do the
inspection work. So please let's figure out some way of doing this
without getting into an interview with the people. Just keep in
sind that there is a birth-to-dea th NRC inspection going on down
here and Joe. I understand that you're going to have the
opportunity to talk to them yourself. Okay?

|

R. Trallo: As far as a " interview" situation. Joe,and I discussed that earlier
in Philadelphia and we were both of the opinion that an interview
type situation is strictly counterproductive. We're talking to
inspectors, we're talking to production foremen. construction
foresen, whatever. We weren't considering going in and sitting up
interviews, as far as myself anyway, and Joe pretty much concurred.
I would not like to, say we're out in the field, be in a position
to where we do not talk to them. If we see an inspector
documenting something, what are you documenting, well I'm
documenting surface preparation fine.

|

|
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R. Tolson: That's not what I'm talking about, the kind of thing I'm talking
about is the. what's happening. and typically happens is, there's
an office down there somewhere who'll call people in out of the
field and talk to them that's the kind of thing. Please don't. My

concern is that I can't with, and god knows who else is going to
come in but I'm having a terribly difficult time doing my job if,

every other minute they're being talked to. Now, I'll talk to

them. I finally got around to meeting Mr. Miller subsequent to Joe
and I's conversation. and I gave him a charter. One of the things
that's clear is that some of the paint inspectors f ancy themselves
as engineers. And I think Hiller is probably one of them. An

i extremely brilliant young man. Almost cagey, but brilliant. A
good head on his shoulders. And I talked to him and directed him
that we had a job to do if he had genuine concerns or anybody else

l out there had genuine concerns relative to the program the only way
I can help you relieve that concern is to inform me through some,

kind of ABC type list in terms of what the concerns are. Okay?
And the gentleman to my right here. Mr. Firtel, one of his
assignments has been and continues to be until he goes off to
bigger and better things is to address each and every one of those
concerns that has been brought forth. As I understand it, he's

! been working the last couple of weeks answering the concerns. It's

also my understanding out of say, just for talking purposes, 300
things that have been identified there's probably one nic out there
we're going to do something about. And, that's the type of |
situation I have. I've got people trying, what I call the inmates i

running the asylum and I'm not going to have it. I'm gonna manage,

the QC group, somehov.

R. Trallo: Our training with people, and we've been pretty much like you, we
don't go out and hire inspectors we go and hire a trainee. I
guess everybody we have was a trainee at one time or another.

l

1

Because we found all you're getting is you're getting a body that i

has preset in his mind what he wants to do and for the most part we

t
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were more stringent than most other people these folks had ever
worked for and they could not understand it. Also, part of the
training program, is that your job is to inspect to the inspection
procedure, you do what the procedure says. Fine, you're always
open if you have a question come in and talk to your supervisor.
But, you're not an engineer, you're not construction you're an
inspector. If the document says check surface preparation usinF
this instrument, that's what you do. ,And I think after a rocky
road several years back, the last three or four years we've pretty
auch got it on track. It's the toughest thing to do though..

Everybody is a paint expert, everyone in this room has picked up a
brush at one time, done either the bathroom or your living room
ceiling or a picket fence and that makes everyone an expert.
Believe me.

R. Tolson: (Brief comment on past painting experience by R. Tolson.) That's.
I guess basically it on'the general stuff. I'm not going to
address the painter qualifications.

Mr. Merritt: That's what I wanted to touch base on. Give me some guidance on

what you want to look at or where your concerns are and we'll get
whatever is necessary in here as far as the painter
qualifications. Do you want to say anything else about B?

R. Tolson: No. Not unless Joe has anything.

Mr. Merritt: Let me pick up two things that kind of tie the painter
qualifications into the issue of Item C because they're familiar,
may not be some tie between the two. At the time Jack was in
here with us, and Jack and I concunicated to some length on what
we actually had out there in the field. The issuance or the
concern over 452 versus the 34, now I won't say it was 34 but I
won't disagree chat you're within the ballgame, it may have been
40. I'm not even arguing that point from the standpoint of

.

i
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qualified spray painters. We had jumped into one whole group of
452 people; scaffold builders. masking Personnel, clean-up.
"soffers" (so for this, so for that, so for whatever), helpers,
whatever you wish to call it the so called paint department.
Again, in an open shop that is not totally nice neat and clear
break line. it gives flexibility in an open shop, not f rom the
point of painters though and qualification of a person that is
qualified to perform spray paint. There is a program for them.
There is procedures that they go through and address. In and of
itself it seems to fall out cold turkey. Okay, out of 452 only 34
are qualified to paint we're not even arguing that point. I think

you and I numerous discussions on that even to the point that you
had recommended that perhaps we bring in some additional people
with the magnitude of the work that we were trying to cover with
that group. And as a result of that, we did some additional

)

recruiting. We brought in additional people of which the majority |
flunked. We had several levels of testie, One, was at the front -

, gate before they ever were even allowed on the job site if they
a

could just do and understand general painting. If they couldn't
pass that, we never even got them through the front gate out there.

h So, that we do have a program. Now, as far as addressing
! specifics. I need some help from you all in. I'll bring in whoever

we need there.
I

!

R. Trallo: I think, again. I'm doing more talking than either of these two
because I'm probably more, have the most objective overview of

this thing. I came into it a little later. I read the paper work l

in this report. Essentially, again in our business, we are a
coating contractor and we would only draw something like a
project of this nature, approximately a 50-50 spread. Between,
if we had 100 painters we would probably be shooting for in the
neighborhood of 50 people certified to perform Q type or quality
coatings. One of the things we were looking at and one of the

'

instructions that Joe nad been given af ter discussing with Jack and

|
|

|
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through guidelines of your organization, hey what can we do here to
get this program on line? Observation by both of these gentlemen
are, well if you want to move f aster, okay, there's only one way to
do it, you have to have more qualified people performing the
function at the same time. If someone was to give me, a matter of
fact the first time Jack mentioned to me verbally that out of so :

many hundred people they only had a relatively small amount that
* were qualified nuclear coating journeymen type. Right. And I

said, they can't have. I says that's impossible. I said unless
,

these people are cleeping or something. Now, it could be that

: under a guise of quote a painter or painter craft category within

your organization you might even have the fellows that take care of

bathrooms, sweep the floor. I don't know.

,
J. Norris: The real problem with the manpower, and its since been corrected,

is that we have dug ourselves a hole in the specifications, you've
got an object A up here that gets system I on it, you've got an

object B that gets system Y on it and ...

R. Trallo: And an object C that ties into both of them with a third system.

J. Norris: And an object that you can t get a system, so the majority of these
folks were involved in masking. I would like to have the duct tape
concession here I really would. It's incredible, it really is.

But. I think that's been taken care of after the review.
|

Mr. Merritt: You made very specific observations in some of the rooms and we
,

would be the first to admit we had some inef ficiencies at the !

time you got in there. That was the reason for bringing you in
here. We knew we had some problems and concerns and we wanted to |

i

look at the program and that's what we got into and tried to
address.
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R. Trallo: In a nutshell, if you only had one qualified certified painter on l
'

e Ithis job, as long as he was qualified to perform in accordance with
an established program, that's totally satisf actory. Your canpower
though, of course, is controlled strictly by construction people.
And we're speaking mainly quality here. From a quality point of

view, if you say I have one certified painter, right, and he is

certified to an acceptable existing program, that's fine. If you

say you've got ten, but only one is actually certified, then you'rei

going to have a probles.
.

Mr. Merritt: Then we have a problem.

R. Trallo: As far as your question, John, what we would like to see. I

think we would like t o see your inspector program, certrification

program, right. (Mr. Merritt asked RAT inspector or painter.)

Inspector qualification program you have a set of guidelines and

the same thing for the for the painters and probably look at one or

two or how many individuals just pull a file on these and I think

that that would ally because everything that Mr. Tolson has

presented here at face value seems to me where we had unwanted
concern.

J. Norris: Say that again Ralph.

R. Trallo: Essentially, our concern on certification of inspection personnel

and protective coating application personnel. Right? Yet we

don't know if the program is working. Okay? If we could see the
program and possibly take a couple of sample records, at random,
Johnny Jones is a certified coating applicator of applied CZ11 by

spray, fine. You take a look at that with definitive testing

with Johnny Jones.

J. Norris: Okay, you get that sample on it with the painter qualification and

that sample on the inspector qualification and that allies your j

fears, is that what you're saying to me, Ralph?
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R. Trallo: ,1 would think that that is up to these two gentlemen here, they're
QA people.

J. Norris: Do you agree?

J. Lipinsky: 1 mean if you look at ten people. Five out of ten or something
like that? Those fivt seem to be okay thes ...

R. Trallo: Yeah, that's basically it. Just a representative sampling.

K. Michels: What you need is a representative sample.

R. Tolson: Let's save some of those type decisions for sun-up. Okay? On
that, the confidence factor I have on what I'm doing is 125%.
Okay?

R. Trallo: And we're sure of that. I think what we're looking at now is, as
we discussed before this meeting, is the broad, broad range of

, this type of meno. Okay? I think it would behoove all of us to

get something there that says, hey that's fine.,

J. Norris: And put it to bed.

R. Trallo: And put it to bed.

R. Tolson: I don't have a big hang op with that.

.

R. Trallo: That's where I'm coming from.

R. Tolson: I don't want to wear those certification files out though. Okay?
Joe, I mentioned that you'd have a little difficulty with
retrievability. There's a good chance that the ERC is looking at j

them and that's why you can't get your hands on them. |

_
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Mr. Merritt: Okay? What do we need to do with the "No Win / Win-Win"? Would ,

somebody clarify that for the record book? I think I understood

from' conversations I personally had with that Win-Win /No Win
thing with Jack Norris the intent, but I'm not sure what it means

in this report.

R. Tolson: Let me take an attempt. Okay? It's one of the things that I tend
to agree from the Exit that boy it really would be nice if we had a

barbeque off site and people got to know each other better.

Mr. Merritt: That's exactly where it went.

R. Tolson: So, we thought that was a brilliant idea. I'm particularly fond

of beer, I don't particularly care for barbeque and we did it.
Nane of the QC people showed up, with the exception of one guy
who had already terminated and another guy that we're fighting a
labor suit with right now. So, it was a bright idea. The craft,

Junior and myself enjoyed the beer, but I'm not sure it helped.
The other thing I recall coming out of there that. I know we
discussed this because it's a pet theme of mine, that if Merritt
did a better job of putting the paint on we wouldn't have so many
complaints about nit-picking on the inspection.

,

Mr. Merritt: Right.

R. Tolson: And so, Gene Crane was charged with the responsibility of tracking
and identifying who was doing a good job in craf t and who wasn't.

That has since been turned around into intimidation of the QC
inspectors because now they're taking their counterparts, friends,
you know they drink beer with each other off site they don't tend
to like each other on site, and they take that now as

intimidation because every time they write an unsat inspection
report they're putting their friend's job in jeopardy.

.

O
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Mr. Merritt: Because we took corrective action, which we perceived we seeded

to do. If the guy can't do the job, you remove him from the job.
If we have no other place for him, then we don't need him on
site. I can't just load up the project site. QC has now

interpreted that, hey this old guy and 1 are good buddies from
way back from WPPSS, and Timbucktoo and wherever and because you're

keeping up score with how many deficiencies against him. QC is now
intimidating the craft because are now ...

R. Tolson: Now it's the other way around.

Mr. Merritt: Ya, other way around.

*

K. Tolson: They're being intimidated by management because we're trying to
take corrective action on what their complaint was in the first

place because the painters didn't know how to paint.

Mr. Merritt: We'll have to change that program.

R. Trallo: You did hit on a very key point. We found within our

organization several years back that to develop a very decent
relationship between these two groups we had to not train the
inspectors in a QC group, you had to' train painters. I don't mean,

just give them formal training, just a guy. I mean we had to get

these people thinking in a different point of view. One of the

-

site supervisors we had really developed an informal inspection
process. This thing is beautiful. Okay? It's a four phased on

every piece of work. And he developed this by himself there's only
one phase document and that's the official phase the inspection
people do. But basically, I am Johnny Jones. I am preparing that
wall, when I think that wall is ready I look at it and make any

repairs it needs to it. Okay? Then, I get my foreman he thinks

it's ready then he had to go get the general foreman. The general
foreman we used in a holding establishment. Construction
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establishes that I as ready. Okay? Actually the wall is inspected

three times. And it doesn't take a bit more time. I will argue

with anybody that it caesn't take one ioda more out of construction
schedule. Right?

Mr. Merritt: Disagree. (Not clear on tape if Mr. Merritt said disagree.)

R. Trallo: Now by the time that inspector got there, we found that
deficiencies were minimized. Therefore, the gentleman that

performed the work he wasn't on his high-horse that everything I
do, my god I'm persecuted, this inspector chops ne down. What
that also accomplishes, essentially, is your construction group
realizes is that, hey, why is a second level of informal

inspection always find tremendous deficiencies on this particular
mechanics work. That mechanic was told, hey pal, either

straighten up or bye. (Mr. Merritt said tha't's right.) But it was

done essentially within a construction group. Because it was then
rejected themselves.

R. Tolson: We're doing that right now.

Mr. Merritt: We have done that at the foreman level, the general foreman level
and on a random basis. We did not involve the general foreman on

each and every inspection or ' sign-of f, if you would, but we have ;

involved the foremen in that particular effort. Yes sir. Again

that came back out of Jack's suggestion to us. |

|

R. Trallo: That works. It works. It really does. But apparently you have f
1

a very unique situation now when you're taking essentially l

corrective action that someone has interpreting as being ...

1

Mr. Merritt: That's interpreted in how it's used. We went back through each
and every one of the qualified spray painters, went back through
a racertification of every one of them. We didn't discriminate
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against anybody, we just took them all and just started putting
them back down through there ourselves from the standpoint of
testing to be sure that everybody was on the up-and-up. Right
af ter, this was clear back the end of August. I guess Jack. in
that we went through that particular effort. We had the
brainstorming session up here about the same time we had the beer
and barbeque session with the QC and engineering to try to answer
any concerna and any questions. Some of that got turned around and
we got beat over the head with it. It was intimidation because we
were trying to explain where the engineering group was coming from.
(Brief conversation between J. Norris and R. Trallo.) But again as
far as picking up on exactly what you're talking about, this is,

what we've attempted to try to work with.

J. Norris: Joe, you haven't said anything that I can recollect about the
Win-Win /No-Win situation.

J. Lipinsky: It's essentially what we talked about.
'

.

J. Norris: You agree.

W
,:, J. Lipinsky: We were talking about having a set together ...

4

R. Tolson: We did.

R. Trallo: We've done it and it's been very successful.

R. Tolson: Well I think if we did it again, there would probably be a little

more participation coming out of QC. They were particularly bent
,

out shape for some reason at that point in time. And one of the
guys came. I think I finally surmined why, he was kind of sweet on
one of the ladies working in the craft. At least based on

observation of what happened at the barbeque. It was good. -We
enjoyed it, those of us in supervisory roles, it's always nice to
get off site. .
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Mr. Merritt: Okay. Let me come back between Jack, L'ipinsky and I coming down
from the top of page 3. In the concluding paragraph from C, I )
don't take that as being either positive, negative, otherwise |

!other than just a comment. Is there something we should make of
"

1this? i

l
i

R. Tolson: 1 think we've already discussed this.

J. Lipinsky: Yeah, we have.
_

Mr. Merritt: Okay. Okay, on Item D.

R. Tolson: All that happened. I think we're using it.

Mr. Merritt: Now we have made some spot. Again going back to Jack, in his
,

reconsnendations, we did not make a wholesale, blanket

modification specification. We did identify, through Jack's
efforts, some specific areas, primarily in the touch-up category
of where we could give ourselves some help and we were overly
penalizing ourselves, tried to do everything with a spray gun.
Jack, you all were very instrumental in putting together the
necessary procedural requirements in conjunction with Kelly here
at the site to accomplish that. So, again we agree with D if
there was anything other than that intended I need some help.

J. Lipinsky: No.

Mr. Merritt: Okay on Item E concerning the air supply. We totally agree. Jack,
you even called in after one discussion, specific make, model and
serial number, who the local salesman was and how we could get
ahold of him and we have done that. We purchased immediately the
necessary I don't recall the brand name you gave se on the thing,
air supplier or air dryer and brought it in and implemented it.

I

l
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Again, not being either positive or negative it was what I needed
some help on. Okay, we're down to F. Availability and
Qualification of Inspection Personnel.

R. Tolson: It should be obvious from our discussion to date how we approach
that.

J. Lipinsky It is to se too.

Mr. Merritt: Again, as we indicated for the record here in this thing with the
BEI because there's been several questions from me coming back who
in the world is BEI? Through that discussion we've made the

decision we did not intend to introduce any new companies, any
; more companies, or any new companies other than what we presently

had at Comanche Peak in the labor force and that we were
primarily using Brown and Root and Ebasco to provide the
qualified personnel. And if they so chose to go some other ^

direction then it was totally up to them. They were responsible
for obtaining for us individuals who could meet the qualification
requirements.

J. Lipinsky: That was exactly what we talked about in our conversations.

Mr. Merritt: Okay. One comment that needs to be cleared up. I'm not sure who
J. Church is other than we think that was Joe George.

J. Lipinskys Yes, George. (Brief conversation -- no bearing.) ;
,

iMr. Merritt: Again Jack, on this item. I guess it's F and it's sub B on this |
1

thing so that there's no misunderstanding, again we hsd agreed
|

that whatever you recommended I'd put you in' direct cositact with |

my people and organizations and when you had a valid concern we

went to implementation. I didn't need a report. I didn't want a
report. I didn't need any other follow through other than what
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you recommended on a back and forth communicative basis on this I

thing. And so again from the standpoint of me doing anything
|

other than just that that was, I don't know what that totally
means there. But, you and I had jointly reached an understanding
at that point in time, we'd gone through specification, painter 4

and qualification, materials, inspection, whatever else including
#equipment, so we called it to a halt. And we thought it mutually

beneficial to stop at that point. -

J. Norris: Was that your understanding, Joe?

J. Lipinsky: (Brief discussion on what item was being discussed.) We're talking
about item F, sub B? Yes, I agree.

Meeting took break.

Mr. Merritt: Okay. Item A, do you want to pick up the talk?

R. Tolson: Yeah, and this brief introduction Joe. Comparing Comanche Peak to
any plant is subjective in itself, because we think we're the best
in the industry. So, I'd like to throw the burden to you and ask
how in the world you can compare Comanche Peak with any other plant
specifically Zimmer?

J. Lipinsky; Well, the answer was based on my earlier assumptions and opinions
'

and indications. That's what I was doing a comparison. The
thing that Zimmer essentially did was place more emphasis on the
development aspects than on the quality aspects and the resulted in

: major rework situations opposed to coatings.
!

R. Tolson: Okay. So apparently you drew the conclusion then that from your
discussions which I think we all agree were at best a snapshot of
what transpires at Comanche Peak that we're totally production
oriented as opposed to quality oriented.

l
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J. Lipinskyl In a nutshell. yeah.

R. Tolson: Okay. Well, for the record, that's not the way we do business. We

all have an obligation obviously. You can play the quality game
two ways. You can become partner to accomplishing an end objective |

,

or you can be a hurdle that has to be crossed. I choose to be a |

partner. I don't see that as a conflict with the regulatory
requirements at all. And I spend a considerable amount of my
personal time discussing my philosophy and posture with my friend
over here in the corner office, whose got about 35 years of QA
background and experience and carries an awfully big club. So, we

participate with people. I encourage it, but the record will speak
for itself, if I need to tell Mr. Merritt to stop it, he will in

turn stop.

R. Trallo: One thing, you can't inspect quality into any job.

R. Tolson: Never.

R. Trallo: That's a fact that most people don't understand.

Mr. Merritt: That's correct.

R. Trallo: They feel that because the inspection is severe it's quality. You
can't inspect quality into it.

Mr. Merritt: Into nothing. Don't matter what it is and we've contended that

all the way along. The first line is absnlutely the craftsmen in
the field and without that you haven't got anything.

|
i

R. Tolson: And I think we're doing a yeoman's job, if anything we're doing;

more of it than we ought to. Much more than we ought to. I don't;

think our discussions to date from what I've told you is what's
occurred would support the second sentence. Were the second
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sentence true, and I've been successf ul in some areas in dif ferenti

disciplinee of doing this. I would have done no inspections. I

would simply have written an NCR that said the records are fouled

up use as is and put it to bed. So, 1 don't.think that's a fair

assessment on the second sentence. On the contrary, and we've done
this consistently on anything we've ever done down here. if we had
a concern. even if it was believed to be a non-problem which it was
at the time, then we're going to develop the proof and spend the
resources to accomplish that so * hat we are not just out there
opinionated a~nd winging it, we've got some hard fast facts to
back up what we believe to be true. I think the backfit efforts

we've gone through and people have been brought in to study that
have consistently said you're doing too much. Okay? But we did
it.

.

J. Norris: Incidently Joe, that devermils with my observations. at least in
the containment on a casual basis. I was horified after looking at

I the tapevidth scaffold underneath the polar crane and I don't know
how many inspectorc were up there with, seemingly everybody had an
inspector gauge. You know every six square inches they're taking
readings and I agree that the job is over inspected.

R. Tolson: I've had to discuss this in the hearings on several different
occasions and we're in the process of preparing a formal report
for the benefit of the judge and I have no doubt that when we are
finished that he will concur that what we have done proves the

i

integrity of the coating systaa.

; R. Trallo: I've heard several comments as level of inspections. I went.

through an inspection procedure (back in the office. which we have
copies). I don't know for sure which one, and your documentation
checklist I went through that. I've heard stated several times.
Jack sentioned right now. People were taking readings along the top
of the other which is actually a degree of over-inspection. The

i
|

|

|
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only thing I did notice in there is how are all these readings
documented? The engineers had a statement well before dry film
thicknesses (unclear) below. Okay? But now people were taking all
these readings where they bringing them down?

R. Tolson: I don't think and again that's a detail that I'm not as close to

as some other folks, but what I perceive that they're doing is and
it seems to vary depending on the fullness of the moon and there is

a direct correlation with that.

J. Norris: Can you substantiate that statement.

R. Tolson: Yes. I can prove it every time there's a full moon I spend the
majority of my time discussing with Merritt and Frankum how come

I'm killing them. There's got to be a direct corelator there. But

what they're probably recording, in a recent example from my friend
out there that's helping me so much, the latest complaint I have on
a beam that was probably the length of this table, he took 20 DFT

readings. Somebody stood there and counted them. Okay? I never
bothered to pull the record because I've done it too many times and
I always get the same answer and he probably only recorded the
minimum number that the procedure required him to record. I think
he's doing that just to stir up the pot.

R. Trallo: Does the procedure require a certain number of readings? i

R. Tolson: We sensed when that came up, and this hurts, because he's one of
the one's who's probably eligible for taking the Level II exam and
for me to say yea verily he is a qualified inspector and he will be

.

given the opportunity and I will not discriminate against negative
people. We revised the procedure and we made it awfully clear for
a certain size area how many DFT measurements to take. After that

point we unfortunately used the term minimum which didn't put an
upper bound on what we consider to be appropriate for the size area

|
1
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but we have since revised the procedure and put those guidelines in
there. Now, this does provide a little corrective action, to some

of us people charged in the supervisory responsibility we have
encouraged them to follow the procedure.

R. Trallo: That's what I saw and I knew, of course, that I wasn't looking at
full gamet. Basically, it's all having to weed detail out, if

it's not addressed in technical strapping, we will address it.-

If the technical spec has a certain requirement, we want to make
,

sure we meet that requirement. Basically, if they're going to <

take readings there are certain readings to take. Now if you

come up with some reading that is a little outside of range,

also jump right in there and take several more readings or

whatever in the immediate area to see if you have an anomaly or a
general bad area. But when I looked at the form, I says if they're

using the basic inspection form and they're inspecting 2,000 square
,

feet, my god, where do they record all'this stuff. I thought maybe

I was missing a page or something.
,,

R. Tolson: I think that it's covered there. Like I said we've put a upper
bound on it to avoid those that choose to go on a witch hunt if you
will. We tend and I guess that I'm a little nieve I like to

believe that most people are honest. I know in the training

sessions we explain all this stuff to them and it hurts a little

_ bit to take a guy and be forced to put upper limits on an
inspection instruction in order to accomplish the inspection

effort as the specs require. I have a hard time personally with;

that because I think people ought to be capable of using their
noggins. But when we discover that they don't, then we, consistent

,,

with the requirements we're committed to we'll direct them in
.

writing in terms of what we want.

,

R. Tolson: Obviously we need to discuss the NCR situation. I'm not sure
exactly what's going on in the minds of the people. We're
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currently litigating two labor cases. The first one was a personal
shock to me, cause I never believed that the intent of 210 was to

put the mere act of filing NCR's a protected activity. But the
Administrative Law Judge and the Secretary of Labor have
interpreted the law to say that. I genuinely believe, of course

this is all that we have is a very active intervenor around

Comanche Peak and she's very cute she sees that the press is kept
'

up to speed on virtually everything we do including what Merritt
-

and I had for lunch today. And of course the minute that came out

she got it in the press, takes the press clipping and sends it to

the judge, then says see there I told you it was bad. The only

thing that I can conclude based on pretty close knowledge of the
people and motivations as I perceive them that wbtn you talk to

|
inspectors they're going to complain about the FCR's because if
they don't get the NCR they're not smart enough to realize that

lmaybe they're not protected employees. And I sense them all '

chopping at the bit just to get their name on an NCR. It's been a

particularly active discussion ever since the initial labor

decision. Again, we've litigated this in the public grena. I

think all of us would agree that Appendix B does not define the
type of paper the discrepancies are to be recorded on. It simply

safs you are to record them. My program is structured to identify

the discrepancies in the most efficient manner and our experience'

has been that the inspection report is the vehicle that we choose

to use. The procedures had a glich in them at one time which we've

since corrected, had a little confusion from a semantic standpointi

never had doubt about the intent but from a semantic standpoint.
i ,

! In essence tha inspection results, positive or negative, are i

recorded on an inspection report. The use of an NCR is limited to

i those things that for one reason or another we think higher levels
( of management involvement is in order. In the paint area, about
1-

he only thing that we feel fits that is the occasional case where
,

you might have some peeling of paint off the wall where logic is

that we want engineering people to help us evaluate the cause. And
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because of the way our system works, the NCR is a convenient
vehicle for doing that as opposed to getting buried down in larger
volume of docunents which the inspection reports are. I have

talked to the people, in fact, to give you an example of one, there
was so=e kind of a spec requirenent on rebar chairs relative to
flaking of paint. Okay ? And there's a standard repair procedure
as part of the construction procedure. And yet I have one
inspector out there who's walking all over the containment building
looking for paint flecks on rebar chairs. And every time he found
one he issued an NCR. And it was about to drive my supervisor

nuts, because the supervisor didn't understand it and I had to
explain that there is a standard repair procedure to take care of
it and it's no big deal to start with. We're talking about a drop

in the bucket. But after that I brought a selected sample of the

people in and that included a few of the ones that appear positive

and all of the negative ones and pleaded with them, please fellas

- use the unsat inspection report because that's what I want you to
do. I didn't direct them. I pleaded with them.

R. Trallo: I think we were doing a little bit dif ferent interpretation of what

an NCR is basically. If you apply, I'll give you a hypothetical

situation, let's coat this vall right here, and we go through a

final inspection on the vall, it's got a deficiency on it. We

don't, under our program, consider that an NCR condition.

R. Tolson: We don't either.

R. Trallo: Okay. That's just normal. You have mechanisms built within
procedures. It's not a critical conditten so it has to be

repaired, reworked, whatever. Now, what you're saying here is
that what I think is that some of the complaint that Joe might have

possibly picked upon is that these fellas, personnel on site are

saying vill see he should have wrote an NCR for that. Is that what

I'm hearing?
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R. Tolson: That's what you're doing.

R. Trallo: We wouldn't write an NCR under our program. There's sechanise.s
to... Basically what is the guideline? If there is no mechanisa

existing to correct the deficiency, alright, then you go to an NR.
But there's a built-in mechanism then it's not an NR condition.

R. Tolson: The best example I can give you is the rebar chair and I can show

you about 15 NCR's on rebar chairs by the same inspector.

J. Norris: The price of poker just went up. Didn't it?

R. Tolson: Yeah. Well, like I said I pleaded with them and since I have

removed the semantic problems with the procedure, it's a dead
issue. They're using unsat inspection reports and that's what the
program is structured to do. We probably have a little more

liberal approach there bec'ause we're really in a completion /fix it,

mode as opposed to all this fancy corrective action this kind of
stuff, we want a list of work items re'aining consistent with them

requirements. If I had to do it all over again, probably wouldn't
have an NCR form cause I can't think of any reason for having one.
I can do everything I need to do with an inspection report. It's

just a piece of paper that records a discrepancy. It can be fixed.

The engineering program, which is not something I authored, but I
particated in the development of it, virtually anything that they
do that deviates from the original spec requires a piece of change

. paper and we have the regulatory loop closed. I guess that's one
of the advantages of being an integrated organization is that we
can do that whereas maybe under a subcontract you could not.
Becausa your communication and interface is too difficult. But

ours is not.

,

R. Trallo: We have used at times NR's to basically buy off work that there is
an established repair procedure. Say if you have a film thickness
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of a wide range which is heavy, now there is a procedure, of
course, that's very easy to rework it. There are times when you
might find that you're better of f and you would like to leave it.
So, many times that would be an NR condition because it does not
meet all the paper it had'to meet. We would NR the thing with the

e
disposition possibly would take, and we did this at the one of the
Banford sites we'd run a DBA test on the additional millage on the
heavier thickness.

J. Norris: Which is what they're doing here.

R. Trallo: So you NR, run a DBA test and your DBA test comes out, you close
the NR, then you've got a clean piece of paper. Being an outside
organization, most of the time we have to keep a status of
eve rything. Because we never know, the great auditors in the sky,
and believe me they come out of the sky. Every time you turn

.

around there would be somebody from a different organization. So,

fine, we might run DBA to clear that, but we can't sit there
without having some type of acceptable status on it. That item we
would NR with the proposed disposition, that final disposition,
with the results from it.

R. Tolson: We've found that most of the time when there is a full moon, we use
an NCR, when it's not full we use an IR..

Mr. Merritt: And there is plenty of paper to back up what be is saying too.
!

R. Tolson: Well, the thing is getting ridiculous. The way we structured the I

program an IR is closed only two ways, it is either fixed or it's
converted to an NCR. Okay?

|

J. Norris: Does that satisfy your concerns, Joe?

J. Lipinskyt Yes.

|

|

|
i
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R. Tolson: But, if you step a .d think about how we're structured and consider
the procedures they work to is integrated QA program, which it
really is, even though I don't author it, it's still integrated

|
with what we do because we structured it that way. I could, again,
never write an NCR because I don't have to because we use the
change paper and I've closed the loop, the design review concept
and all that stuff through the review of the change paper as
opposed to reviewing inspection records. For you as a
subcontractor, someone with an A type set up that you normally run
into, can't dd that. You've got to convert it to an NCR.

R. Trallo: We have to document actual status at a given time, until such time
- that we do get the paper. We get the clarifyfug paper, hunky

dorrie, you close it out and then bye-bye.

R. Tolson: On the subject of QC reporting to production. I think as I
understand, Joe, that was the painter qualification situation. In
fact there's a missing link there that's easy to tie together
because I know what happened. After we met, we went through the
requalification and my people did, in fact, do the inspection
effort associated with the recertification and are currently doing
it on the new hires coming in that they're evaluating capability.
One of the first things, as I understand it, that's done with the
new hire is that he's given a spray gun to see just what he can do.

Mr.,Merritt: At the front gate, before we even get him to that stage, before he
even comes in.

R. Tolson: You know if he picka up the hose, we say well you're probably a
good dirt man but you don't appear to quite understand which end of
the gun to grab. Okay? But to the best of my knowledge, we do
participate ,in that. Okay? And I would presune and hope that my
QE's have figured out a way to document it. Okay? So, I think

i that's covered very adequately and I think your perception was
based on the snapshot as opposed to what really happened.

|

|
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J. Norris: Does that satisfy your concerns about QC reporting to production.
* Joet

J. Lipinsky.: Yes..

R. Tolson: Well, if you went out and talked to five of my people you might get
one of them that thinks that construction's running the game. But
that's people. -

R. Trallo: Construction is running the game as far as putting the work in

place.

R. Tolson: That 's t rue.

R. Trallo: They put the work in place.

R. Tolson: That's true.

Mr. Merritt: And it always will be that way. If they don't get it up, there's
nothing to inspect. That's always the way it will be.

R. Tolson: I think Joe will agree with me, there's going to come a point in
time when QA's going to rule the world but I don't think we're
ready for it yet.

R. Trallo: They're getting close.

R. Tolson: Relative to the delusion, I guess I probably deluded myself to
think that someday we might finish, Merritt doesn't necessarily
agree with me.

Mr. Herritt: Unh-unh.
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R. Tolson: Okay? But I don't think it's quite as loose as what the words
misht tend you to believ3. I've spent a lot of agonizing nights
trying to figure out how to improve the effectiveness of the QC
effort so that we can support construction.' Ckay? That

everything is done kosher, if it wasn't I'd been run off a long
time ago. I see no point in going further en this, unless someone

has some questions.

Mr. Herritt: No. if there's something we need to get into specifically, we need
to be sure we understand that, because this.is something I fear
we're going to get a chance to chew on later. So, we need to all

be together, where are we or what we're all talking about.

J. Lipinsky: Well, so f ar from everything Mr. Tolson's explained, we probably
should have had this meeting from the get go. I guess, in
retrospect.

R. Tolson: Well, quite honestly, I never thought that this would become a
public topic. Okay?

J. Norris: I don't think we did either.

J. Lipinsky: Based on what you've explained, everything seems to be
hunky-d orrie .

,

R. Tolson: T think it is.

J. Lipinsky: I can't make a definite statement one way or the other based on
what you've told me, on the face of it. So far...

|

|

J. Norris: You- know, with six audits in the last several months and the

on-going thing with the NRC on the coating situation it's almost,

you know, it'd have to be a total breakdown of system for there to
be a problem.

1,
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L. Eielfeldt: He's really not taking credit either for all the looks he's had. I

happen to know he's had plenty more of other 'looks within selected' .
areas within the protective coatings within Dallas also.

R. Tolson: Well, I have a hard time recognizing'the difference between an
entrance and an exit.

Mr. Merritt: Alright, moving on to B, if there's no other positive comments
here.-

R. Tolson: I think I'd have to disagree with almost every one ou the
inspection staff is beginning to back out at Comanche Peak.

There's probably a few out there that feel strongly about that.
There's also probably a few that if there was some way that I could
assist them I'd probably encourage them to go find some work
elsewhere. But by-in-large. I think the majority of the people

;

enjoy working here. Okay? Except when the moon's full. And it's

like any other group of people that you bring together and I tried
to explain this to the judge three years ago, that one of the

.

disadvantages of construction is that you're forced to bring a
whole pile of strangers together and make friends out of them

overnight. And that calls for a rather significant undertaking. I

guess my friend at Brown and Root has put it as well as I could,,

that there's been, as there is in all construction jobs, a pretty
heavy turnover, many of whom I. cried the day they lef t because I
felt like I was loosing my left arm. But out of some, let's juse
for talking purposes say in the last couple of years, 200 rw pie

,

that have come in and.gone out of the QC department we've had
,

complaints by four or five and we've got a little sticky legal
_

issue with couple of them. So, the track record certainly doesn't
support the fact that everybodys upset and ready to leave. It's

just not in the cards. And we've been forced to confess to provide
names, addresses, etc. in the public arena. Had there been
anything there I can assure our intervenor would already have them

|
. 1
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on the witness stand. Okay? She is scrambling, I think you've
seen her letter, the judge has charged her to, in essence, do it or

get off the pot. She had to write a letter last week that said,

well I can't get there this week, which means that she's having a
terribly difficult time following through on what she's alleging

that she's got this unknown volume of witnesses out there that are
condemning Comanche Peak. They don't exist.

J. Norris: She is a busy lady.

R. Tolson: She is.

Mr. Merritt: She is. Super hyperactive. On unlimited (not really clear).

Doesn't know the meaning of time.

R. Trallo: Is she essentially a spokesperson for an organization that's
funded?

Mr. Merritt: CASE.

. R. Tolson: She's been with CASE for years.

'

J. Norris: She's just not an anti-nuke?

Mr. Merritt: Started with regulatory from the standpoint of rate increases back

many years ago. And that's how the group was formed and in place
when they announced Comanche Peak. And she launched out onto that i

1

effort also. In fact, we just have gone through an encounter with |
1

her two months ago down at Austin over a rate increase issue and |

what she is doing is taking information in one hearing and pounding
us over the head with it in another. We're just bouncing back and
forth between the ASLB and the PUC because the intervenor is the
same in both cases. And they are fairly well funded. Especially

with the anti-nuke issue afoot. One other comment in that

i
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particular area, very frankly. And Jack you and I have discussed
j

the hours on the extended work effort we had in the painting '

program. When you came in here in August, at that point in time,
we had just finished up with hot functional in June, up until that
point in time we could do nothing in the containment, we recognized
we had a lot of work we had to do in there quite frankly and we
were attempting to staff to run a 20 hour shif t seven days a. week.
From the standpoint of things that you looked at and go't into we
attempted to try to do some additional staffing there so that we
didn't get outselves into an over-burden type situation. But I
guess it was about the end of September, first part of October,
when we recognized that the market is extremely tight out there,
both on the qualified painting personnel as well as the inspectors.
So we backed off of the seven day a week effort and backed her back
into a five day a week effort. And only a casual spot overtime,
and I do mean casual spot. Which is back out of this 60-70 hour,
nobedy can continue that and we recognize that. Again, with any
program, you sit and sample it and watch it and then make a
determination on it, if it's cost effective, if it's the correct
thing to do. Aad we did that. And determined that that was not
the cost effactive way we were going. So, we have backed off of

that. Now, has the morale improved any off that?' I don't know.

R. Tolson: It has.

Mr. Merritt: I'm sure that any one day in time you can talk with one individual
and they would have a complaint about something from the water to

the latrine facilities to whatever. These are moods, with anybody
in the business. But we have backed down the hours. We concur
from your standpoint that it's too many hours. We agree with that.
Have no problem there.

' Joe, would you care to comment on apparently your statements youR. Trallo:

make to file were based on essentially information gathered through
conversations?

,

.
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J. Lipinskyr Mainly what is on page 4 was based on conversations with personnef.

R. Tolson: . Joe.,the only question I have, your phrase other disciplines
included, the majority of the people you talked to were paint
inspectors.

J. Lipinsky: The majority were paint inspectors. During the course of the

walkdown of the building or sonething like that. I was introduced

to somebody.

R. Tolson: That would be casual as opposed to any kind of detailed discussion?

J. Lipinsky: That is correct.

R. Tolson: Okay. I learned a long tine ago never to use the word all in this

business. I don't.think all have a lov epinion of quality work, if
they do, they haven't been doing their job. Because there's
vehicles available to them to express that. Okay?

J. Lipinsky; Okay.

R. Tolson: Like any time I see'the word I just strike it out. Because~it

{ always gets you in trouble. I would agree with you and I think I

can explain what's going on. What I've seen happen here over the
last three, four years as people read more and recognize that for
the most part the nuclear industry is dead in the water for lots of

reasons. They are so accustomed to the $40,000, $50,000 a year
inccme that they begin to get panicky. The majority of the people
are thinking this is only going to last a few years and I will get

the crean while I can and they're going shopping. And when you
talk to them, I think if you really sat and visited with then for

any length of tine you would find out that they're strictly buck
motivated.

J. Norris: I agree with that assessment .
.
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R. Tolson: And they're jumping to shops thinking that they're going to get
rich overnight and put it all away and all of us know they're
spending it as fast as they're making it and all they're doing is,
as f ar as I'm concerned, they have just told me that they have no
interest working at Comanche Peak because I will not use body
shops.

R. Trallo: We, just like you have, identify extended hours are very
detrimental. You can do it for a short period of time but not over

'

a long haul. And we've had within our own quality group. We have
to give these people some time off and they are fed up with us they
can't work all these hours, they have no time, their wives are
bitching at them, or whatever, whatever. That's all fine. So then

you chop them to a basic 40 hour and then everybodies screaming,
right. I can't stay here I'm not making any money. Now, there
goes that "no win" situation.

Mr. Merritt: That's right.

R. Trallo: Joe is personally agonizing over this because they're his people.

R. Tolson: We're going through the same thing. We're already at the 40 hour
stage on the piping and hangers and you wouldn't believe some of
the manipulation that's going on.

J. Norris: Can't make the payments on the Corvette any more.

R. Tolson: That's right.,

Mr. Merritt: That's it. But that's one of the things you have to put up with.

R. Tolson: (Brief statement by R. Tolson on expenses.) In my opinion, that's
what's going on. I've tried everything I know how to do. I

obviously can't promise them a job for life. I don't want to be
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here for the rest of my life. I want to go do so=ething else. I

want to go build a dam. That's what I got brought up on and that's
a heck of a lot easier, drive around in a pickup and watch the

scrappers. (Brief discussion on other lines of work.) We've done
sonething about the hourly thing, but I've already explained what
happens when you do that now they're upset because now there's
sixteen more people out there and they're even more concerned about
loosing their jobs now then they were before. So, I don't know

wha t to do with them. Except to continue to manage it and try to

help them.

Mr. Merritt: Do I need any other clarificatien or concerns out of B then?

J. Lipinsky: No.

Mr. Merritt: What do we need to say on C7

R. Tolson: I think that's internal between Mr. Nctris and tir. Lipinsky, And .

I'm sure you're going to be asked that.

.

J. Lipinsky: That's correct.

J. Norris: Okay, Joe.

J. Lipinsky: It's an internal disagreement that Jack and I have had with regards

to ANSI standards and costs factors.

J. Norrin: Joe is certainly quality oriented and I'd like to think that I a=.

I think, my personal opinion is that ANSI 101.4 is the worst

docu=ent that has ever 'been presented to the nuclear industry.

.

R. Tolson: I'll agree. There's only one worse and fortunately that didn't get
issued.
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J. Norris: I know a lot of the people that were involved in writing the
document, or at least I know of them, I think that at the time it

was written it was a very self-serving document for the inspection
agencies, the better heal contractors and paint suppliers. As the
NRC has ratcheted on these requirements. the cost of the painting'
effort has gotten so large I know for example Black and Vestch at-

Blackfox decided to put it in a stainless steel containment and

wet-well. And that's where I'm coming from on 101.4. As Ralph

said he's on the committee, and they're trying to get the thing
"

cleaned up so that the industry can work with it. But the damage
has been done.

_

R. Tolson: I think a real good analogy to that is what's happened with the
ANSI N45.2 and all the daughter standards over the years. There's
a few of those daughter standards that have come close to being as !

I

bad as 101.4 in my judgement. The entire industry has rethought )
what they're doing and most of that stuff that was hard to comply

. with or impossible to comply'with they've made non-mandatory
guidelines type stuff which is what the thing was intended for in
the first place. Okay? They've backed off significantly and have
gone more to apple pie which is the way it should be anyway. I
don't need to structure an acceptable QA/QC pr'ogram from all of the~
standards that the writers have proliferated upon the industry.
Because if you just use your head you can take Appendix B and make
a case.

J. Norris: That's right.

R. Tolson: That's all you need.

R. Trallo: You have to put yourself say, in our position. Okay? We deal with
many organizations, both utilities, AE's, some outside consulting
firms. And we were always of the opinion that a corporate quality
assurance program is basically a corporate quality assurance

.
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program. You write a program in conformar.:e with 10CTR50 Appendix !

3. What we found that we were working with seven quality assurance
programs. Seven sites, seven programs. And every little dude that
walked through the door, and remember he is the owner or the owners

agent. It's not acceptable you have to incorporate this or you

have to delete this. Now come to where we have to change a format.

We went back to a quality assurance program, which is what. 20

pages, essentially. What we should really do is put our logo on
10CFR50, Appendix B. Except we have a statement which says, then
we turn around and have seventeen quality assurance procedures

which expand on this which details site specifics. That's the only
way we can get around this and maintain one quality assurance
program within the firm. I have to agree with Jack to the extent

that, yes, maybe the intent when that standard 101.4, N45.2.6, all

those damn daughter standards when they were written was to
establish guidelines. The standat.d even says that they are

guidelines. Okay? Unfortunately now you're getting back to pure
QA. Okay? The great auditor coming out of the sky and they're
interpretation is not, we meet the intent in the guidelines, you do

not meet what it says. We have been forced and have, believe it or
,

not, complied with every dann line in those stasdards.

J. Norris: Ralph, I think you said something you didn't mean to say. Back up
just a little bit. I think I heard a statement, you do not comply,

and I think somebody reading that might misunderstand.

R. Trallo: Just now?-

J. Norris: That Comanche Peak does not comply.
.

R. Tolson: We weren't talking Comanche Peak, we're talking general terms here.

R. Trallo: I think the point here, even though it's internal, is

philosophically disposing in that Jack like he says practicality
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co= plies within the letter of the lav vith the standards written,
even though we' all know the intent was not being interpreted today.
In practicality? No, we can't comply with them. But, you can

actually comply with them. It can be done. I think that's where

Joe's coming from. Joe and I agonized over several problems. I'm

talking about not anything affecting essentially the quality of

! vork. The areas that we have the most problems with and we might
I get written up for a deficiency note in an audit is something of an

j administrative area. Most of the time, it is totally removed from

the actual work. The same comment for deficiency could apply to
any discipline on a construction site. That's where the most

problem come in with the standards. It's strictly an

administrative point of view. Unfortunately, I tell Jack, he says

well being a practical person I say you're not a practical person

the minute you put your name or walk near anything dealing with the

nuclear industry. If you are a practical person, unfortunately

you're in the wrong industry. You have to become very structured,
'must achieve tunnel vision to an extent, that's the industry we're

dealing with right now.

.

R. Tolson: I could not agree more. Do you have any disagree =ent Joe?

J. Lipinsky : Everyone has their opinion. As I said, an internal disagreement.

R. Tolson: You're paid to maintain your opinion. I guess nine years ago I

decided that this alght *se a good place to work. I used to read

words literally. Fortunately, we were a small enough group where
we could ce==unicate with each other and I think ovci the years

have become a lot more practical. And not necessarily liberal.

But we attempt to be practical, and we attempt to structure the
progra= accordingly. And I think we do that.

R. Trallo: Vell, you're very fortunate that you have basically one

organi:ation vich total respensibility. With the hands-on :

i
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documentation is such with managenent and supervision, which does

tend to short circuit some of the problems you have when jou have a
multi-organizational company.

Mr. Merritt: We were in the other case early on, and we learned we're going to
do be here. Anything else we need to do with C?

R. Tolson: No.

Mr. Merritt: Anybody else vant to make an issue here? Okay. Down to D.

R. Tolson: I think I've already explained Joe; I think you're referring to *

Brown and Root in there but you're obviously talking about'me and
I'm not Brown and Root. I have a very sound reason for not
encouraging any more audits in protective coatings and I think I've
covered that the rational for that up to now. The records have
become illegible just by the number of people pulling them in and ~

out of the file. It's just unbelievable. You'd have to sit here
to fully appreciate it. And all I'm getting is nits that don't

contribute to the safety or reliability of the power plant which
the introduction to Appendix B seems to sug' gest what it is all
about. So, ya, I'm not going to support an audit personally. We
would like to not leave any loose ends in anybody?s mind. Okay?
Relative to things we've discussed here today. But, you know we
just had a protective coating audit last week, have the NRC in here

,
this week, they're going to be here for three weeks. Eve rybody 's

covering the same ground over and over and over. And you've got te l

reach a point where you say that's enough and I've reached that
i

point. Okay? It's no longer an audit. It's 100% critique of
what's going on. So, I personally can't support it, you're correct
in interpreting my actions that way. But I think there's sound

reason for it.

J. Lipinsky: I don't have a problem with that explanation.
,
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Mr. Merritt: Any other question on that?

R. Tolson: The other thing I'll mention is that I would not survive this job j

if I didn't take problems and concerns seriously. I would have
been gone years ago. And, so that part of the statements certainly
not justified.

R. Trallo: One question, Joe, How much contact did you and Mr. Tolson during
inspection?

J. Lipinsky: We had a brief meeting (not clear on tape) on day one and during
the Exit meeting.

R. Trallo: What I'm trying to get to, you definitely developed an opinion and
I know you just didn't get this opinion by walking through the
gate. Okay? You must have developed this opinion by contact of
some kind.

J. Lipinsky: Well 1 think, to be honest, was a result of the Exit meeting. He
made it very clear at this meeting that Mr. Tolson wasn't
interested, as he just stated, in an audit.

.m

J. Norris: Of course, Ron, was armed with the fact that he's been through six
audits and an on-going investigation and all the other stuf f, why
does he need an audit? Another audit?

(R. Trallo asked a question but unclear on tape.)

J. L1pinsky; I based that on just on the concerns that I had.

R. Trallo: The concers that brought Mr. Tolson (remainder unclear)

L. Bielfeldt: So, when you said just then not interested in having an audit
that's the same thing as hostile to you?

-66-
.

6

- - _ . - - - - _ -
- - - - - - r



__

: -,

!

J. Lipinsky: Yeah, maybe I wasn't f amiliar with Mr. Tolson's approach or i
,

demeanor.

R. Tolson: I never encourage an audit on QA/QC. But, always on the other guy,

though. The only thing that I can contribute to the industry would
be to delete Criterion 18 in Appendix B and 7 don't think I have

enough stroke to pull that off. It's part of the game, it's

something you learn to live with and try to communicate. As far as
'

coatings is concerned, and I've got to keep the mentality of my key
people in mind. Okay? It seems like every time an audit team comes
in we spend a good 75% of ont time educating in a progra= as i

opposed to them doing an audit. That really detracts from the job
that we're trying to do from a people standpoint. So, they get all

bent out of shape and they're ce=ing in sla==ing doors and raise
the raf ters and everything else because they're getting vore out on
all this stuff. And that's where I'm coming from.

J. Lipinsky- That's fair in my esti=ation.

R. Tolson: Okay . In here for technical issues ...

Mr. Merritt: Strictly for technical and I thick as you and I have talked, we've
got so=e written cem=unication correspondence between Carboline and
ourselves that I ce==unicated with Kissinger and Co pany at this

point in ti=e on both of those issues.

J. Norris: That's strictly Carboline's problem.

Mr. Merritt: We're into it with Carboline on both of those particular issues

from a technical standpoint. Anything that needs to be co==ented,
ce==unicated, you want to see ce==unication or correspendence,

that's fine. I don't mind one bit. You want to say anything, Ron?

Now I haven' t been ce==unicating directly with you but I've been
ce==unicating with Dick. He has provided =e with a write up a

week, ten days ago.
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T. Kelly: Out of the ten that you handed him when we walked out of a caeting
on another subject?

Mr. Merritt: Yes.

T. Kelly: Yes sir, I'm familiar with those two.

Mr. Merritt: Okay.

T. Kelly: Yes sir, the paperwork was in file and I think attached to the

reply to you.

J. Lipinsky': You guys have contact with Carboline on these issues?

(So=ebody says something but not clear what was said.)

'Mr. Merritt: Yes sir. Do you remember who we were communicating with?

T. Kelly: Steve Harrison. A lot of the stuff you have referenced in there

was previously in the file some of it going back as far as 1977,
'78 and was a matter of just pulling it out and attaching copies of
correspondence from Carboline.

J. Lipinsky; Your dealing through St. Louis?

T. Kelly: Yes. What we have came from St. Louis.
,

,

1

J. Lipinsky; Well, the only thing i.s and I don't have any official replies or
anything but based on verbal conversations as late as last last

week or early this week, the thing about the Phenloine 305, being
Carboline they indicated they recommended, they being Carboline,
that surface prep number 1 should be used between coats.

|
.
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T. Kelly: Well, my first choice is to sweep-blasting, but unfortunately I

can't get a sandblaster in the containment building. I also have a
copy of a letter frou Carboline that a solvent wipe is adequate.
The other thing is that I think the statement was originally taken

out of context, because we don't have any place on this site where
an appreciable area 305 overcoated with 305 itself, that hasn't had
sandpaper en it and solvent wipe. So it becomes, as far as I'm
concerned, a nonconcern. I've watched too much what craft's doing,
I've watched QC lean on them to the point of, pardon me Mr. Tolson,
ridiculousness. A lot of that is subjected to this backfit program

that was instituted through the loss of documents and on the

statistical study that she pulled out the number of failed, well

going off memory and I hate to do this, but there was something
over 500 pull tests on your samples. Out of that, two of them did

not meet the minimum requirements. Case closed. You didn't even
look at that part. We went and looked at them separately. )

.

J. Norris: Carboline and some of the large organizations have pretty large

technical services staffs, branches, whatever you want to call it,

and depending upon who you're talking to on any given day you're
going to get different answers and it's a little bit disquieting at

times but even the formulators of these materials they'll change
their mind from time to time.

J. Firtal: I couldn't agree with you more. We've had some recent, on other
joba that I'm on, similar situations and again it depends on who'

you're talking to.

Mr. Merritt: I think in both of these cases here we got some written

communication, if necessary we can go back and relook at to make

sure we're still on track.

R. Tolson: John, you and 1 both know, that this company don't make a move
without having a manufacturer or vendor right in your back pocket.

i
,
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R. Trallo: What we would do in a case like this ...

Mr. Merritt: It's not just a personal communication somebody when I called Joe
Blow over there last week, he unraveled it.

R. Trallo: It's the coating manufacturer's responsibility to tell you how to
apply it. To give you enough detail work on it not just a standard

sales type data sheet.

.

fT. Kelly: That is correct.

R. Trallo: Decent detail and material must be applied within the guidelines of

the instructions. That's what quality docunentation confirms it

does. Basically, what we would do in this type situation, like the

concern there, we've raised them amongst ourselves all the time
we go to the manufactures. I definitely have to agree that at

times you get some conflicting information.

Mr. Merritt: Yes sir.

R. Trallo: About six months ago we were doing a done. And we asked a coating
manufacturer for clarification of his instructions in writing. He,

,

gave it to us. At the same time the AE firm team we were dealing
'

with asked him for the same clarification he gave to them in

writing, and guess what guys. We were going out that way and they

were going tat this vay. We were 180* out of phase and it caused a
severe problem because all of a sudden someone comes in, hey the

great inspector in ',4 sky says you guys you did it again, you

coated 34,000 square feet you didn't prepare it properly. We said
yes we did. This was a problem. Unfortunately, that's where
Tolson comes from. He has a piece of paper and this was two

different organizations. Our guys bought it off because our

documentation and supporting data from the manufacturer said hey,

.
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the secondary surveillance was reading B unfortunately. Both |
pieces of correspondence were dated within three days of each
other. And the sane gentleman's signature on the bottom of it.

Mr. Merritt: Again, we keep coming back to the bottom line of what physical
testing was dons regardless of how we got into it at this point in
time. Physical testing was done on it, some credibility coming out
of physical testing out there. Also, from the standpoint of what
Kelly has also indicated out here in the majority of the cases we
wound up with the sandpaper to it also before it all 3]ts finished

,

and done with. My engineering department appears to be well '

satisfied with the recommendation I've got backed up with some
additional information too.

R. Trallo: That's exactly what we did. We turned around and said where is
your recommendation. Whatever you come up with that is the

- response.

Mr. Merritt: If we need to do anything with that over the next day or so.
Kelly's . . .

R. Tolson: Joe and I didn't spend enough time together. As I have explained ,
I did not want to go into another in-depth audit at this point in
time. It was not personal, it was not intended to be personal.

R. Trallo: If someone asks you to please look into this and the person on the
other side of the table says no, your first reaction would be, wait
a minute here maybe they don't like it and the impression left with
the individuals involved is they are not hearing the answers I came
up with and my whole understanding of the whole effort.

R. Tolson: I felt that we dind't have a QC problem but that Merritt had a
construction problem. I basically outlined my problems. We will
and are taking whatever steps are necessary.

~
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Mr. Merritt: We c.ould improve our situation at Comanche Peak and we adopted each
'

and .everyone as quickly as possible.e

R. Tolson: Again, we always asked for specifics. We admit we have some people
problens.

R. Trallo: We are here at your request to help you. It was not our intent to
have the meno get out of house, you would have received a formal

report. You have identified these problems and are taking steps to
correct them. What I would suggest is that we write a follo'w-up
based on what we have done today. We should have hands-on all

situations so that we could be confident that any concerns that
have been brought up here today have had. We would like to take
time to meet among ourselves.

Mr. Merritt: I have no problem with that. We vill meet again tomorrow morning
at 8:00, everyone in this room. Thank you.
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November 11, 1983
.

i e

i R. Trallo: We lef t it yesterday, we closed, we had asked that we have some
'

time to discuss the situation amongst ourselves and of course you
folks needed some time also. Essentially what we came up with.

concerns that Joe L1pinsky had were addressed by Mr. Tolson

yesterday. It is our aggregate opinion basically, you know if you
folks are addressing and performing in the methods that you
described yesterday, and the manner you described yesterday, and we
have no reason to believe that you are or you aren't. We feel that
really it wouldn't be productive to go any further on our part as
far as looking into records, etc. Reason being, essentially what
we wind up with you can't take a cursory review at one or two
isolated items. If you're going to do, for lack of a better term,
some type of informal audit, you have to take it right throingh the

i entire cycle. You have to follow the trails completely back to "

commencement of a particular activity. Based on the information
put out yesterday, we don't feel.that this would be totally
productive at this point in time. It would be very time copsuming

.

for our organization. Of course, it would be tremendously time
consuming for your organization. I asked Keith Michels, whose our
corporate auditor, basically for a time frame on preparation of an

:

audit checklist. When he prepares a checklist for an internal
1

audit for us with a program he's thoroughly familiar with, it takes
him approximately one week. He felt that the minimum it would take
to prepara a respectable checklist for a program that he wasn'ti

faalliar with would be at least three weeks. Of which two weeks
would be having to work hand-in-hand with someone in Mr. Tolson's

organization to learn the program. Basically, we don't feel at
this point in time that that is warranted. Se, myself, Mr. Norris,

Mr. Michels and Mr. Lipinsky are of the opinion that we had some
concerns, however, you have addressed them basically satisfactory.
Now if you would like us to go further, we will aske arrangements,

!
1

|

!
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we will sit here, we will go through it, we will take whatever time

you like. We don't see any reason to do that on our own at this '

point in time.

Mr. Tolson: We concur.

R. Trallo: Alright.
.

Mr. Merritt: There is two or three itema you identified. We're going to have
our corporate auditors take a look at them, satisfy themselves if

1
lthere's anything to which you indicated on a couple of items in

there and we'll pick up from here and carry.on just like we would

have with any of the other suggestions that you all have provided

us in the original agreement when we started contract.

R. Trallo: Fine. Would you like us to turn arcund and write you confirming
what I just told you, in a letter?

Mr. Merritt: I would appreciate it, certainly. That way the loop is now closed

out.

R. Trallo: We will bold off responding until we are able to review the

transcript of the meeting and at time we will respond in time. If

there's anything else you need, you know, please get ahold of us.

J. Norris: We would like to review the transcript before it becomes an

official document. I

!

Mr. Merritt: Surely. Should have that out the first part of the week. I'll

express it up to you. Is that alright, Ralph?

R. Trallo: Yes.
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Mr. Merritt: And I'll give you the copies of the espes this afternoon, if you're
still here, if not, I'll express those up to you. Whichever the

case may be..

R. Trallo: I'd also like to get a copy of the transcript to Jack in Houston.

,

3

Mr. Merritt: Okay. Go both ways. That'll speed up the process then. Okay?

R. Trallo: Okay. That's fine.
.

Mr. Merritt: Gentlemen, thank you, thank you.

4

e
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August 8, 1933

TO: R. d. Rotn cr: J. J. Norris
FROH: J. J. Lipinsk.-

SUBJECT: Trip Report &3
Job No. HS301 (Coma,che Peak Unit 1-Glen Rose, TX)

The writer was on the sucject site July 26, 27, and 28,1983.

Tne following individuals were met while on site:

H. R. McBay (TUSI) Engineering Manager
C. T. Branat (ESASC3) Project Non-AStiE QC Supervisor
Gene Crane (TUSI) Construction Resident Manager
Jerry Hoops (EBASCO) Personnel
John Merritt (TUCCO) Manager of Start-Up
T.t. Miller (ESASCC) Paint Inspector
R. Tolson (TU~CD) OA Hanager

i

Mark wells (Olcos & Mill) Engineer
Harry Willia.s (Gibbs & Hill) QC Paint Supervisor

Tae follo.ing activities were performed while on site:

July 26, 1983 - Meet C. T. Brandt (Ebasco)
- Walk site with Harry Williams (Gioos & Hill)
- Meet R. Posgay (OBC) - discuss painter qualifications and

site conditions / problems in general
- Meet Mark wells (GIDos and Hill)- Get Sacged

Jaly 27, 1953 - walk
around site - observe wor < on polar crane ano done

Srie' neeting with R. Tolson (TUS:0) and C. T. Brandt
-

(Ecas:o) - preliminary assessment oy 1.J.L. that Comanche
Peak has problems in areas of material storage,
wor <mansnip (quality of work and painter qualification 5
inc ctrination), not satisfying A'1SI repairments anc -

possioly coating integrity. All of above could affect
NRC licensing to which R. Tolson replied "That's not myjob or concern".

Also ciscussed former 09; employees with emphasis on T.
L. Miller (Ebasco). R. Tolson (TUCCO) asked JJL if JJL*

would rehire T. L. Miller (Ebasco). JJL replied
" Depending on circtnstan-es, yes". C. T. Brandt (Ecasco)volun* 2ered to have T. L. Miller (Ecasco) at the airport,

by three o' clock.
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July 27, 1983 - Go through project specifications
- Meet with swing shif t inspection personnel
- Observe swing shift work on polar crane and dome

July 28, 1933
- Meet JJN and give run dow7 on observations and potentialproblem areas'

- Meet with Mark Wells (Gibbs and Hill) and go over
specification 2323AS31 and FSAR commitmer ts to ANSIStandards. ANSI N5.12, 101.2, 101.4 (which ties into
N45.2) and Regulatory Guide 1.54 are referenced in
either the specification or FSAR.

-Advise JJN on specification /FSAR commitments
-Meeting with J. Merritt (TUCCC), G. Crane (TUSI)

R. Tolson (TOGCO), M. M: Bay (TUSI), JJN, JJt,
A) JJN gave introcu0 tion whi;h included the fact that the

Comanche Peak site is concitted to ANSI requirements
and JJu then attempted to turn over discussion to JJi.,

.j]L started by stating that based on observations and
,

0)

spe':ification/ANS1 cormitnents that there are areas for
people to be concerned about at Comanche Peak.

}]L briefly reviewed for the individuals present that
0E has had extensive experience on nuclear projects,
ano that OBC is familiar with various means/ methods of, satisfying A*:SI requirements.

R. Tolson (TLCCO) asked for examples of specific
croele. areas or itens.

,JJL replied that specifics cannot be given without a
tnorough review / audit.
with material storage, painterHowever, described problems.

qualification / indoctrination, possible docu.entation
deficiencies, and morale problems.

C)
JJL indicated that by Brown and Root estimates, only 3t.
pot of uS2 indiviouals are of any value as painters.
]]L also stated that if quality work is put in olace'

then they would be a long way to resolving site
,

proDiems.
Further JJL stated that there is currently a

"No Win" situation on site between the craft and QCT

Inspectors, and even though this sourds corny, Brown
and Root needs to develop a " Win-Win" situation.

.



's ';

. -

*
.

'3-0096.-

.: -t 8, 1983
'og 3

.

Conversatico at this point took off on the areas of
assuring that individuals putting work in place are
doing an adequate job or get disciclined, and changingmorale.

D) Discussion then centered on what if any changes DBC
would recommend for the scecification. Essentially
Brown & Root is happy with the level of enforcement /
inspection currently in force for the specification /
procedure requirements. Also a change in the
specification this late in the gane would only confusematters on site. JJN to come up with a DCA for
touch-up.

E) Problems with the quality of tne air supply (takes up
tc half of tne snift to nave tne oil proolem correctec)
.ere d'3cusse: and n = to correct same.

F) Availaollity and qualification of inspection personnel
was discusseo. JJN suggested that J. Cooga i (bel) may

.have some people available. J. Merritt (TULCO)
suggested J. Coogan contact Jerry Ho ps (Ebasco).

-Meeting witn J. Church (TUGCO-VP) J. Merritt (TUGCO)'

J34, 3]L

A)
J. Merritt (TUCCO) reviewed / summarized discussion of'

^ earlier neeting.
B) J. Merritt (TUCCO) directed JJN/06: to do no more

(other than reconnend alternative air supply) until
notified by TUJCO.

Tne following are the writers coservations/ opinions as a result of thissite visit:

A) To sone extent a parallel can be drawn with Comanche
Peak and Zimner. Comancne Peak is doing inspections to
tne degree tnat tney (Comcnche Feak) are comfortable
with or will tolerate. However in the real world there
are recuirements that nave to be satisfied, and in at
lea'st the areas of material storage, painter
qualification /indO trination, docunentation and*

traceacility indi:stions are tnat Comanche Peak falls
short in aceQJately satisfying these requirements. The
writer's opinion is that management at Comanche Peaki

has deluded itself into thinking everything is alright
or it will all come out in the wash. The fact thati

management attempts to squash any efforts to point out
quality problems (No NCR;s, QC reporting to production,
etc.) to some extent confirms the above, and has led to
a morale problem with the inspection staff.

- _ __ . . . _ _
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B) Almost everyone in the inspection staf f is looking to get
out of Comanche Pean. The inspection staff works 60-70
hours a week. You can't work people on an extended basis
even with nigh salaries (apparently only a few stay a whole
year). In addition to the long hours the inspectors
contacted by the writer (other disciplines included) all
have a low opinion of the quality of the work put in place,
and in effect are keeping quiet until they can find anotherjob.

C) Tne writer did not feel comfortable with the way JJtJ
presented the ANSI reqJirements. T*11s has been discussed
with 334, and to a certain extent the writer feels that at
the least the manner of presentation was counter productive
to Cannon's efforts. The writer would like to state for
the record that OB' does satisfy all applicable ANSI
requirements ano has cane so on nu erous nuclear projects.

D) JJN and JJL discusseC the possibility of OBC perforning an
in-ceptn' audit. Tne writer cannot recommend an audit at
this time because B&R is hostile to the idea and no action
would be taken by BF on proolems/ concerns detected duringthe audit.

E) High DFT of CZ#11 is power grounc to acceptable DFT. This
would ournish or pelish the zinc, and possibly result in
poor acnesion of tne top coat.

F) 010 Phenoline 305 (between 1-2 years old) is being
top:cated with nem Phenoline 305 with little or no surface
preparation (solvent wipe),

i. MAR :

1) This trip was not as productive as the writer had hoped.
Often the writer felt that B&R wanted to buy the "right"

This is substantiated to come extent by the factanswer.
that they did not try to utilize the expertise and/or
experience of the writer with regard to Quality
Assurance / Quality Control, and the attitude of the BAR
management (especially Quality Assurance).

.

2)
If 000 tries to ootain a contract on this site the writer
would suggest that it be a rework contract because it will,

'

be inpossible (by all indications) to salvage what work is
currently in place.

.

*
,

~

/. .Lpinskh
t% i Assurance Director

,

' /



-f e.**s -
/r,

c %
* r

g '' ' N , UN6TED LTAT25j- c,-
NUCLE AR REGULATORY CO?ifilSS O'--u --

n n
< i ti ( 4< c,

; .; 'ht .I ..V j CF F;CE CF INVESTIG ATIO*JS FIELD OFFICE. REGIC'.> -

A Z , +k ab

''. ' ' Qj< **
611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE K00

t . . . . . *g ARLINGTON. TEX AS 7EC11
.

REPORT OF ItiQUIRY
.

February 9, 1984

SL' EJECT: COMAI.CHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION:
ALLEGED PROCEDURAL VIOLATI0itS OF CGhSTRUCTI0ti PRACTICES

REPORT fiUP.3ER: 04-Ea-007
.

1. On January 16, the U.S. huclear Regulatory Cer:rission Region IV Regional
Adninistrator escorted a former Brown & Root, Inc., construction employee,~

_; 'i..] cn a site visit at the Ctrarche Peak Stean Electric-nation ,y- e) to ,.. cert;.,y construction ceficiencies.m . d tadeL
na:ere"ts :: the Racicr.a1 Administra:cr rMetire e3 riier' all'ecation madec, ~l :_

-

. ~ _ervi.sor.r.
- - -

.

cmer sup .

-] ---' incicatec ne had reec- -
~

- -- r , * - - ~. ,
an i :cun: _.7,_. J allqauens in e lec?! *ewsp3 Der, and sa;d a: ,

;cr icr cf j statements were untruc.
.- .

2. On b,nua ry 20, 1984, the Rcgicr.al IV Regional Administratcr recues ted thn
~

n_. Lse.,reinterv%;ec regarding the portions cit.- - ._lallegaticns
. ,, m

tha t .~. - had Indicated were untrue.
.

- - ' '

, s- . . . - -
. .2. t,n :anuarj, o,,n.a o ,5 , s _ .

;n . was again interviewed rccarc,inq his-

knowledge cf_the ir.pr' cer construction pract. ices allegec byr -] .c
-_

-

i

sig%.._].
~

%''J acreCd to review' _. .

in0 G_ive d
J

c, sWarn statEreat related to"his persclallee_?ticr5
;_ .

_
.

nf .
ral kr.Chiecge Of.thJ

allec2t1Cns.
.

. . w .--s-.4;revious ,.nterview reca re,. ne %z .t . - r,. n
.-

- . J a ,. l e c 2 t ,.cn--

was re;;r:e: in .r.s ti rieic Cr. .cc ,seacrt t'
.

* _. 3 . *: ,

c
.

c--- = -LC ):.

~
4 ~.-] s ta t2d he was wcrkinc. in the Unit I certcinren; on the day the "eciar

crane was used t: relocate the r?ir steer line. - 7 sta+.ec r.e
-

;
_

s;ecifically re_--M e re.r1 that the pics wcs r.ot cuncted :: ster "enara w
.s c:,ie p ; ;y __. . , 'I..

5. 1.'her, cucs tiened rega rding] []alleca ticn tha t the .'iRC 's tio*. ice tc
Erployees fcrm was not posted cn cite, [ ] said he had seen the fern
per:c: i r a rumber cf locations cr site curir.g the ceriod of time hr:s

Mcbeer. c' ;icyed at Corarctc Pc'.

6. ~ ~~~#] s t i t e h c i e s ,, e n_ re:..i. 1 m :n ::tc :teri ,t varicus an-'' _x *^---f"~9''*-*sl'''-.. [| .H'q *
-,

k*"s,", ''
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g_, ,,

4 9 - ,(,s'* ,>vs s a s - Js . ~,, ,
9 O .-9':< {;

j _ .

5215 '"CSi C U ; ', n~_r0 a' riled Dy 3 , Dr. f r ; f'; "i f i c j ion C.lrd ..

-. ~

sa:e %M: t i t 3 ra t i m w re: . 1. : r . i c ur s t ru c t ; c e, re..p i rr e n t , and '. aid:--t)C E*Ti 's
. -
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i

r
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-
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7. Isaid he recalled a largt t.c'.e cut in a hanger to accc mocate a
tolt. 0"] said this hanger was removed as soon as it was discovered,
and the hanger was rebuilt and n-placed. L_ 3 said this CLI had beer
made by socecne ct: the night shirt, but that nir dic rct krcx who it was.
NN]~said this was the only instance of improper cuts reacc on hangers he

. knew'about. '

8. E Q provided the fiRC with a signed, swcro statement which is includec
Gith this report as Exhibit (1). Although not contained in his statemer.t,
E EJwas questioned concerninc his, comments to the Reci.onal Administrator
~regaroing the validity of QP - 1 ellegations. P Q said he did not
recall which newspaper he had read about! ' g Q .etatenerts or thes

specific clicgations involved, but said he reccliecIL;jhad, in his
opinion, been untruthful in scoe of ttje statements attricuteo to him in
the newspaper. Durina the interview,ggelso ir.dicated he did not have
any knowledge of pi. m d.allecations reoarding the ir.: proper use of
Drillco drills, beYaNM ad not use driils as part of his construction
dutics.

'

EXHIBIT

.(1) Sigred, Sworn Statement of!
~ ~' ' ] 1-26-S

, . P /REPORTED EY:

H. ircoss Gri Tin,invegigator01 Field Office
Regier IV

APPROVED BY: spy,

nicr,1cc R. i;c rF, D; rectc r

01 Field Office
Regier I''

-cc: W. J. Ward, CI:DF0 w/ exhibits
E. C. Gil P t O!:DF0 w/ exhibit:
J. T. C 6 D i n '. , RIV w/ exhibits
T. F. ben ernan, RIV w/o exhibits

.

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ . _ - - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _-
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DATE: /-) C - PM,. . - . - - , --

,,
'

, ;m - f
I,t &a= _c.wg'4 hereby make the following voluntary,

statementi to H. orooks liRffflh wno has identified himself to me as an
Investigator with the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co mission. I make this
statement freely with no threats or prcmises of reward having been made to me.
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1 UNITEI STAIES OF AME.:.ICA

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO.% MISSION

3 - - - - - - - - - - - - -x--

:
4 In the matter of: :

:
i 5 Investigative Interview of :

HEYWARD A. HUTCHINSON, JR. -

6 :
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -x

7

Suite 825
8 611 Ryan Plaza Drive

Arlington, Texas
9

Monday, February 27, 1984
! 10

11
; The above-entitled interview commenced at

U 1:35 p.m., pursuant to notice.,

13 BEFORI:

14 H. BROOKS GRIFFIN, Investigator
DONALD D. DRISKILL, Investigator ~is Office of Investigations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

16 Region IV
Suite 1000

II 611 Ryan Plaza Drive
Arlington, Texas 76011

19

20

,

21 '

22

23

24

,

|

.

O
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2 MR. GRIFFIN: For the record, this is an inter-

3 view of Heyward Hutchingson, Jr., who is employed by Brown

4 and Root, Incorporated --

5 MR. HUTCHINSON: That's correct.
~

6 MR. GRIFFIN: -- at Comanche Peak Steam and EAec-

7 tric Station. The location of this interview is the NRC
'

,

I.

8 Region IV Office of Investigations in Arlington, Texas.

9 Present at this interview are Heyward Hutchinson,

10 Mr. Charnoff and Mr. Jordan, both attorneys for Mr.
_

11 Hutchinson in this matter, --

U Ma. CHARNOFF: Yes, that's right. ~

'

13 MR. GRIFFIN: -- Don Driskill and Brooks Griffin
i

14 for the NRC; and, of ccurse, the court reporter, Judith

15 Toberman.

16 This interview is being transcribed by a court
^

17 reporter. The subject of this interview concerns, among
18 other things, the Cygna report and Mr. Hutchinson's knowledge

I 2 of the incident surrounding the contract and on-site audit

20 conducted by Cygna.

21
Before we go inte the interview, Mr. Eutchinson,

22 I want to ask you some guestions about your atterneys.
<

.

23
Are you represented here today?

24
MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes, sir, I an.

25
MR. GRIFFIX: Whd is your representative?

D

d

a

>
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1 MR. HUTCHINSON: My representative?i

I -

2 MR. CHARNOFF: Can he answer that in the plural?

-

3 MR. GRIFFIN: Yes.' -

4 MR. HUTCHINSON: Both of these gentlenen, Mr. :.
li

5 Jordan and Gerry.

6 MR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Charnoff, do you agree with

7 Mr. Hutchinson that you are representing him as an individual;
i
|

~ '
8 in this proceeding'

i

9 MR. CHARNOFF: That's right; absolutely.

10 MR. GRIFFIN: Are you also retained as counsel to

11 Brown and Root?

12 MR. CHARNO'FF: Yes, from time to time.

13 MR. GRIFFIN: Are you presently, at this time, re .

14 tained?
r.
|

- L5 MR. CEARNOFF: Yes, on matters not related to

16 Comanche Peak I am, yes.

i 17 tiR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Jordan, do you personally repre -

is sent Mr. Hutchinson individually in this matter?

8 MR. JCRCAR: Yes, I do..

.

20 MR. GRIFFIN: Oo you also have a continuing

21 business relationship as counsel to Brown and Root?
.

A2 MR. JORDAN: Yes, I do.
.

23 MR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Hutchinson, do Mr. Charnoff and
i

24 Mr. Jordan -- is it your understanding that they represent i

'

25 you individually?

i

e

i .

-__ _ , ___ . . . _ . _ . . _ _ . . . . . _ , -
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,
MR. HUTCHINSO::: Yes, it is,

i .

2 MR. GRIFFIN: Has anybody told you or instructed

3
,

you to have Mr. Jordan and Mr. Cnarnoff as your personal
|

4 representative?

5 MR. HUTCHINSON: No; not by name, no.

6 MR. GRIFFIN: What instructions did you receive

7 regarding counsel?

8 MR. HUTCHINSON: As best I recall, it was last

9 Thursday John Merritt told me that I needed to get my own

10 counsel; that the TUGCO lawyers would no longer be involvef.

11 I think that was Thursday.

U MR. GRIFFIN: How did you select your counsel?

U MR. HUTCHINSON: Through an appeal to our Pro;ect

14 Manager, through Doug Frankum.

15 MR. GRIFFIN: You asked Mr. Frankum what?

16 MR. HUTCHINSON: I said I needed some legal

17 counsel.

18 MR. GRIFFIN: Did he recommend Mr. Charnoff?

II MR. HUTCHINSON: No, he didn't; he didn't

20
.

recommend anybody.

21 MR. GRIFFIN: Then could you expand on that a

22
little bit; how did you go about picking your counsel?

MR. HUTCHINSON: Then I got a call from Bill

24
Bedman, who is a Brown and Root attorney. He said that

25
Mr. Jordan would be giving me a call.

.

m

-- - _ _ - _ _ - ,_
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1 MR. GRIFFIN: So Bro cnd Root arranged for yc_r

#
2 counsel.

3 MR. HUTCHINSON: Mr. Sednan did, I assume; yes.
.

4 MR. GRIFFIN: Obviously, you are aware of Brown

5 and Root's position or commitment regarding constructirn and

! 6 licensing proceedings at Comanche Peak. As this interview

7 proceeds, do you believe that the advice that you will re-

8 ceive from Mr. Charnoff or Mr. Jordan would be represe.7:ing

9
.

Brown and Root or representing you? What is your

10 understanding?

11 MR. HUTCHINSON: They will be representing me.
,

~

U MR. GRIFFIN: If a conflict of interest er .a
,

13 potential conflict of interest were to arise between Brown

14 and Root policy or what is good for Brown and Root versus

15 what is good for you, what is your understanding with your

1 16 attorneys?

17 MR. HUTCHINSON: If there was a conflict of

18 interest, they would be obligated.to report that conflict.

U MR. GRIFFIN: To whom?

2D MR. HUTCHINSON: To Brown and Root, if something

21
I did was in conflict with Brown and Root.

22
MR. GRIFFIN: I'm sorry; you've misunderstood

23 what I said. If there is a conflict between their repre-

** senting Brown and Root and representing you, what have they
,

25 told you will be'their advice to you?!

|
.

.

I
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1 M F. . EL'TCHINSON : I don't know that we've discussed
:

2 that. The only conflict of interest that I'm aware of is if

3 I did something that was not in the best interest of Brown

4 and Root, then they would be obligated to inform Brown and

5 Root about it.

6 MR. GRIFFIN: So they are representing Brown and

7 Root here today? *

8 MR. HUTCHINSON: They're representing me today.

9 MR. GRIFFIN: But you just said that they would

10 be informing Brown and Root of the conflict. Now, are they

l
11 representing you, or are they representing Brown and Root

U today?

13 MR. HUTCHINSON: They are representing me.

14 MR. GRIFFIN: And you think if a conflict should

15 arise that their advice will be in behalf of Brown and Root

16 or in your behalf?

17 MR. HUTCHINSON: It should be in my behalf.

18 MR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Charnoff, what is your under-

8
standing; should a conflict arise, what would be your course

20
of action as relates to Mr. Hutchinson?

21 MR. CEARNOFF:' Let me answer that but also tell
"

! you what I told Mr. Hutchinson this morning. One is I did

"
advise Mr. Hutchinson that he was free to come to see you

I4
with his own attorney, that is, not anybody furnished by

25
Brown and Root; he is free not to see you if he elects not to

'
.

-- , - - -
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1 | see your he is free to use us and we would be his attorneys

2 furnished by Brown and Root; that we are also counsel to-

3 Brown and Root and if there were a conflict of interest that

4 we would see, we would have to withdraw from the case, and

~

5 we would so tell him at that point.

8 One of the purpcses of the preliminary interview

7 this morning was to determine if there is or is not a con-

8 flict. We have determined so far that there is no conflict.

9 I think that answers your question.

10 MR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Jordan, what is your under-

11 standing of potential conflict of interest between in,uiries

U we might make of Mr. Hutchinson versus your position as a

U Brown and Root attorney?

14 MR. JORDAN: My position and understanding is the

15 same as stated by Mr. Charnoff.

16 MR. GRIFFIN: What would you do if you perceived

17 a conflict of interest in the course of this interview?

18 What would you individually do?

18 MR. JORDAN: In the course of this interview?

20 MR. GRIFFIN: Yes.

21 MR. JORDAN: I would ask for a recess and I would

22 advise Mr. Hutchinson at that moment that I had just learned

23 of a possible conflict. I would explain to him what his

24 legal rights were with respect to this intervie and go for-

25
ward from there based on what'he desired to do.

9
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$7 i MR. GRIFFIN: So, Mr. Hutchinson, these two centlec

2 men represent you in this matter, but you also realize that
.

3 f they are retained by Brown and Root?

4 MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes, sir.

5 MR. GRIFFIN: Who is going to pay for their ser-

6 vices as relates to their work here today? Are you going to

7 pay for their serv' ices?
-

8 MR. HUTCHINSON: That hasn't been discussed.
,

9 MR. GRIFFIN: And these two gentlemen were selecte:
,

10 | as your counsel by Mr. --

11 MR. HUTCHINSON: Mr. Bedman.

U MR. CHARNOFF: Let me make it clear, I hope Brown

13 and Root will pay us for our services.

14 MR. HUTCHINSON: That hasn't been discussed.

15 MR. CHARNOFF: Let's be clear. Brown and Root is

16 paying us to provide the services to Mr. Hutchinson so long

17 as he wants our services to represent him.

18 MR. GRIFFIN: Mr. Hutchinson, would you please

2 rise and raise your right hand? We're going to swear you to

2 the contents of your testimony.

21 Whereupon,
.

22 HEYWARD ASGFL.',HUTCHINSON, JR.,

E was called for examination and, having been first duly sworn,

24 was examined and testified as follows: ,

|
' s

.

2
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2 - BY MR. GRIFFIN:

3 i c I would like to begin my questions for you,

4 Mr. Hutchinson, by asking you how you are currently employed?

6 A I am currently Project Control Manager for Browr.

6 'and Root.

7 Q Mr. Hutchinson, you say you are the Project Co..-

8 trol Manager?,

9 A That's correct.
,

10 0 What duties are involved in your work? What are

11 your duties?

L2 g zim directly responsible for three groups, one

13 being Cost and Estimating, another one is Procurement and,

14 lastly, Document Control.

- 15 0 Who is your immediate subordinate in Document

16 Control?

i 17 A Frank Strand.

8 0 What is his title?

8 A He is Supervisor of DCC, Document Control Center.

8 0 Who is your immediate supervisor?
,

21 A Presently, it's Carroll Graves.
,

22
0 What is his title? .

23
A Procuremen: and Controls Manager for TUSI, or

'*
TUGCO.*

=
0 And that is Texas Utility Service, Incorporated?

_

|
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I

9
A. Yes.3

2 O Mr. Hutchinson, do you have direct supervision

'

over the employees of the Document Centrol Center?3 '

4 A I have that supervision through Frank Strand, yes.*

|

5 g In the course of your daily activities, do you

6 ever give instructions to individuals in the Document Control:

7 Center? -

'

s A Not as a rule, no; but it does happen, yes.

|

i 9 4 Are you familiar with the daily activities of the
I

| 10 Document control Center?.

'

11 A Generically, from the 30,000-foot level I am. )

U I'm a manager. I've got a lot of people to look after, a

13 lot of different groups, and I know essentially what goes en;

14 not to the nuts and bolts level, no.

15 0 Are you aware of the contract by TUGCO -- that is ,

16 Texas Utilities Generating Company -- their contract with

17 Cygna? Are you familiar with this contract? -

18 A No; I know that one exists.

N 4 tio, but you know one exists?

X) A. I'm not familiar with the nuts and the bolts of

'

21 the contract.

22 g I'm not asking you about the nuts and the bolts.i

D Are you familiar, are you aware that there is a contract be-
;

I 24 tween.TUGCO and an audit group called Cygna?
,

26 A Yes, I am.

!

l .

*

m

.

e
- . , . - . - - . . - - , - - - , - . . - ., . .
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$10
1 g As relates :: : Document Contro: Cer.te r , d; f.

,
2 know what the contract entailed, generally speaking?

3 A I knew that that was part of the verificatic:

4 effort they were going to do when they came down the first
|4

5 time. They'were going to look at the Document Control

6 Center. Beyond that, I don't know.

7 g So one of the functions of the Cygna review was;

8 to, can I use the word, audit the Document Control Center; is

9 that correct?

10 A Correct.
m

|
i 11 0 What was your knowledge of the crigins of the

u Cygna contract? Were you aware that they 5ere going to be

D retained before the contract was given?
~

j

J
'

14 A No.

15 g Were you consulted by anybody in TUGCo?

18 A No.

17 4 When did you become aware that Cygna was going to,

18 do an audit of the Document Control Center?
;

i

j N A Probably, just a few days before they came. They
;

] came in July'.20

j 21 c Are you aware of what the'Cygna representatives

22 did during their July visit as relates to Document Control?
.

|
23 A I know generally what they did, yes.

i
24

O Could you tell me what that is, briefly?,

! .
' 25 A As I recall, they looked at design change logs

*

1

*
.

,

*

, .

. - . . . - . . . - - - - _- - . . _ , --
- . . - - - - . - - - _ _ _ - . - , . _ . . _ . , -
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22

j ll

1 and ver;;;ed or tried to ver-ty that tr. ( .sster logs 1.- DOC

2 natched other logs that were kept up by the file custodians.'

3 c Are you aware of the satellite concept imp leme..ted :

4 in the spin-offs from the Document Control Center?

5 A Yes.
,

a g Did Cygna's review in July involve auditing the

7- capacity or capability of the satellites and their functic..?

8 Do you understand what I'm saying?
.

! 8 A Yes. When Cygna was there in July the satellites.

10 were in the infancy stage; they were..'t set up yet.

11 0 Did Cygna make any inquiries or did they atte=pt

L2; to evaluate that system?

13 A As I recall, they may have asked some questions,

14 but I don't know about any evaluation, you know, "Where are

15 you going with it?" .

* HI g Document Control was, I believe, in a state of

17 change from the centralized system Document Control Center to

us
this satellite concept at that time; is that right?

up
A That's right.

20 g If their audit involved reviewing Document Centrol

II
j then they would necessarily have to evaluate the system that

was being prepared. I'm asking you: were they tasked with.*

;

**
evaluating the satellite concept and its implementation?

,

,

24
A Not that I'm aware of, no. -

0 As relates to Document Control, did the Cygna-

;

: !

.

l

.

c - _ .. . . . _ - , . _ _ . ., , , - , . , . , _ ~ _ .n- .,. - . - . . - - - . . - - . - . . , - , - - -
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,

jl;
; 1 review involve evaluat on of the computer system?

2 MR. CHARNOFF: Again, we're in July 1983?

3 MR. GRIFFIN: Yes.

4 THE WITNESS: The only computer system they could

j 8 have looked at then would have been the one that had the
,

6 drawings on it.

7 BY MR. GRIFFIN: -

^

| 8 0 Was that part of their review?

! 9 A I don't recall.
i,

i 10 0 Cygna also returned in November; is that correct?
|
,

i 11 Are you aware of that?

12 A In November?

*

13 0 Yes.
'

i

14 A They were back in October.
.

18 0 What was the purpose of their October visit then?

; 16 A As I understood it, they were there to re-verify

17 some of the findings they had in July, to make sure that we.

18 had the satellites in position and set up and that we had

8 merged the design change logs into a computer base.

so
O So they were evaluating the satellite system and

*
21 the use of the computer for keeping up with --

,

I
22 A -- design changes.

1

23
0 Design changes only, or did the computer system

i

24 also egntain the design drawings?
.

; as *

g The computer system for the drawings is already in'
i

I

.

t .

~, ,

'

.-,-|-,
- . - _ - - . , _ - _ _ . , - _ - - ,_ ,_-____._a_, - . _ _ _ _ _ . , - _ , _ - - _ - . _.
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jl3 i
1 ;;acc. It's been in pl. ace for several years.- >

''

So the syst' m contained the ongoing changes re-2 O e

lated to these drawings that were already in the computer?3 i

4 A Say that one more time.

; 5 g so their audit or evaluation had to do with the

6 design changes of the existing drawings?

7 A The'compsterized portion of the design changes,

j 8 yes.

9 0 Do you happen to know if Cygna's review also in-

10 cluded design verification?

11 A I'm almost sure that it did, but beyond that I

u don't know what -- I know they went up and I think they

13 talked to.the DCTG Group.

14 g Was it during this second visit that we're speak-

15 ing of right now tha't you were given the list of drawing
16 numbers that Cygna wanted to review? I think you were

17 allegedly given this list on October 24, 1983; is that

18 correct?

8 A That's correct.i

80 0 Who gave you this list?

21 A Nancy Williams..

,

22
O Who is Nancy Williams?

,

23 A She is with Cygna.

i 24 g Do you know what her capacity with Cygna is?,

as A She was in charge of the audit.
1

i

*
,

r
. - _- __ --__ _ -- .
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; 1 O The whole audit or just the part that per: . .:
,

.

2 to Document Control?
!

3 A I think she had the whole thing.

|' .

4 0 Where were you when Ms. Williams gave you this
;

5 list?

4 A I was in my office.

7 0 On-site'; is that correct?
,

8 A That's right.

9 0 Do you remember what time of day it was on the 24t!
t

10 i A Some time in the afternoon.

; 11 4 Prior to Ms. Williams giving you thic list, had

! u you received any information or any notification from anyone
i

13 that'this list was going to be provided?

14 A No, none that I recall.

|, 15 g Had you discussed with any of the Cygna repre-

16-

sentatives the need to receive this list?

17 A ,I don't recall having discussed it, no.

"
O Did you know in advance of her providing you the

" list of print-outs that they wanted to lock at it? Did any-

"
body in any manner -- what I'm asking you to do is to tell.

, 21 me whether you had any knowledge whatsoever that you were
22

going to be provided with a list of drawings that Cygna

23
wanted to look at.

'

M
i A I don't recall anybody discussing it at all.
, . ,

"
G So when Ms. Williams came in and provided you,

,

4

L

;
'

.

*

t

, _ , . , ~. - , . . - - _ - --. __ _ - _. _ _ - _
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1 with this list, this was unple.-r.e( . far as you knew?

2 A As far as I knew, yes.

3 0 What was Ms. Williams' ex;;anation regarding th*s

. 4 list?

5 A As I recall, she gave me the list and said, "This

e is what we need to see. We'll be back tomorrow," or some-

7 thing to that effect.

.8 0 Had you on any occasion prior to that time re-

|
9 ceived any such pre-notification from Cygna representatives

10 as to what they wished to review?

11 A No, not me.

1

M G In their previous on-site audits, had they ever
1

i
~

'

13 provided you with similar requests for documentation?

) 14 A I don't recall any list in the July audit. I

15 think they provided one in August when they were back for

'

16 some sort of effort in August. But not to me; I was gone

17 that week.

18
C But you heard from some third party that they

18 provided a list in that instance?
i

'O A Yes.
,

21
| 0 Do you know, from your information that you re-

,,

22
ceived after you returned from vacatior, whtt the contents of-

"
: this earlier list were or what it requested?
1

|
* A No, I don't. *

,

''
O But you just heard from somebody that there had

.

|

f

-- - - , , - - - - - - , - , , - - , - - - . , , - - - - - - - r - -

- - , - . - - - - - - . , , - - - - - - - -
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jl6
g been a previous r..?.est?

2 A Yes.*
;
,

Who did you hear this fro-?3 +

4 A I don't know.

5 g Do you have any information or any notes, third
,

a parties that you can talk to who might jog your memory as tc'

7 who told you that they had previously requested a list?

3 MR. CHARNOFF: That they previously requested a

! 9 list?
!

10 MR. GRIFFIN: I'm asking him if there is pnyth ng,

11 any place he can go, anybody he can talk to, who could --

.

Et THE WITNESS: I could talk to some of the people
.

u that would be in DCC,. Frank and some of his people, and ask

14 them about the list.

16 BY MR. GRIFFIN:
,

:

16 g So they might be able to fill in the name?'
|

{ 17 A Yes.
!

| 18 0 on the day that you received the list from Nancy

19 Williams, did she give you any explanation as to what the
i

30
; list was when she handed it to you?

21 A- Nothing more than telling me that thi.s is what

22 we want to look at the next day.

23 g Describe the piece of paper she gave to you.

24 A It was a handwritten list.
I

\-
26 0, What did it contain?

.

f
*

e

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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! A As I recall, it sa:d s:1c needed the e:mputer,

print-outs for the distribution of the drawing and for the2 -

I
t

3 change made.

4 g Just the computer print-outs? *

5 A That's all it said, as I recall. Then it listed,,

6 you know, a series of drawings.

I 7 0 Were the drawings categorized in any manner? Were

a they grouped by the various discipl-ines? Did they have any
9 kind of divisions? Or was it simply a list of numbers?

,

10 A To me it's just a list of numbers. I'm not close

11 enough to it to recognize drawing numbers. A list of drawing.
.

Et is a list of drawings.

13 0 Did it have any headings above the list of, numbers
14 like " Electrical"?

15 A Not that I recall, no.

le Q Just drawing numbers?

17 A Just a list of drawings.

la 0 Was there any other writing on the page other than
19 the drawing numbers?

8 A I don't recall any, no.

21 0 And you say it was handwritten, this list?

8 A Yes.

23
0 What did you do with this list?

24 A As I recall, I picked it up and I started down the |

as '
hall with it. I had some meetings to go to. You mean what

.

4
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A-

t

| d.a : do w:.d t ult..ately' I gave it Oc Q ^ '

.

!

f

j C When was that?a

4

A. 1. was some time in the afterncen. |3 ,'

e . . . .Iwhen yeu;i 4 0 What were your instructions toic - ' -
-

''*'c
w

4
2

I S cave her the list?
]

'
t

1

2 6 A I gave her the list and I said, you know, "Make

7 sure we're all right; make sure everything is running; mak. ;j i
J

S sure that we're okay," that Cygna will be in tomorrow. |
.

9 0 Oid you tell her that this was a list provided by ,
'

,

! i

10 I Cygna for what was to be reviewed en the follcwing day? I

{
,

;

I 11 A. I don't recall anythine significan; about the c:n-:
I

-

1

|
'

12 versation at all, no more than passing her in the hall.
;.

\

13 0 Did v.ou instructE .5 - a that this was a lis |i u4

i

) provided by Cygna?14

i . ,

I i

i 15 A. I don't recall. I really don't.
'

1

4

18j 4 Cid ycu characterize the list in any manner? I .-

1
-

' 17 ' that eu said it was 'ust a series of numbers, did v.eu c.ive
'

1 ,

j her any c:<planation as :: what the list was? I18
t

i

' 10 A Methine more than: this is what Cvgna wants :: (
1 i

- -

t1
'

! 20 look at temorrew.
.

..
0, And then you instructed her to make sure tha:''

,

these were available and in order and what else?--

I :
'

! i 1 : acn't think :52 instruc.icna want that ear.23
;

4 s
l , .
y og , ,. -,h NN0re were yOu wNQn v.ou 1,21Ned tC' _ , _ . -.

_ _ , ,, _ -

.

e9 e

| ! A 3cn?Where in the hall."

i I
- o

i a
Y
d

_ _ _ . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _._ _ _-. _ -- _ . n _ ..._ . _ .... _ _ .
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3 19 y
,

; 1 j g t;as Mr. Strand present when you provided (Ms .1

t.

i1

j 2 F" s.Ji]with the list?. .

i!
-

,

*

3 A. No, not then.
1 i

.

!-
4 O Was Mr. Strand made aware during that afternooni i

<
s

.

I 5 of your instructions to m : r : Jy"].1:. :

] 6 A I don't recall talking to Frank at all about it i

i

| 7 that day. !

) 8 g So if I go ask Frank about the list being trans-
2
:
1 . .

9 ferred between you to[f W Q ,'l,} you don't think he willa
: _ -

1

j| have any recollection of having witnessed the transfer or the10

.il.

11 !' instructions .vcu c. ave?-,

i ,
1

i

_1
12 < A. I don't know what Frank would say.l.

t i'

n -

: 13 G But you have no.recollecticn of hi:- having beeni

i I

| 14 ! there?
, r

i !
<

!
| 15 ! A, ;;c ,

;a i

! ; -,

j 16 g Did you telliG L O' lthat the list ccntained |i
,l

.

4

i t
I ,

l s.
'

the packages that Cygna was going to be rev:. ewing !
'

i,

i
13 specifically?

#

} IU
A. No. I dcn't recall saying anything abou-

1
i

{
l #

,i cackac,es. I really don't knew what Cygna wanted te look at..

i, i
,

n, .

I didn't know whether they wanted te leck at packages ori !
-'

ii

'
i

, ~,

L ! desian changes."

, , -

4
.

9~ j C. Or print-cuts.i

I . ,l.

|i ~|*

A. Print-Cu;3 La the only thj.n: that reg cter w i. th

05 ' : .e .
'

e
i f A

h
I i !
'

.

.l

!
- - - _ . - - - . - . - - - - , _ . . _ _ _ .-.-.---..~.--,-_a-._,_-
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1

J l
! .s .t

*<

1 -20s
=

1 c. So the numbers represented print-c : !
|

i
' : A To me, yes, print-outs.
I
;

f 4

;
3 O Did .vou askp. - TJto make copies of the lis:T>

; m
4
- /

4 A I don't recall asking her that, no.
2 -

1 5 g Did you instruct ]L' s? Jto provide copies cf;
4

t 6 this list to the various satellites?

,

7 A No.
1

-

; g Did f,"w?f M Mif? ever return this list to veu?4 a
w a -

.1
: 9 A I don't recall ever getting it back.
i i
}

[j 10 G Co you presently have a ccpy 'f this list?i c
i 1

l i<
-

11 ; A Yes, I do.
|i

: i

1 U ! O Is it the cric,inal cc.:.v , or is it a Xerex? i
1

,

: 6

, !
13 *

; A It's a Xerox copy.
|1 1

i

| 14 ? Who did you receive this from? Ito gave ycu this
,

15 list back?

16 A I honestly can't answer that.
,

i
I

l.
~

j | 0 Do you rc=c:.bor when you received it? ;
'

i
'l

13 " A As I ccall, there was One other meeting that :::1-

|19

|
place that Tuesday morning.

o ,*
j M ?. . GIAPl.'CF7 : 2. s that the day after you me; wi :- .

}.I j . .s . Williams?
* "

i |
'

~,
, -

-, I : . . . . . - : ,he day a.,ter, i was t,own i.n ,an
a ,** n 4 . .. a a . v

,

i"
: licks' effic2 --

4

'l 1-

! r. 4 .u. .s ce4.r - - +A e s ,. t,
.,

u e J a

i,, e

,
-

h 'Ebc ba Odn IliCNs''

0

.
. I
I

I I
2 i

i

|
1

I
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'

1 A At that time he . .! tr.e Procurement Ca:: trol

2 Manager. .

.

3 :. Okay; go ahead.

4 A He was also in charge of the computers and some

6 other groups. I remember he and I talking about that list.

8 At some point during that discussion Nancy and Dave walked in

7 MR. CHARNOFF: Dave who?
I

8 THE WITNESS: David Wade, who was with TUSI.

8 As I recall, Nancy said she had to leave and if
; I .

10 t we had any problems with it, we could reach her at the Lake
.

11 Granbury Motor Inn.

3 BY MR. GRIFFIN:
.

=

]
D 0 You say this is the following day, this being.

14 the day that Cygna did their audit of these print-outs?

16 A This would have been Tuesday morning, the 25th.
6

j 14 4 That was the day that Cygne was to do the audit; i

17
.

that right?
!
' W A That's the day they were to come in, right.

N
O Had they already completed the audit when you had

j 20 this conversation with her, with Hicks and --

21.

| A I don't think they had even started yet. .

!

22 g Okay; go ahead.
,

23 A That's about all I remember from that meeting. It;

24
wa,s very brief. That's all I recall.

88
0 Did you have any conversation with'Mr. Hicks or

. .

.

__ ___-..-___..~y , _ _ , , . _ _ - - , . _ . _ _ _ _ , . ._- , ___ .- _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . . . _ _ . - - _ . . _ . . _ , . _ _ _ . , , ._ .__- -
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'

1 Ms. Willietr or Dave regarding the 1:s't that you had been

#
2 provided?

,

! 3 A I don't recall anything significant. I was dow..

4 to talk to Hicks primarily about computers, the computer
,

| 5 problems.

|
8 g What was your understanding on October 24 of the *

1

7j nature of that par'ticular audit that Cygna was requesting --

| 8 let me. rephrase that. What was your understanding of areas
'

|
| 8 that Cygna would be auditing in their review the following
;

10 day?

11
.A As it relates to DCC7

u, g y,,,

2 A To make sure that we had the satellites set up,
1

|
14 but the biggest thing was to make sure the discrepancy of

i

! "
the manual logs had been removed; you know, the things ther

!

) 18
found in July, that those no longer existed.

4

I
{ G Are you saying that you had been informed by Cygna
!

{ 1s
representatives in July that you had deficiencies in the

"
; packages or on the computer, which?

"
A The deficiencies they identified in July were the,

I II
ones of the manual logs not matching what was in DCC.

22
0 This is the manual logs that were in the satellite.,

"'
A We didn't have the satellites set up then. The,

i se
manual logs in DCC list all the design changes.- What ther>

i

) as
did, I think, was get that copy and go to one of the fivei

'
!

\ -

|
*

-
.
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1 custodians and say, "Let me see your design change log," and

2 they didn't match. :

3 0 They didn't match what was in the computer?

4 A No, it wasn't on the computer yet.

*

8 0 At all?

4 A. No.

7 0 Just to'make sure I have an understanding of what

8 you're comparing here, you're comparing logs with packages;

9 is that what --

10 A It was manual log against manual log.

11 Do you understand how the concept was set up bach

12 then, --

'

13 0 I thought I did.

14 A, _. before the satellites?

15
'

Ycu're comparing one manual lo?0 I thought I did.

18 against another?

17 A. Yes.

is O Can you tell me the difference between the two

18 manual logs?

8
A. If they're kept properly, there shouldn't be any

21 difference.
,

22
0 So you had duplicate records?

23
A. No. We've got a manual log in DCC that's suppcsed

" to be the holy document. If all these file custodians out in

as
*

ghe field are doing their job properly, if they're logging

,



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

.

.

$ I .

';

'
1 the design changes in against that drawing properly, ther

2 you should be able to pick up this log and look at this one,*

,

3 and they would be the same.'

f 4 0 The ones in DCC and the ones in the field should

5 be exactly the same?
.

4 A They should.

7 g Basically the same; contain the same design

1 8 changes?

9 A Yes.

10 g 'I think I do understand.
!

'

11 A That's what the satellite thing was suppe:ed to
|

! 12 have done; it was to remove the file custodians out of it
i ,

,

| 13 and limit the number of people that could handle the
1

14 drawings.

15j 0 Who was tasked with implementing or incorporating

18 the design changes into the drawing?
1
'

17 A Whose responsibility was that? I guess ultimate.''

18 it is under a group called T!!E, TUSI Nuclear Engineering.
:

18 4 So it's an engineering group, actually?

8 A Yes.
|

21
O By this October meeting with the Cygna represen- [,

,

22 tatives, was the system in place by then, the computeri:atic:
.

i .

23j of the design changes?
'" A I think, as I recall, our target date was to have

'

26 *

j it up and running by the 15th of October.

; .

!
J

i
,

_--.- __-__.
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1 g So it was ir effect at that time?

j

i 2 A Yes; we may have beaten that a little bit.

!

3 i O The print-outs that Cygna was requesting involved

4 retrieving this information from the computers; is that right:
1
'

6 A Yes.

| 6 g So was a purpose in the october visit to receive

7 examples or sample's of what the computer contained for each
;

j 8. package -- what is now no longer a package but a computer
i

8 read-out -- regarding drawings and changes against those
i

10 drawings? '

11 A What I understood they wanted to look at was,if we!

I 2 gave them a print-out that says "these are the changes that

13 occurred and here's this drawing;" then he was going to take4

f 14 that and go somewhere within the satellite system and verify '

18 that they had that same piece,of paper out there, or that it
1

]
18 could be at least pulled up on the screen.

17: 0 Would it be fair then to characterize their re-
,

is view or their audit as a Document Control audit then, if it's
,

8 supposed to be in DCC and it's supposed to be in a corre-

80 spending satellite?

21 g Is that a Document Control audit? Well,'ouy

22
should be able to exhibit that you've got the same set of

"
records in both places, yes. It would be a form of control,

'
24 yes. .

"
O Did part of their audit, to your knowledge, invols'

a

f

!
*

i
e

.
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i ; d;sig1 verificttion, meanine that t.".e design changes had bee.-

,

2 incorporated on the drawing?

3 A That wouldn't have had anything to de with me. I

4 don't know what they did up in DCTG.

a g so your only part of it had to do with comparing

6 CCC documentation with satellite documentation?i

'
7 A Yes. -

4 0 That's what they were reviewing.

e A Yes.;

i .

! g When you received the list of packages -- packages,10

! 11 I suppose, is the wrong word -- print-outs is it?

1.

12 A The list of drawings.
'

:

1
18 0 The list of drawing numbers that Cygna wanted to
14 review the following day, did it occur to you that this was,

i
15 .- and I use this word in quotes -- pre-notification?

18 A No.

17 g That didn't occur to you?-

j 14 A I didn't treat that list any different than any
1

'

: is other list. A drawing list is a drawing list.
l

20
] g Based on your knowledge as a supervisor, if I gave

' '

| 21 you a drawing number right now and said I was going to ccee,

i

22 look at it tomorrow, do you have the facilities to review

23 what is computerized against that drawing, the changes and

D the revisions to the changest what should be there versus
i.

| 88 what is there? Do you have that capacity? *

- .

.

"
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1 I'm ass:ing you: could you audit yourself if I,
,

. 2 gave you a particular drawing number?

3 A Me, personally?

4 0 Yes.

*
5 A No.

.

6 g Do your subordinates have that capability?

7 A Yes, they could do it.

8 g so if you gave one of your subordinates that's in

9 this area a drawing number, could they pull up that drawing

10 i number, the contents of that drawing number, en the screen of
i

11 the cceputer from DCC and show what should be the proper re-
u visions for the various design changes that are supposed to
13 be contained under that number?
14 A Yes.

15
C Are your subordinates capable of spotting defi:ier

16 cies or missing documentation if they had a read-out of what
U was contained in DCC versus what was contained in the
18 satallite?

I' A You couldn't do it by looking at the screen.

"
C How would you do it?

21 A As part of the normal procedure, before design
e,
" drawirgs are issued from satellites, you know, they'll punch

'n the button and get the print-out that lists all those design
a4*

changes on it. Then they start building a package. They
"*

take the drawing and take each one of these design changes

l.

'

1. *

I

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

I and put with it.
4

2 Part of what they're supposed to de is look at the-

3 design change and make sure that it is, in fact, against that

4 drawing.. If it's not against that drawing, then they've got>

:

; 5 a number to call up in DCTG to say that "I've got C and C

6 so-and-se and it's not against this drawing. What do I do

7 with it?"
|

8 0 That's in the case of a clear-cut error. But if
|

9 you provided your satellite with a drawing number that per-
1

| 10 tained to their area that they're responsible for, they could
!

11 pull up on the screen, from DCC, what is supposed to be con-

3 tained in that package; is that right? Then they could pull
'

13 the package that the craft uses in its day-to-day and they,

14 could check to see that all those documents, all those

15 changes, were contained in that package; is that right?
i 16 ' A They could do that, yes.

f 17 0 Is it fair t'e say that by Cygna providing you with
i.

18 a list of the drawing numbers that they were going to be
18: looking at on the following day, you could be able to, if you
20 wanted to, require your people to conduct an advanced audit

21 ' to make sure that a.11 those packages contained all the re-

22 visions on design cl auges they were supposed to contain? Is

23 ' that correct?

24 A That could be done, yes, but t' hat's against =y
'

as naturs.

-
,

e

j ..

*

_ _ . . _ . . _ . . . . . _ . _ _ _ , _ . , , _ -, . _
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1 ; O Did you tell anrL '. to de just that? ::6 rou

2 tell anybody to make sure -- well, I'll stop for a minute.
,

:

3 i In your earlier comments regarding your instrue-
|

4 tions to Dobie Hatley I think you said that when you gave her

5 the list you instructed her to make sure all these were avail-

6 able and in order or something to that effect.

7 A To make'sure that we were all right, yes.
-

8 O Could a person interpret "all right" te mean that
,

9 they were proper and correct and complete?

10 ! A I suppose you could.

11 g o you think she could have interpreted it that

U way?

13 A Yes.

14 0 To pass the audit what the computer showed should

| be contained in the packages would have to be contained in15

16 the packages or deficiencies would be found; is that correct?,

17 A Those packages are supposed te be checked before

18 they go out, checked and --

0 MR. CHAPl40FF : To the craft.

E
THE WITNESS: Yes.

'

21
BY MR. GRIFFIN: '

22
O Are you saying they audit the packages each day?

.

'

23 g, ,; , , ,
1

24
0 So they pull the contents of the packages up on-

25
their screens, they check that the contents listed for that

,

.

, , e - - - - i--.-,
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1 drawing :.; : r -- that all those documents are ce..tained 1...

2 the package?
,

'
3 A Yes.

4 0 Every day for every package?

5 A That's procedure, yes.

6 g Even if the package is several inches thick?

7 A It doesn't matter. -

8 .v.R . CHARNOFF: That's every day that a craft re-

9 quests a drawing; not all the drawings in inventory. You

10 understand that?

11 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

U O If a craft person requests a drawing number, if

U he provides the satellite with a drawing number, he gets a

14 package; and the package is supposed to contain all the desig

15 changes that have ever been made against that drawing?

16 A Not all of them against the drawing, nc. There

17 are two different sets of design changes or two different

18 screen readings. One of them is what we call the Open and

2 Current, which tells you all the design changes that are

20 currently against that drawing. Then there is another list-

21 ing that tells you the history of that drawing, every design,

22 change that has ever been written against it.

23 0 Let me state it back to you and yo 2 can tell me if

24 7 m correct or not. A package contains the drawing and all
*

25 its correct revisions, and it also contains the design

.

6

.,

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . _ . - _ _ _ - - - _ - - -' w - - - - , - e e, 9 ~ , -,me- mny e
.
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changes against that dr w ng and all these re/ slons.

'A The design changes and the current rev. would be- a

3 in there.

-

4 g So you have revisions of the drawing itself and

5 revisions of the changes.

6 A The current revision cf the drawing and the current

7 revision of the de~ sign change, the latest revisions.

8 0 And that's what the package contains that craft '

9 gets?

10 A Yes.

I

11 ! G And they receive the whole packace :: go cut int:

1:: ..-, e .4 4 ,, t a ,. - a" ~5a- .4gh '.4
---- -

13 ! A correct. '

:
i

14 0 Let me ask you this: in that Cygna, in that

15 Ms. Willians provided you a copy of those design drawing
16 nu=hers that they were to review the following day, it did

17 provide you with an opportunity, if you chose to do so, to

13 recuest an audit prior to their icoking at it. Ycu had that
.

13 c a. t i o n , didn't voc?
, .

I

4

U i A Yes, the cption is there.i
,

I .

*1' '

G You may have already answered this question,_ but-
,

.

M
sa

,
- Ws. interpreted yeu: instructionsis it cossible thati-

; .
o

I
}

U'
i to her to do just that, to conduct an in-house audit :: T.a k-:

'

"
:
1

iog

,
- and correct and |sure that those n..chees were true , cent,l e t e

~

1.
.

U ' i

that they would be 100 cercent accurate when Cygna lccked at i^

l

!
!
,

'
l
.

!
. _. . . _ _ ._ . . _ ._ _ _ . . _ _ ,_ . _ _ , __ .. _ ___ _ . , . . . __ . . - - ._
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4

) J a.,
- ,.

.; . . o_ .v. . 6 n. ,., . n. . ~..:_ .. ,
..

i

t '.

| 2 L I don't knew whether she did or not, but that was'
i !

, 3 not my intent.
! I

s
4 C Did you ever get any feedback frc=f@P#FR;Wi ] cr,

,

T
- __

: 5 any of your subordinates to indicate that that is that they
i

: 6 had done or that that's the way they interc.reted vour in-
.
i.

u '
.

s t r u c t i o n s t o '3.t M. ._ij @ _ [ N _$]7
1 .. .

,

:i
-

I
8

['
A Since then I've been made aware that that could '

,

9 have hac.pened.J, .

I

10 | 0 Ycu have received informatien frer sc=ebef; tc
t !
i

11 i indicate that that did happen; is that what you're sayine?
i

-

1

i i

', .)
i

'
12 A. That's what they told me, ves.i

.
.

i

13 | MR. CHJu:2?OFF: Can you put a time frame en that? >

t <

i i

| 14 THE WIT:iESS: That was last Saturdac.i

15 _a v_ v- . ..i .a . G R i.Fr. .v v. .
i
f

i 16 i
i j G This is semebod" that has cade inr.uiries since

!

.

I
l ; this has beccne an issue?'

;

j la h A. Yes.<
>

!,

13 I'

G Su-ine your October 24 discussion with Sancv

U'

Williar.s or any subsequent discussiens that you personally
4

"I
i

-

i had with Ms. Williams, did you discuss the implicaticns'cf
.
, <.
t

6

) 46

-i ! this, what I will term, " pre-notificction"? Did ycu ever
~

i,

i
~,

{ . ask her anything about it, er did she ever m-6:e any : c rr.e n:~

; i

, , , i
.

"

as to why taev .crevided ycu this list?,

| .
,

t
! DC f~

j I'm acking you to be e::pansive here. I'r a sk inc,
I
f

i
i
o
!

l il
,

- - . . . . . c , . , - - , - - - , . - . .-..,.....-,-r. _r.- . .- v_.. _ . - -.-,
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1 yeu to tell me if you know anyth ng.-

2 A I recall -- I was at the hearings last week,

| Monday and Tuesday. I heard Ms. Williams say that she gree3

4 us the list because she understood it took an inordinate

5 amount of time to prepare this list, so she gave us sor.e

6 advanco notice to get the computer print-outs read'.i

7 g I'm not'asking you what you heard in hearings.
8 A Me personally?

8 g I'm asking you during this time frame, the 24th

j 10 or 25th --

11 MR. CHARNOFF: October.

U BY MR. GRIFFIK:

13 g Yes, thereabouts; did you and Ms. Williams ever

14 discuss --

| 15 A Not that I recall, no.
i

16
C When Ms. Williams provided you with this list, did

17
it occur to you that you had the option of conducting your

18
own audit?

18 A U. I don't do business that way..

20 g so her providing it to you, you took it that you

21
- were a party to the audit in that you were going to be" able

22 to evaluate what~your subordinates there -- whether they had
23

been complete in their duties?~

24
A As'a manager I need to know that. If I've got

.

25
something screwed up, I need to know it.

.

G

9

e

, , - - - - - - -r - a
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1
| 0 In that same light er th :. . t - sense, did you |
4

, s

: view your cc=ments tch , . ;j as being a manac.er reviewi.m

3 the cut.out or werk or status of her e: .clc ees under her?.

4 A. I den't know if I knew what you mean.
.

5 g I mean if C.v.gna cut .vou in on what thel were going
6 be locking at and you cutp i 3in en what was going to

s -

s-
7 be reviewed -- at 'th e time that you gaveEW "J ()the list
8 you sr you didn't give it to her as pre-notification; yo
9 said that wa not on your mind.

.

^.

10 Were .vou .cresumine. tha: M< . f 6.1uas c.c.nr. ::

11 pass this on?
,

d
12

-

-
c .4 4 , . . e.s. ec. w..o ., a,

a . .,. . w 4 .,. .. .- ,.e. m y .
,n. . . _ . . _. ~ . . . . ... .

...c...

.

13 I prc=cted that attitude, I think; you know, cne of being:

i,

t
14 I honest. There is nothine. to be c.ained b'f -- it is .ust ec=-4

15 pletely out of character.

4
O What did you expectr M v'L to do with this

,e
-- w-

I
.

1, i
. .4s.2,

w
,

13 H - 242
. _.s,- - . __,3...w4..- . 4 _.w _ _ . _-.r -.....,.-..e__.a,, : _; r .

.. . . . . 3 -

| I would have wanted her to de scrething, I would have gi.e.-19

.

?] a e _ _ _= .4 c.-.4..,_-,,.,4..e.a.>. _ _ . .e _ . .. m_ or
_

g ...

1
21 0 I thought you told her to make sure everyth'_ng was
-

ekav
.

- and was available?-

m- - n.. - w .s .- - mo a.. . . . _ . , _...,_o__.e. . .w. m, .. . e, . m. . . _ - s, . p
n. . ;. m..-- 1 o.. . .. _ .. s

!

n4 ,

- i

3 _ a _. .. w, ." .h. e ' ". _> - k. .i . . r,- .''.,-,.-......_s_--.ed ..e .- .~ -. .

ae"
Q What do you mear by cceputers?

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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>h;. t:me purpose in minc.1 .

t

2 A (No response.) |

3 0 And you say subsecuentl; sonebody gave you the

4 list back. Do you know why they gave it back to you? ;

'

5 A No. The only other time I remember that list is

I

6 that Tuesday afternoon when the guy from Cygna came into
i

|7 Frank's office and'we sat down and talked about the list

8 again.
.

9 4 In what sense?

10 A What was en the computer and what was on the

11 manual logs, for one thing, and how he intended to go about

U doing his audit.

13 4 Which day was this?

'14 A Tuesday afternoon; the next day.

15 4 So that was the day after you received the list?

16 A Yes.
.

17 4 Had they already completed their audit at that

18 time?

8 A As I recall, I don't think he had even started it.

2D
; g When did they conduct their audit?

21 A I th' ink, it was that Wednesday.
22 g Did anybody other thsn Nancy Williams, who was

23
part of the Cygna review team -- did any of them ever make

**
any allusions or statements regarding you having been pro-

,

-

25
vided the list in advance?4

.

F

e

F---u- -
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1 i Not that I'm aware of, no.

2 0 The reason I ask these questions in so many ways

3 is because all the parties that are going to be interested ir

4 this ma.tter are going to expect some kind of explanation as

5 to why this list was provided in advance.
'

6 Is there any way I can phrase my questioning that

7 will open up an av'enue for you to answer this question in a

8 way that everybody concerned will understand why you had this

9 list given to you in advance of the audit and why you passed
i
1

1 to it to your subordinates? Is there anything that you have not

i

11 told me; is there any more information that I have failed to

U ask you that would shed light on this matter?
-

U A No. Believe me, I've thought about this thing

14 hard and I just can't -- I'm telling you everything I can

15 remember.

16 0 How many meetings did you have with Cygna repre- |

17 sentatives on the 25th, which I think you said was Tuesday?

18 A As I recall, that one that morning with Nancy and

19 then the une that afternoon with Steve Bibo.

20 0 Could ycu spell Bibo?

21 A B-i-b-o, I think,

i

22
O Could you briefly give me a narrative en the con- I

!

23 tents of each of the meetings, starting with the morning
|

" meeting?
s

25 g. The one in the mbrning -- like I say, I was in

.

O

s

R

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

1 Ocn Eicks' office and Nancy and, I think, David Wade had

| ' stopped in just briefly and said, you know, Nancy had to lear2

and if I had any problems that she could be reached at3 ,

i

4 Granbury Motor Inn. Very brief; 'just -two or three minutes.

5 Then the one in the af ternoon with Steve, I was

6 in Frank Strand's office and Mike Strange was in there.

7 g Let me 'nderstand the characters. You're sayingu

8 Frank Strand --

9 A Strand.

!
10 ' C S-t-r-a-n-d?

11 A Yes. He's a supervisor.

U g And who is this other fella?
'

13 A Mike Strange. He 's the guy that 's , 'I guess, ulti-

14 mately in charge of the data base as it relates to design
,

15 changes.

16 g Is that with the Engineering Group?

17 'A The Engineering Group.

18 g Ckay. Go ahead.

19 A As I recall, Steve walked in and gave us -- he hcd

20 the list. I don't remember what he did with it, but he had

21 the list. *

22
We sa+ ae <a and we had some discussion as 'to

23
which one of these were manuals and which ones were on com-

24
pur.er logs. That meeting, too, was very brief.

25 g So you're saying this is Steve Hicks that had --

N
l

.

.- n,--.----~r - - , , . + - - - - - - - -
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-

1 A. Steve Bibo.

'

2 g Steve Bibo.

3 A He's with Cygna.

4 I O So he had exactly the same list that you received

5 from Williams?

s A Yes.

7 g Was it'a copy of the same list?

8 A A copy of the list.
..

9 g But you had actually been given the original,

10 handwritten, is that right?

11 A I think I had a copy of it. I don't recall having

U the original.

u a Okay. You think the copy you gave to Hatley was

. 14 a Xerox or was it a handwritten original, pen and ink,

15 pencil or --

16 A It was a Xerox copy. I'm almost sure it was.

17 g Okay; go ahead with that meeting.

M '
A Like I said, that meeting was very brief. I

18 don't rememmer that much more about it.
2D g What were Bibo's comments related to the contents
21 What quest'ons did he put to you?| of the list? i

22 A I don't think he quizzed us that much about the
.

%3 list.

24 0 What information did he give you regarding it?

25 A As I recall, most of our conversation centered

-
.

.

9

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .- - . _ , ,
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I around satellites. I unders:: c'd been c:- a to : t r.a t da-

!
i

. , You knew, cc out and look where the.v were, find ther and makJa

3 sure he could find his way bacP the next day.

4 O So the" didn't begin the audit that day, they werJ

5 just walking around looking where the locations were?

6 A That's what I recall.

7 0 So you received the list from Ms. Willians on

8 Monday and they conducted their audit on Wednesday?

9 | A. As best I recall, yes.
:

[i10 .v. E . CHARMOFF: Could ycu tell Brooks every:':d. w.' cn
I:

1., w. , a _4 . . -. a- *- ~.. _ - i .n o . o n. .. v 4 ' ", a *. . , . . d .'..d1 e ^ .,. -..: _ '. .% o- .".a.=.. .' ^. - . -,

12 i anvbcdy else there with Bibc?
i *

| '

,i THE WITNESS: I thinkf
__ .

13 :jwas there toc.
,

!

|| I think she came in later.14

I
,

-

15 ' EY MR. GRIFFIN:

13 O Do vou rene: .ber any cennents made hvi 811,

g - .J
, -:

f

17 ' A u 4 .m. - 4 b. g a. m..e. n. *. 4 ng7w . 3 . w .,

d
,

h

13 li
.. ..v,: *,

. Gw..'~.9
r
.

i

19 ! g c"m d o n ' ' .- o_. .. a_ .. " a_ .- a.."; , * - . 4. m _4 - ' _4 . . --
v

, . r-

':0 3_ T. .-e. .e.. e r w. e .r c....4.,., _4.,. u.: .m. . . s .. a , . w ._, . w 4 . . ..w .
-

,. .

I

. _ ... . . . _ ~

21 ! didn't 1200 very long,
i,

I-

| G Let me go back a little bit into the .ee:.nc --
-

.,
-

. ,3.*. ."s ['.' v#* u c ,w''' . ", O* O. O*.. $_. -

*

Tw .m. g q . #".1*

p - ; - j u
g3

, _ _
_..._3 .e . .t.a$T m ' ' * * ,

.a .w..

i

N k

*= .N. w.n r .d .w.a 4* eas e I 7 .3 f* ,3y a. w ww .

l'

l
ng 1

,P bbd VCu $c11 _[ ' tC d e C C r C'/ *ne Cne CCC'
"#

!

1

-
_~m --*

l
(

,

il

-v<r-, ,
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i

|
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4, 1
..

.

,

i i

| ]%.3
.

'

! cr copies of the list that you gave her after she had.done-!
l

.
.

|i whatever she was going to do with ig?; 2
.

b

| 3 A. No, I don't recall that.'

4 ; -

C No instructions to destroy the list?4 '
,

i

1

i 5 A No.
1
,

I

6 g would you remember that if you had said scnething

4

1 7 like that?
; '

i
8 A I'm sure I would.

i
4

9 0 I think I've already asked you this several times.,
4

i ! r-

i 10 1 et me ask v.ou cne more time: do v.cu know wha:E h_.-_.51did
'

, ,
N / I

j i !

1 11 | with the list that yee gave her? *

|'
12 i A. I've learned seme thine.s last Fridav cr Saturdav. !,

. . .

13 MR. CHA..NOFF: A week ago Saturday? ':'oday is, '

,
. .

14 | Mondav.
'

.
, .
4
i
1 15 m. .. r. L.- . . . S S %. . .e ., 8 . h ... .

i
|

1 16 .e v. .v e . GRI.er.nJ .. .

17 g But nobody told you anything--say within a week or

j j *weafteryoughvef lthe list, did anybody give you any13

'
l'

19 | feedback as to what she did with the list?
. 2

.

I

m ' \

. ,,e .r. i.
.

4

*1
C t'cbedy ?-

,

e

.,

A. I:obody.-

t3
<

, O What did you learn a_ week ago, br:.efly? Xnat werai
1

i !)

ez || -i
-

i
l I

~vcu told? '

t'

i - ne a

j
| A. That perhaps sc=e cf those manual logs had been

"

.
I

4

: I

I
i i
I i

.I

_ _ . _ _ _ . _ ,._ , . . _ _ . . , _ , - _ , . _ _ . . _ . . . _ . . _ . . _ , . _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ - - . . . . . , . . _ . . . . _ _ . . . . _ . , , _ . ,____.._,___.,--,.J..__..,.,_
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,

'j42
I ; cocicd or some of'the logs that were in the satellites had

* 2 been thrown away and new ones put in.

3 g I.m a bit confused on that. You say logs.,

i

4 A Manual logs. You see, there are certain of the

5 drawings that are kept on the computer, the design changes,

6 and certain of them are kept --

7
G Still l'ogs?

8 A Yes.i

I
8

! c So you retrieve the packages either through the
- |

10 | computer or through the log, depending en whether -- the ones
11

that are in the log have not been computerized yet; is tha

12
right?

13
A You can build the packages either off the manual

14
logs or those drawings that the logs exist for, or you could

15
build them off the ecmputer logs. All the drawings are net

16
in the ce=puter. All the design changes against the drawings

17
G Now, to rephrase what you were telling me you

18
heard; that some of the logs had been removed?

19
A Some of the manual logs, yes. Some of those draw-

20
ings that are still -- the design changes.

21
0 .In what context did you hear this; that the ones

22
that had been renoved were now contained in the ecmputer, or

23 ,

once removed, gone forever?

24
A The exact statement -- or not the exact, but what.

25 i

I remember was one of the girls that worked in a satellite |
2

)
)

- |

.
. .
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~
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i,

-' . a,
.

I told me that, {.- 'P] ha d u s threw all these logs awa*; - -t

,

2 put new ones in."

3 . O Centaining the same information? Was tha- ths
|

k implication?4

5 A Well, what they led me to believe was that, you '

6 know, the manual logs that were in that particular satellite. .
I

7 or maybe all satel' lites were not correct. So if a guy came

8 in to look at the manual icgs in the satellite it wouldn't
,

9 look like the ones in DCC.
,

t
*

10 g ~..a. . b. 4 s .o e s o. . . =. .' .' ' . . ;~ v c u " .'. .i .e 1'..4 4 - , = .b.... .'.:.._ ..
.

,
, - -- _ .

11 throwing away of the logs had occurred during the tirc.e Cygna
U was conducting its audit?

13 L Yes.

14 0 Did this person tell you the reasen?

15 A she said scmething to the effect, you know, "I

IS don't know why we did it because there was nothing wrcng with
I. them. Just becausei~d '

1 -

Ihouse is scrawed up doesn't meanw,

'3 I

| curs is," or something clese to that.

19 I That bothered me. That scared =c.

*
G So you think that based on some of the feedback

-,
-' you have received recently, that there =ight be either missi.-

f documentation er alteratien tf documentation in .seme cf the
-
-

r

I
- -

" *

satellites?
|
.

"4- A I feel like that T.2y have occurred right before
.

e? I

i Cygna got there; yes,
"'

:

?

l-
t-

Il
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i
T

l
'

, .:
.

8

i ' 4'
|

i, g But vou had no knowledge! , :: such thia ?, - .,
a

,

4

A. I found out about it Saturder. -,,
.

-

i

3 g Has anybcdy indicated to you in this inf or: .a t :-
4

5

4

4 you recently received that Mr. Strand had any knowledge cf
i
.

.

. 5 any alteration of the ' logs ?
J.
t
'

6 A. I think Frank found out about it about the same4

f

i
; time I did.

1 .

!,
3 O I'm aware that either there has been or there ist

9 an ongoing internal investigation by TUGCO or TUSI into this
L

i 10 ! matter.
_ i ,
t

d

6 11 Does this information that vou have received re--

12 cently fall out from that ongoing investigation?,

l
.

*
13 A Well, the investigation first started in a mattert.

!

!, 14 not even related to Cygna. It was when I terminated. M. -
1

i-

|' 15 h ~ ' e ,y!..|
|

..

I 16 Then I had reascn to sus ~cect that maybe her par-<
4

A

lj 17 ticular setellite was, you knew, a little bit screwed up :.t
;

,'I
.

,

1
||

l 13 || terms o* dcCuments.
I I

t
, 19 i c Which satellite was that?,

! s,

.' 00 A. 306.
I

-

{ 21 g What division was that? Was it Electrical er c.s
i

! 22 of the --
i .

! -|
i

4 ^3 i A. It was pr:.marily the Mechanical satellite; mecha .: --

,

,i<

I 24 i . cal and structural drawines.
.

I i
: L

-

i

f!
'

3 G Uhat
1 *

was your kncwledge of.the problems in that1
i

I

i
1

i

I |
4

t

.!
4

7 -w . ,--m-r -,.-~.,-.cc., ,-.,,w,---r,,m,_ -w .--r,,,,,m...m__--.,_,-,,,n,.w.-. ,--...,,,_v,_.,.---,-y,,--,~,_.-e., -,._,._.__y__
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;

j45 j
1 i satellite?

2 A We have what we call a DCC monitoring tear. They

3 are two people who do nothing but just ge fro: satellite ::

4 satellite and do internal audits for Frank and myself.

5 Some of the things they were finding kind of con-

6 cerned me.

7 G . What were they finding?

8 A I had drawings in the field that I didn't know I
.

9 had out there.

10 MR. CHARNOFF: What time frame was this?

11 THE WITNESS: This was -- I guess it got startef

u probably the*last week in January; the last week in January
13 or first week in February.

14 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

15 0 And this preceded her termination, right?

16 A. Yes.

17 O All right. Go ahead. -

18 A You know, I just didn't like what I found. Then

18 I found out we had a lot of design changes that were out of
20 revision in that satellite, a lot of the packages hadn't

21 '

been updated the way they should have been.

22 g Have you conducted a similar review in the orher

23 satellites?

24 A Since that time, yes. I know we've hit the t::o
.

3 craft satellites; those would be 307.

.
-

h

- . - .- - _ _ _ - - . .
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1 '. Didry f+. A ^ d or an; ' jour etner sub rdina:esc:L

/i

prior to the time Cygna conducted its audit or, say,4 ever --

,

a 3 the October meeting or prior to January, de you ever reme.-is:

4 any of your subordinates ever telling you that this was an
1
4

; 5 engoing problem in the satellites, the fact that the packaget.

t
|

I 6 that the satellites had did not contain all those revisionsi
'
l

i
1

! 7 and design change revisions that DCC said they were supposed
1

3

1 8 to have?
I
J

j 9 A The only time I recall it being a problem were
,

10
, the c.ackac.es that came out of 306'. I didn't seer to have

1

11 that crchl'em with the rest
-

>
- of them. At that time that was!

.
l

12 .

the only cne that was in doubt.
1 I
I I

! 13 I C Wasja- - v A[ rescensible in part for setting ug 1.
_

~

{ the satellite system?14

, 15
A. She had a

'

larc.e hand in setting them all up, . ves.,

I

18
{ G Was there anybody on site more familiar than @
f, -

1 y Nf]about the creation and the implementatien of this.

.
13

4, system?
1 i

.

. | A. Frank Strand crebably had better knowledce.
U

, . -

t i

* '
G Since you first' received this inf:rnation, have [,

m
f I vou ever received an explanation, or do you have an e.v. plana-

"

s -

l W-~' tion for how this particular woman, talking ircu Mc^ gse --.
<

! l .

I edi
~

why her satellite would be in any worse shage than any cf
-

,4
| [ the c her satellites?

~

'
i

\ u ;

j A It was-very pu:: ling. I can't answer that because.
'

'

i ,

5 f
. <

!

! |

. I'
I

I

I I

|<

4

l

,--n __%-- e---. -r-,_ m , .._ .p.m, .g, ,._.p-e,.--c,-.-. . . _ _ ,y,, ._,,.,m.,,,,,..e m y%<p-,. ,,rf - _ , , - _ .mm..,m-. -_.m, , . . , . . ..,~.m.. ,,,
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i

-

i
) ; 4?

I
-

4.-

i

1 you kn:w, 307 has cc: at leas- as many documents as 306, may-,

J 2 be even more, and it has =cre traffic than 306.
4, I

.

' . -

| 3 G. Was{CQ ; _[p-| a supervisor over all the satelline:
.
4

-4 A. When we first put them in place she was supervisor.
'

5 of all of them, but I guess as time went on she just slowly
j 6 digressed into 306.

7 G She was reassigned?
-

.

6 L No.

*

3 G In January when ycur suspiciens were aroused abcut
1.

,

*p;( 6 ' 5 3[5.]perfornance, was she still supervisor over all{ 13
, - .

,
,

j 11 'l the satellites?
J

}

: 12 A. S.v title, ves.
4

|
13 2-1R . CliAFliOFF : But net in cractice?

.

i

i 14 TIII WITNESS: But not in tractice. I guess she
I i

! 15 4

had resigned herself to 306 almost exclusively.
'

16 v
3 s. MR. G r.,. - - m.,:azA.
4

4

*

17
| G Was.this seme' thing she did en her cwn or was she
i

| assigned to do sc by either Strand or yourself?13

|
'
'- 13
3 i. I didn't assign her ec do it and I dcn't thinkA.-

. l

! "'
! Frank did either. I don't know.
1

.i .
,

i '
og~

G Is this infor:stien yet received later, what you
,

i_

!
~

are repeating to us new about her conduct of business or heri
; . I

! a,
~~

j assignments?
-

.

1 I
i at

| A. About her slow 1v c.oin- into 206? I:c , I noticed
~

t
. v

that myself.i

t
i

I

! I

i i

6

, . _ . , , - -_ _ _ . - . - - , - . - , , _ . , , , .,.-.s---.-,,.n,,.,_n,----n.,,,,.. ,,,..,.n_.,,,--...,.,.-,.,,-.___,y_ -,_..-,e..___,___, _ . ., , , , . .-
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i

s

:

1
! It

s o
.

's ,

i

,

i -

[
,. :'

,

i 1 c At this time, w a s r.:r V - ~l s::11 rerpensible for,

t
-

,

i 2 review, evaluation or overseeing all the satellites?
,

| 3 ;i. I think Frank had orcbablv taken a more active
. .

P

2 3

4 role in it than he had in the . cast. We were also in the
.

I \ ,

4

1 5 process of setting up another one.
.

6 g Another what?

*

7 A Another' satellite.'

,! 8 g I think vou may cet the c.ist of where I': goinc.., . .
1

, <

9 You said that $ F. 4. W_-] had the title. She had the authorit-L-4
4

to apparently. Did she have the responsibility to still review

11 these ether satellites other than 306?<

T

. , , ,
; A. I don't think that had been taken away frc=-her,-

.

<

no.
i

14 g How were you, or whoever provided you this infor-

15 mation, how were they able to -- how was a decision arrived

f 16 at that Ms. Hatley was responsible for the lack of dccumenta--

!
4 II tion in 306? How was this decisien nade? What evidence
,

, .

13) supported the decision that she, herself, was respcnsible?
,.

194

How was she singlec- out?

::0
L- Well, to begin with, like I said, on paper she;

.

4

?

n3
.

was at least still the super 9isor for all of ther. Since she-
~

I
. -

j had s:cwly resigned herself to 306, I felt like it was her~

{~
l

e,

I

| respon sibilit*; .
'~

,

i ng^

G When I go cut on the site and I interview all

25
i these Document Control people, are they going to -- I'm

o.

?

.31

i e
I l|
:
>
t

9

I
I

., ,, . - _ _ . - - , . . - - . _ - - , ,. - , , . , - - . - . . - . .,,v,- -_w,-.,-y,,-,,--_.--.--,,r,mu-.,-,,-c--n,. ,- - , , . +.-.c .
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i44oJ - i . . .

your opinion, youh s;crulation, at teint -
, .

--
,

I asning Just
,.

,

2 are they going to tell me that the deficiencies of records

3 contained in these many packages that craft handlef on a
-

-

4 daily basis was T i';Q$:Qf shortceming: it was her fault
,.nc

5 that they were in the condition they were in?

6 I'm just asking your cpinion.

7 A It's probably going to depend who you talk to. If

8 you talk to an electrician, he won't know how to answer that

9 because --
i

10 ! g I'm talking about pec;1e in the satellite offices.
}
,

11 || The pecple that work in the of fices , the satellite effices,
I
.

12 I

i where these documents are contained, are thev. c.oinc. to tell
,

f me tha:Q.Q yp ]is responsible for the lack of dccumenta-13

|

14 I tion in all those oackaces?
p.

- -

l'
15 ! A You mean if it's not in there before it goes cut

! I
16 to the field? I don't kncw what they'll sav.

'

:

) -

|

| G Go ahead and tell me how you decided that[22317

1 \d

I3 i' '

i, - ;C' ."jwas responsible for the lack of documentation in thert
.I,;

10 1 packages.-
:
I

!!

] You say you fired'her. Ecw did you arrive at theU
.

!.I.
j decisien that she was responsible?-

o
:

|
e,

A A lat of it was. based en what Frank had discoverec.
-

,
.

I
en

.| through conversations with some cf these girls. I guess the
"

|

!1
P

-

.! cverriding factor was some of these audit reports we had
og

U that showed us just how bad it was.

I

i

t

m

f~- ':
_

~y,_- ~&* 22 < _ _ -
"

':
.
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t

:
f ;. .-,

,

) *

f,50
1 ; O Internal audit rer -

4 1

, ! '
i 2 | A. Yes.

l
g

3 ! , . . , .-

Q. Did these audit reports point tef| Jh uf] as,

.
_

e
s . ' '

a 4 beine directly responsible for the missing documentetion?
i

I

.__ ,

5 A. No, the.v didn't come right out and sav M W c?j.,

-
- . n. o-m -_

1

misplaced this; pf. Sq' misplaced that," but, to me, if she; 6
4

- r
.

7 was in charge of that satellite and it was screwed ut, then

8 it was her fault, her responsibility.
;

9 g So it was your decision that she was terminated?
4 i'

| 10 l
A. It was a decisica that was reached jointi- byt ;

i 11
. Frank and myself. Then I discussed it with Frankum.
I

; i
-

1 1: , s

i.

G Who made the ultimate decision to terriincta[p-- g
;

. 13 ! A. Ecttom line, it had to be me. If somebody saidi
i

s *

14 | tet.s do it," then it was me.
I

15
j g Were you encouraged to do it by anv. of vcur
I i -

.

16
;| !, sucericrs?

',i-
,

1. I , ,,o .. - es. t.
.

'3'
G Oid Mr. Tclson ever have any input intc { [-]

! >

i I
'

f 13
| .ermination?

i

20
A. ,, c ...

>

4

"I
{ O You never discussed her situation with hi--'

~

,

t
, e,

~~

j A. No; Tolson neve- had .tnything to do with her that I
,

5 AM

! "
! -:new or., >

| I
^
~

| C Were there any cther reasons, besides thcae, the
,

3
25j lack of'decumentation in-306, that led you to believe that

,

e t

.

,

,
N

!

i
!
$
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531 i
.

1 ,g,v , s ?] rvices were no len- c r needed ?

A. Well, based on some of the things that Frank had
.

'
3 discovered frcr-talking to some of those girls, it appeared '

i t

! 4 to me that the system was being undermined; that she was
!
i

I
'
' 4,

5 making an attempt not to follow procedure, not to de things a ;I
.

.

t6 certain way. '

1
|

j 7 g Do you have any evidence that has specifically
.

,

e
i 3 4ecme to your attention that would support this contention? |
. <

>'

9 A. lSome of the things Frank told me aboutDhehj in- e.,

i'
10 cstructing the girls not to call the 611 number if the; f eu..d '

1

1

11 an errer en the screen or a design change that didn't lock
.i i

{ 12 I

' like it belonged there; that bothered me. |

3 -

1j 13 si g Did he give you an.v explanation for her having [,i
, ,

14 given these instructions to her subordinates? >

, 15
A. Did Frank cive me anv. e::c. lanation ?9

l.16.

g Yes. t
'

[
l.; A. I don't know why she did it.

' i

,
. So
4 "

! G Are you ccnvinced yourself that she did?-

i
I

'| 13 |
j A. Yes.

1

1

I U
| C Based en?:

! :
i

4 ns

l A Based en talking to Frank. I've also talked :: i

-'

.
I

i ;
~, ,

- i scme of the people in the DCTG.
i

,

i
,

o't I

! ; G Do you happen to kn w if this particular ser:.ac cf
~

t
, l.
, :"n;

! events that led up tc her termination, is that also includsd,

f. ;

05 i i
in the engoin7 TUSI invectication?!

;
- !,t ! -

i

i
; i'
,

.

.

: ,,
t

t

.I
-

}
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t

f

4

1

,C i4

; s

}
.

.: : ,

1 1 A. I dc: 'i think sr. I de. ' knot .
I

j 2 ? I know TUSI is ccmmitted to 2nforming N.: of its
'

4

1
|

t 3
. findinss, and I was just wonderinc if this was gcing to be; l.

.
4

4 included.,

i

i
,

5 A. I don't know. The investigation I set in motion,

f
*

; 6 had ncthing to do with Cygna. It was already set in place

1 7 before Dobie was even fired.,
'l

.

! 8 g I agree. We're talking about a different issue4
i .,

N
'

i 9 here.
.

l

; 1
.

i

J !)
10 Dd's ;jever, .cric; tc Januarv. 1954, voice >uIi .

r

i 11
any concerns to ycu, personallv, of deficiencies in verk i

.

I
.

,

Ii 12 .cachac.es centained in the satellites?i *
1

3 13 A I honestiv can't answer that.1
#

14 0 You don't recall any such --
t
:

15 A I'm sure there were occasions, but I deh't recalli

is
1 anv.-

i

) 17 0 What I'm getting at here is the NRC is net ecm-
|

', 13 i .cletelv -- this is not our absolute first inc.uiry into this
,1 |

s .

.

I 19 I1 We have other testimony and we will be gathering amatter.
l

4

I

i 20 | lot more in the future.
,.

t
,I

! MT
! What I'm drivinc. at is, I want te know if you have

-'
.

t

rio \'
;

. any knowledge ofi. ~

g- having brought this probl c. re-
-

; '
, __

I .m
.

_

I
; ~ ' ,

i c.ardinc. deficiencies in the nackaces to ycur a ttentit:- cr tot
1 '

a

1
og

Frank's attention or to an.ybod.y else in the line of authorit -
- '

,

$

t5
;.

< cver Cocument Control or ever the satellites or over CCC.
>
i

1 .

4

{ !!
I

J

l
i

..,_.s,.....,,, - . - . -_ _ _ _ _- - - . - , _ . - _ . - - . . . , - . - - - - . . - . - - . . . _ . . . . . - . . . _ . _ . - , - _ _ _ . _ . . - . - _ . - _ - - - - , . . ._
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1 A I can recall her, you knew, complaining accut the
t

2 task forces. And at sc=e time, I don't remember when, I
3 had some

of the TUGCO site auditors or a surveillance;
tear,

I
4 ! I think, is what they call them, I had these people go in ar.di

5 look at
. the task forces to find out what kind of shape they

6 were in; but I don't remember when that was. I really don't.
7 g

Have you received an.y feedback, crier to Januarv..

8 1984, frca any of either your subordinates or members of
9 these audit teams in which they told you thatdm o?' ~ Jindi-"

,

!

10
i cated to them that there were deficiencies in these packages?,

.

11
'

A .Like I said, I'm sure I've gotten it.
I :ust.

E don't remember whether~it was pric: to January or not.
U

G What I'm driving at, Mr. Hutchinsen, is: [[[[] "

ID14 r

L.T_.C O}vas eventually terminated for these deficiencies.j
I'm !

15

trying to determine frc= you whether she, throuc.h anv. hed.v ,
16

through any scurce that might be available to you either'

17
,

directly or otherwise, informed ycu or had civen you a cen-
U

tinuing series of updates as to the deficiencies contatned i-I

U ! these packages. Because I
.

20 .
think there is going to be a:

) mcuntain -- I'm J'ust guessing, you understand, but I thinh
.

t

al-

there is going to be a mountain of testincny to indicate t.. s t <
~,
-

bedy was aware of these deficiencies and that
.

ever"1 Inumerous
.t3

complaints were made: that everybcdy in the secti:ns : .ew
I

>

i

(y* .

F that the packages contained deficiencies and , t
,

, that it was an L)
,

)
,,
~"

engoing, centinuing problem.
|
.

!!a
8

i

i

f
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:

i

! 'l' .

1

i '

-

.
'

I
A. As it relates te design changes 1.- the corruter.. t

|1i
,

+ I

| :' I' y e s . I know that. I don't.think we'll ever get all that ;

;

} 3 cleaned up.
,

! ! .
1 i ,c .-

G What was.p 1 G . M--23 terminated for?4 i
,

i
1

/:
5 A. Her termination had nothing to do with the ecmput !

!

| 6 design change base. That is something that is beyond my con-
!

j 7 trol and hers.
1 1

|

,

l. 8 I g That's in DCC, right?

- 9 A. CCTG.
4

i |
| 10 i c They do the input.

;..

1
|

| 11 A. At that point in time.
|

|
:

12 0 '2.a t thev show en the cc== uter is supeesed to be i

t
1

i'

1,

1 13
i contained in the packaces; is that right? I.-
t
; 1

1

14 A. Yes.
'

1

15 0 Andyoufiredf53Xi3Mkiferdeficienciesofchanp
1 IS '

contained in the packages; is that right? |

l'''
i l A That was part of the reason; fer somethine not
h

. -

I

i 13 being in the cackage that should have been in the .cackac.e.; -

} 13
| I wculdn't call it a deficiencv.

M
C Scw many instances,er how many packages and 5cw

a

i og
j many instances in those packages were you able to document ar-

i
4 e.,

j a basis for the termination of f >< , ~ [1
-

n,
~

A. I can't answer that,

a"s "

, 0 Was it hundreds, thousands, one?
l

-I ts
,

A. Y0u'll have to look at some of those audit rec. e rt; .
Y

|

i
!

!
'

..
1

|
t

! *
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j 1 ; I can't answer that. I den't know. 7. e ce quite a few.
'

'
.

I
,. : 4 What would I have to do when : go on site this
A

i *

'

3 next week to get those audit reports that centain a listing

|
. s

of all these deficiencies p jiQ gs;i{ is responsible for4'
,

-

_

|
[ 5 being deficient in those packages?
e

i 6 A Just ask for them.
4

7 0 Who do'I go to?
i

f. 8 A. You can see me or Frank Strand, either one.

9 g And you can provide them?.

1
1

: 10 A. Yes. If I can't find them, I can make sure that
; ,

!

11'

v.ou cet them.-

.t

U C Ycu said you went to Frankum, or Frankum had in-
4

13 put, did you say, regardingy,,.g [] termination?>

,

14 A. Well, it's part of Brown and Root procedure that

15 if we terminate people for certain reasons then we have to
I

| 16 have the Project Manager's approval to do that.
i

t
'

1~j g Did you have extensive discussions with Frankum as

13 !. --
-

) to the reacon for ycur decision to te =inate p 1_ - t
,

! 19 A. I wouldn't say extensive. I outlined to him what >

i |
! U !.

-croblems were, what I fcund and what I felt needed to sei !
mv-

I

1, al i

done.-

t,

=
0 Did he agree with your --,

4 ,

l **r t

i i A Yes, he did.
~

'

| t' 'og-

| C He agreed that she should Me terminath.? i;
,

i A Yes.i

4 $
j '

J
s. ,

l 'N
,

. %.

.\ ~.e
,\ w,

, -
*

, I
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1 g I dcn't knr.. .: you have thts infrrratic.: : .::. . . :|

2 you to tell me if you dc. Is the ongoing investigation
,

3 being conducted by TUSI into the Cygna matter gcing to ..::r =;

| 4 porate the deficiencies identified in these audits, or --
.I
i 5 A I don't know.4

t.
i 6 g -- is it separate?!

!

! 7 A I don't'know.J

f

i 8
1 -

g Back to the Cygna list for a momtnt. The list
;

9'

! -hat Williams provided to you, is that the stce lis: that the
'
,

10 Cygna auditors -- are the drawing numbers centtined en thati
,L i

.
3

I

11 i list the same enes they reviewed en that Wedneslay?i
i

i, 12
: A I don't have any way of knowing that.,

a

j 13 0 Eas anybody ever told you that?1
4

!

j 14 3, 3:a ,
1

,

1 I
] 15 'g So the list that you provided top- a ,M] you den't,

4
._

) 18
know if that's what Cygna looked at?

.

a.
i

g * A I have no way of. knowing.1
I-

I 13 i g Sack to your terminatica efF-~ ~ ~7 When vou

g

.

.

;
- .

1 I

j 18 jl fired'. {] did you give her an explanatien fer why she was'
,

, a
j 1:

I U
being terminated?

f

1
*

! '1
A Yes. ,

e
l 0 Did vc2 cite specific examples of deficien:

~

4 -

1

23 | records or deficient records that were suppcsed te he in,

I'!,,' ~ ,

| packages?,

i i
! M i
! : A I don't think I get specific with it, n I toldI t

.

i,

|

| |
2

-

i
-

|;
,

,

L.
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1 her . .. rally why I had sene proble..s w th her.

2 O Can you state in yodr own words what you told her?
.

3 L I told her that Frank and I had a let of work in
4 getting those satellites set up; that, you know, I had some

5 problems with her and what was going on in 306; and that week

6 that she was gone on vacation that I put the monitoring team
_ t

7 into 306 to find out, you know, how bad it was; that I wasn't

8 very pleased witR shat I found; that right now it was in a7

positionwh{reIdidn'k, knew'whatdrawingswereinthefield9

10 or who had them; that there were some procedures and specs
11 that were'up in some of the departments that hadn't been up-
U dated,,some of them as far back as August.

*

u I also asked her about some absentee records,

14 which,she had made a comment about earlier that week or the
u

'

week b fore aboUt how valuable those absentee records would,

.

16 be in somebody's hands. I asked her about that and she --
17 Q What are absentee records?
18 A. We've got a departmental log that shows every day
19 that everybody's here or there, how many hours they work and
8 that sort of thing. !

'

21

1 .

y.ve got another suit pending now for a girl I,

22 terminated for excessive cbsenteeism about a' year ago.
23 I explained those thoughts to her, what my prob-
24 iem was, and she automatically went on the defensive. I,

i n t

] said,, "Dobia) this is not very plea.7 ant. It's not something
;

.s

s

h

',

- - . . - . . , , - - -



f

. .

. 59

. i .
I that I really like te de, but based on the facts that :'ve

2 god in hand, I've got to terminate you."

3 She said, "Well, I'm going to the NRC. I'm going

4 to the Labor Board. I'm going to the newspapers. I'm going

5 to Brown and Root in Houston. I'm going to Texas Utilities"

6 g Then you went ahead and terminated her?

7 ~A Yes.

8 g Based on information that you have received

9 recently as fall-out from this' investigation or whatever your
10 source, are you saying that you have received informatio..

11 that records have been altered, changed or disposed of?
u A Through hearsay, yes, I've heard that.

13 0 Do you recall who told you that?

14 A A girl named Judy Dickey.
15 0 What is her title or job? Who does she work for?
16- A She works for Brown and Root. She's in charge

17 of satel' lite 300, 301.

18 0 Did she indicate what the source of her informa-
N tion was; personal?

20 A Personal, yes.

21 4 She knew of it through satellite 301?

E A It's a combination; 300, 301 and 302 are all

23 together: Service Start-up, Civil Engineering and INC.
24

O Mr. Hutchinson, are you familiar with the results

25 of the Cygna report? Have you ever read it?

*
.

%

e

, _ .-. - _. -_ -- _ -. _ _ . , - ,
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1 L I've read the DCC portion.

2 G Are you aware, then, that as#a result of the Cygna

3 i review, that they found a number of deficiencies, six or

4 seven, I think? Does that sound familiar?

5 A Six or seven in DCC?

'

6 0 Yes -- well,

7 MR. CHARNOFF: What is the date of the Cygna

8 report?

9 THE WITNESS: I don't think it has been published

yet. I think it's still in draft form.10

11 MR. GRIFFIN: The last date I see on here is

U 11/5/83.

13 MR. CHARNOFF: So it's following the October visit

14 THE WITNESS: Yes.

15 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

16 G Is it your understanding that they did find de-

17 ficiencies in the review, in their October review?

18 A The DCC? As I read the report, they didn't find

I" anything.
.

20 g I'm not going to go into this because this is a

21 little beyond -- I'm not familiar with either the original
,

22 contract or the results. Just let me read a sentence here

23 and see if this jogs your memory. |

24 "The CPS Document Control Center does not maintainI
25 an accurate listing of design changes generated against

1

; - !
'

: \

l
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t , drawings and specifications. This was substantis-(: . re-

2 view of 18 drawings, seven specifications and apprcximately
I

! 100 associated designs. The discrepancies are as fellows" --3

4 and it looks like there is about eight.
.

5 Is that the same thing that you reviewed?

6 MR. CHARNOFF: Could you show it to him?

7 MR. GRIFFIN: I would rather not.

8 THE WITNESS: Is that 605; is that number on there

9 somewhere, specification? That's the July report.

I
10 MR. GRIFFIN: The reason I'm reluctant to give

11 this to him is I'm not sure it is for public release yet.

12 THE WITNESS: That should have been the July one.

13 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

14 O Are you saying that based on Cygna's review whien

is occurred that Wednesday, you don't think they found any
16 deficiencies?

17 A I think they verified that the systems were in

18 place and working. As to what Bibo did, I don't know.

ul a Would you normally have been a recipient of the
2 results of the review on DCC?

,

21 A I don't know if I would have normally been or not.

22 I saw the report. I saw the Cygna report when it came down.
,

23 0 Then did it basically conclude that the system
.

24
, was in place and in good working order?

25 A As I remember reading the thing, you know, he

.

6
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t
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1 verified that w.' : . - came to lock for was there: tra
||

2 satellites were up, the cenputer thing was working.

1

3 Q. Se that is Octcher. In October of 'E3 Cygna did4

,

4 its review of what is contained in the logs versus what is

! 5 contained in the packages, and you --
i

i,

j 6 A I don't know whether they did that review or not.
.

4

) 7 0 Well, they gave you what, 32 drawing nurlers on a

i 8 list handed to you by Nancy Williams; is that right?

9 A yes,

10 o And vou say vou have no knowledce of this, but ite . .

11 is my understanding that Cygna then came in on Wednesday and
12 reviewed those same 32 drawing nurlers and all their revis-

| 13 icns. And you said the results of the Cygna report for that
4

14 review was that everything was in good shape.

15 A -

That's essentially it, yes.

18 / ~

C Then what, two conths later you fired [?-~ f , K-(ry
17

because these packages, cf which those 32 drawings were :: be
.

l *' | a representative sampling, had numerous deficiencies for
,

! 19 which you ultimately held her responsihle: is that a fair
,

3 i

U assumption?
,

'
''1

! A-

It's not, not really.-

~, -.
-

1 C Where have I missed? What's wrong with my
I

4

23 ' .

; reasentag?

t a*s A Her termination was primarily based on what I4

a_5
,-und in satellite 306 more than anything else.

,

4

k
I-

i.
*

$

,

*e+-e-.--q,w, e-- - w,,- e - - . q-+ 4 --e~- -g- ----is-,, , . -- p-e--wp. -- +e w --W.*y -e--1;. e -*w9-- e e- e,-e,
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L,

. c
.

362 g ;..
. I presume 306 war included .- the Cy: .c re-}

! '
'

2 view, was it not? Were any of the satellites emitted f rc:-
4

1

3 ,; their --
t.

A. I don't know where he went. I don't know what4

!
t 5 path he tock.
1

1

I 6 C Why is it that the Cygna representative review is
4

,

4

proper, perfect, no problems, so to speak,-and such a short-

! 8 time later you have mass deficiencies that lead to the te min
1

3 a. tion of the person who set up the system in-the first place?
t,

Can .vou offer any ex.lanation for that?,

10

[p.
' -

11 | A. I can't. I wish I could, but I can't.

|..

! '

G Do you have any reasen to believe that between the +

12.,

13 time that Cygna's review took place and the time she was,

.

)
i 14 | - terminated, that sc=ebody systemmatically destroyed or in-
!
4

is vaded the system and made it grossly deficient?t
,

J

16 A I think I can state that somethine was wrong i.-
,

!

!
it - 306, ves.

|
,,

i ;

i 13 h 4 Did it go wrong between October-26 and Januarv
;

- ..,

| whenever it was
'

19 that you te =inatedp. ~!" _11
4

- -

20 | A
'

It went wrong before I termina ted", *h rii il 50-,
. m

a

21 when it went wrong, I don't know. I would have to ge back
3

'
O. and Icok at all the audit reports. I'm sure we've got scre,

1

i
23 I that cc back that far.

1

,

.

24 I O Did you have internal audit reports before che! *i i
!
#

25 i Cygna report.)
ii
i

,

i s.

! '

!
.

f
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1 A As I. remember, the a _... : reports started probabl;

:. 2 i in September of '83, August or September. The team was in
i

3 place b"2 then. There was seme fer. cf auditing going en
&

I

4 | then.
i
>

! 5 O These same people?,

1
, .

|. 6 A Yes.
$

1

5 7 g so you say you can give the NRC access to those
!

i 3 audit reports?
!

9 A Yes. I have no problem with that.
|<

10 ,i
G 3ased on the fact that you did so well in the Cyg.-<

1

|
11 I review, do you happen to know whether these earlier audit

I

U reports are going to shew the system as being-in good shape
2

| 13 in September?
!

14 A I'll just have to look at them and see. I don't

15 know. I don't recall that many p:oblems.i

is
i 0 Do you happen to know wherepy4 3|2 (lwas for

.

17 three weeks prior to her termination?
,

.

1,

! 13 | 1 She was en vacation one wee)..
i !
,

13 0 I dcn't want to belabor this coint, but between,

i .

:

U
!

the Ocmober Cygna review which found everything oka'; and
21 January when she was terminated, she spent three weeks on,

,

m

,

vacation; is that right?-

!

1m"
. l' A She spent one week on vacation..

.

1
'

"4
| G One? Just one?~

;

k
i 25i - A Yes. I don't remember which week that uns either.
.

!

!

'
4

i'
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'
! : t hi n). - was the week beginning January 29.

!

2 g Let me ask you again: did an.vbcdv -- not direct 1-.

a 3 : necessaril.y, in the chain of ccamand of Browr and Rect, but, .

1 I
'

' .

4 did anybody above you in TUGCC or Brown and Root direct you
4

5 to terminate [_4 ~3~-WW.#TC d--
-7 .4.-....-

--

.

6 A No.
,

! 7 g Was it'a decision that you arrived at on your own?i

i
4

; 8 A Yes, I don't think anybody in TUGCO even knew
.

I

j 9 about it, or TUSI, until after it was over with. I don't re-

! call having discussed that with anybody in TUGCO.10

'
11 g Let me jump back one more time to the day that ycu.
U gavel- the list. When you provided her the lisi, did

i
13

.

you tell her specifically that Cycna was coming to 1cok at, '

| 14 | these documents the following day?
t

f

|
15 A I don't recall making that statement, no.

4

? 16 g And you don't recall why you gave her the list?3

1*' A No.
.

13 g You just gave it ec her? '

g
,

D
, A Yes. And I thought about it, believe me,;-

,

U'

MR. GRIFFIN: ?'.r . Charncff, I don't knew if I'-;

"1
,i c.oinc. to re.ceat Judc.e Bloch's request. I doubt if I can re-

~

2' ,
,,

j peat it accurately since I was not at the hearings, did net
--

'

1
n,

1 -'
j hear it, nor do I have a ccpy of his statements made durtng

, ,
i in'

! the hearings over there. But it's my understanding that
'

,

i

nc
"

: Judge Blech recuested that any contact between applicant ort

1
i I

|
,

I

t
i

. . . . - , ~ . . - . - , . . - . - - - . . - - - . - - . - . ~ . . . ,.. - - -,-- . - , - . . . - . . - - - - . - , - . - . . , - - . .
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Joo | !
! ; representatives of the applicant -- and I dc.'t know exart; . ]

'2 what that entails -- with Mr. Hutchinson, that any such con-
'

3 i*

tacts regarding Cygna be documented either through tape or

4 through' written statement.

5 Do you know if this is being done? Are you aware

. 8 of this?

7 MR. CHARNOFF: I'm not aware of that; but I think
-

8 you can correct me on this, Carl. It is my impression that

9 they are not talking to Hutchinson at all; indeed, that is

10 really why we are involved, because following that order, as

11 I understand it, it is understood that the lawyers for TUGC-
U and others who are involved in that other investigation were
13 not going to talk to Hayward at all.

14
But I can't answer your specific question.

15 Do you know? Have there been any contacts with

16 them at all since, I think it was, Wednesday --
17 THE WITNESS: They instructed me not to talk to an-

18 body that worked for TUGCO, TUSI or talk to any of the girls
8 in DCC or any of that stuff.

20 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

21-

0 The only reason I. mentioned it is because prier tc
22

our interview today the Judge talket to Trebe, an NRC.repre-
23

sentative, and asked that we remind you, as his representa-
24 tives -- I cannot characterize what his original intentions,

'

25
were, but if you're sure that you're in compliance, then --.

4

- - - - ,- - -. .- - . -
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.

1. A I'm absolutely sure. In fact, ~ :;.kum told ne las
a

2' week to leave and not come back. I don't know if I can do

3 i that or not.

4 MR. CHARNOFF: I don't think the order excluded

5 you from doing your business. As I read the transcript, I

6 think it, in effect --

7 THE WITNESS: The conversations'I've had with any-

8 body at the site have been very, very few and very, very

9 limited.

10 ' MR. CHARNOFF: On this matter I don't think you

11 should talk to anybody, but I think you are entitled to do

3 the work.

D MR. GRIFFIN: If there is any question I would

14 encourage you to call Judge Bloch, because it is important Oc

15 him.

16 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

17
O Mr. Hutchinson, our interview today so far has

is raised as many questions as it has answered in my mind.
8 Obviously, all you can do is say what you know to be the

8 truth.

21 This interview is conducted at,this time because
E

your testimony before the hearings was suspended, leavitg a

lot of questions unanswered.

24
A I understand that.

-

25
0 The Office of Investigations will probably be

.

O
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1 actively involved in tra rvestigation of th s whe;e efic.:
. e

'

2. in the coming weeks. I want to put this in the record; that

3 I am almost positive that we will.need to interview ye;
,

4 again because normally we don't start in the middle; we start:
.

5 at the beginning, and we haven't started at the beginning yet

6 A Okay.

7 MR. GRIFFIN: Don, do you have any questions that

8 you would like to ask Mr. Hutchinson in this matter?

8 MR. DRISKILL: Yes, if you don',t mind there are .

10 just a couple of questions I would like to ask.

11 BY MP. DRISKILL:

u g Going back to earlier in the interview, you sa d

13 that on the 24th of . october this Ms. Williams presented you

14 with a list of drawing numbers; is that correct?

15 A Correct.
t

is
G What'did she tell you about those numbers when she

II gave you the list?

18
A About the list?

18 g ves; what did she tell you it was?

20
1 She said, "These are the documents we need to see,

21
or "These are the drawings we need to see;" something to that,

,

22
effect. -

23
0 Tomorrow?

"

A Tomorrow. "We'll be in tomorrow."

25
g And she handed you a handw'ritten list?

..
,

9

r
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1 i Yes.

. ,

2 g Which contained 32 numbers?

3 A Yes.

4 MR. CHARNOFF: Have you fellas seen the list?

5 MR. DRISKILL: I haven't.

6 MR. GRIFFIN: No.

7 BY MR. DRISKILL:

8 g You were in your office when you received this?

9 A That's correct.
|

10 g And then she left?

11 A Yes.

U g Then what did you do?-

D A I picked up the list, I started down the hall. I

14 had to go to a meeting. I was trying to get some clerks scae

15 wage adjustments. I had a session with John Merritt and

16 Frankum.

'17 At some point during that afternoon I bumped into

18 Dobie in the hall, I think it was around the drafting area,

18 and gave her the list.

20 g Would you repeat again what you told her when ycu

21.

gave her that list?

22 A Something to the effect of "Make sure we're all

23
right. Make sure everything's running. Cygna is going to be

84 here tomorrow."

26 g So I would be correct in assuming that she would

4

0

4

O

, _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ ~ _ -r
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I have accepted.that 1 st with the understanding that these
2 we.re documents that Cygna wanted to look at?

3 A Yes. Yes, that should be a fair assumption.

4 0 You talked to, you said, Merritt from TUSI and

5 Frankum~from Brown and Root that afternoon. Did you tell

4 them that you had received a list of these things?
7 A I don't recall discussing the list any more that

a day. I left early that day.

9 0 I realize this was Just an audit being conducted

to by an outside group of people, and I know that at Comanche

11 Peak they have a lot of audits, or not a lot, but some audits

U conducted -- they have a lot of internal audits by TUSI,
_

13 TUGCO, Brown and Root and so on, various auditors from those
14 different groups.

15 But it is not all that commonplace to have an audi
16

by someone from outside one of those three groups; would that
17

be correct?

18 A An audit is an audit to me.
8

G That's right. But this one had received some
"

publicity in the newspapers; it was a known fact that NRC had
21 - recuired TUGCO to have tN.is audit performed. So I' assurin -
22 |

that -- were managers instructed to do whatever they could to !
23

get along with these people? Did you have any sort of meet-
24

ings prior to Cygna coming in back in July or sometime to
,

25
say, " Hey, help these people out. Try to make this thing i

.

i

n

- -- , .m.. _ _ - - - - . - . - -
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1 cerc off as smecthlv. as vou "ossat13 car"? -

. e
t

).. | A I don't recall receiving any special instructicas.
"

<

'.
.

! 3 C You don't recall attending any ::.cetings where the
i
i

i 4 fact that Cygna was doing this audit was discus +ed?.

i ,
,,

,
, . .

5 A I remember at some point in time sonebody saying.

,

$

I

6 Cygna t'as coming in to do this review and that was about it.

~

j As far as I'm concerned, nobody put that much emphasis on it.:
,

8
i G It wasn't any big deal.
I i

f A No; no big deal.8

-
10

C So 3ou received this recuest f r o m .v.s . Williams or1

i

|
11 I the 24th. You didn't tell your boss that you had received th.

! :

|1a
: request; you didn't tell -- did you tell, what was this guy's

.

i i'
s

! 13 name, Frank, your direct subordinate over at DCC?
!

, '

14i '
' A Frank Strand.

4 :
> .
t *

- 15 '
[ G Frank Strand, you didn't tell him you had received!

! 1

,! 16 -

.

, .,
..

,

4 s

i i

i l.'
} A I den't recall telling him either.
i

' la
i G And vou. received'the impression that Cve.na was, . .
.

I 19
: going to look at these documents the follcwing day, en the
T I

m i
:y n. .= .- s. e.,

. .
,

al,
'

ni~
j A Yes.

%
~

; T '.n fact, they didn't then until the 26t.".,

1 i
23 i

i
I, A That's T.y reccllection.

i
: 04

C Did you cay anvthtng tc . ', .]onthe 25thi . 1 .

i S
4 about "Did you lock at those documents," or "Cid you get thoc
4 i
! f
I i
!

#

!' I

e I,
i

,

I
i
!
ii ___ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ ___ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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^

.

r-,
,

,.s. .

! documents ready fer those perple?",

,

1 i
i
i : A. No.
!

1 3 g Cr "Did vou have any croblem finding the: '' '1

a ; *

t i
I .

i 4
[ A. Nothing to that effect, no.

:

'

5 g Let me ask you one other question. You said here:i
I

|| 6 later on in your conversation with Brooks thati%j.]Q ggd.g~C ,U3,

I

j 7 was only the super' visor or the records keeper for one of
,!
1 8 several satellites; right?

9 A. She started out as a supervisor for all of them.
'

ia
i ,

10 C But you said here in the last couple of months
'

i

j 11 she had pretty much restricted her activitice to 306: :. 3 tha:
?
'

i
1,- not correct?

i

13
,i A Yes.
't
i

j 14 f

4 Was that true in October?
i t-

|
}

<

15 i A. I wouldn't think that would be true in Oct:ber, ne'

! 16
1

C So in October she was pretty much_in charge of allI
<

! 17 of them?
! l
; ..

I3
1 || A. She wculd have still been over them.
i a
i !

i .d
O That was the reascn you gave her the list, becaucc,

t

to j
she --.

*1
i A. All I can do is assume, you know, l'f they were*

~,
~~

i coming to lock at tha satell:.tes, then she needed to be aware
ii

n .8 i 94 s v .

.I :
,

! q~ i

} C Why did she need to be aware Of it rather than!

! I
1 :s i Frank or sc=ebcdy clue?j

i
'

i .

I i
8

I l
ti:

l

-

2
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{ 1 i A. Well, TUGCO QA had re-:- . a couple of weser Leic;
t ,

i

| : that and there were some cuestions about did we have these
!
.

3 . things secure encugh. "Do you have the right kind o f t a r r :.e :-
-|
9

4 up to keep people from interfering in the files" and all tha:
:

5 A .d those girls had pretty well been instructed not to allcw
r

6 anybody, you know, Tcm, Dick or Harry, to just wander in.
1

j 7 I don't know. This is just assumptions now. I

1 s

8 didn't want;p; "W]to be blindsighted by a bunch of people.

7

i
i 9 ccming in and wanting to look at stuff.;

.

t

.
C You mean by giving that list te someone else and10

J

j 11 1 then having them go icek 'er the records?
!

) 12 A. Well, if somebcdy walked inte a satellite and sait
.

i

|
13 you know, "I want to go behind the counter and look at all

,

J

14j this stuff," as a matter of rule they wouldn't be allowed ::
:

i 15 do that.i

i
i

! i

j 16 h G Would I be correct in assuming -- maybe I've gotte
i
,

1j the wrong ass =ption here all along -- the intent 1:s . Willia:-'

i,

i 13 i had when she gave you that list was that ycu gather these
1

' 13 I d e c = e n t s u n. and have them in a stack fer her to Icek at eri

M
| her er semeene to icok at the next day?

21
i A. I don't knew whether that's what she meant for us
c .

<
, e.,

i to do or not. She really didn't tell me,-

i

i

j 23
C Let me ack you thic then: hcw .cnc would :.: 12-

!

"4
; if I give you a list of 32 drawing numbers right new-

I'---

|L

4 - ,

i " ! in ycur office, I givu you a list and cay "I want to see
4 ,

ii

I

3
4

k

1

i I

i
i

u
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I these."

| A You want to see the drawing and all the changes?2

!

3 0 Isn't that what she was asking for?

4 A She was asking for the print-outs, the computer

5 print-outs.

s g If I give you a list and tell you I want to see

7 the print-outs, how long is it going to take me to get th e.r. ?.

8 A If everything is working, it should be inside of an,

9 hour. If the system is not loaded, you punch it up and it
i

10 I prints; you punch it up and it prints. It shouldn't be t..a:
i

11 big of a deal if that's all you want is Just the print-outs. '

'

3 0 Am I correct in assuming that all these numbers

13 she gave you were not on the computer?

14 A Yes; some of them were not on the computer.
15 0 How long would it have taken me to get a list cen-

16 taining 24 that were on the computer and eight more that
1

17
| weren't?

18 A That still should have been able to be done in an,

| 19 hour.

30
,

G Have you had any of these type audits before where
l

'

21 somebody,comes in and gives you a list cf numbers?
22 A Yes, we get lists all the time.,

23
; 0 Do they usually give you a day in advance to

1 24 gather these things up or print them out or whatever you de
25 *

with them?
<

0

- - - _ - - _ _ - - - - - . - - - - - - . _ _ _ - -- - _ . . . - . - - - _ . - . - . - _ - - _ _ _ . _ - - _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ - - -
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1 A I can or.;- tell you what -- not firsthand;

2 knowledge, but we get a lot of lists from the TUGCO auditors:

3 we get a lot of lists from your people. If they're looking

4 into something particular, they'll leave us a list and say

5 "How about running these for mei" Then we get them ready and

6 we'll take them to them.
4

7 g So it w'ouldn't be uncommon for them to get those a>

i 8 day in advance?

h A No, it is not uncommon.

t
10 i O Is'it uncommon for your people to review those be-

11 fore they take them to the people that have requested them
|

U to make sure they are in order, contain all the informatien?

13 A The only review they would probably do was to make

14
sure that whatever is on that log is also in that package ''

I
15

1 that's what they wanted was the package.

| 16 0 What if it wasn't?
i

17 A Then they just punch the button and it pri.7ts a

is
copy of the manual log. There wouldn't be any review going

19 on, no.

"
O You said that in July they found some shortcom ngs

21
in the Document Control system, in the program; is that.

.

22
correct?

23
A Yes.

24
0 A lot of deficiencies?

.

2
A There were quite a few, yes.

1

. . .

- - - - - , - - , - , -"a.--
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1 I (- lier did yet f nd.out about that?
I

2 A I think that was through a session with some of>

3 the Cygna people and some of the DCTG people and also some of
|

4 aiy people.
.

5 There was a little confusion as to, you know,

8
; which group was responsible for which.
4

7 0 Which deficiencies?

i 8 A Yes.

9 0 Did your supervisor ever talk to you about it or
i

10 ask for an explanation of why these problems existed?

11 A Did my supervisor?

U g Yes.

' 13 A I recall him being part of some of those discussio:

14 But as to why these deficiencies exist, I don't recall that
'

15 cuestion.

16
0 You mean it was no big deal?

17 A No; we knew we had those problems in the file cus-

| 18 todian versus the DCC; that's why we set the satellites up,
18

} one reason.

'O'

'

O Did you expect to have some problems with those 32
21

that you were given on ' October 24?

< 22
j A No.
2 .

g You didn't expect to have any problems with those?
.

?,
A No.

'

] . O Why? ,

*

1

<
.

e
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1 i A I felt like the system was working. You know, we

2 had had from whenever we started the computer base, either

3 late-July or early-August, we had from then until October 15,

i

| to get the two systems merged and get the bugs out of it.4

5 We even beat that date a little bit. I was confident.

6 MR. DRISKILL: I don't.have anything further,

7 BY MR.' GRIFFIN:

8 O Mr. Hutchinson, as I said before, the Office of

8 Investigations, I believe, will be getting into an investiga-
!

10 '
i tion on some of these issues. We haven't actually defined

11 all the areas that we're going to be going into.
'

U
I personally consider today's interview a prelimin-

13 ary interview with you. I think there might be areas that we

14 have not discussed. I can't help but believe there are addi-

15
tional points or areas of inquiry. So I think you can expect

'

16
to be contacted by us again.

17 One of the things that I am going to request of
I 18 you is that once the investigation begins I probably will

19 come down and ask you for those internal audit reports that
i 20

you were saying were available.

21
When the time comes that we need to interview you

'

22
again on this matter, should we contact your attorney or you,

.

23
to set up the interview?

24
MR. CHARNOFF: I think you ought to contact Carl

25
Jordan and set it up with him.

.

.

>
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1 MR. GRIFFIN: All right.'

.

2 BY MR. GRIFFIN:

3 G Mr. Hutchinson, do you have anything you would
I
'

4 like to add to the record as an explanation for -- like I

5 said, there are many questions left unanswered. Is there

6 anything more that you would like to add?
,

7 A fes, a ' couple of things; one being that the enviro:
a ment in this kind of interview is quite a bit better than

9 what I went through in the hearings up there. That is not

to i very pleasant. Now, that's out of the way.

11 This whole thing is against =y character. To have

u even been associated with havine rigged anything or set up-

13 anything, that is just not my nature. In fact, if I suspected

14 that anybody had done that sort of thing, I would have fired
,

15
them without hesitation.

16 I have been out there eight years and I have put
17

a lot of time and a lot of effort in that plant.

18 It is just not my nature to do anything like that.
18

I hope this investigation bears that out. I'm as anxious as
'O

anybody to get to the bottom of this,
e

21
0 Today's inquiry and subsequent interviews of you-

122 wili be just concerning the facts in the case.
"

.I presume that your statements to day have been
24

truthful. Can we count on that?
-

I .

25
A They have, to the best of my knowledge.

.
.

& *

i
*

i
J
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1 C Mr. Hutchinso.., * **e I or any other NRC represt...-.

2 tative here threatened you in any manner or offered you any
I 3 i rewards in return for this statement?

I
3

4 A No, you have not.

$ % Have you given the statement freely and voluntaril

6 A I have.

7 MR. GRITFIN: Thank you.

8 (Witness excused.)

9 (Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the interview was
i ,

10 : concluded.),

|
11 1 -0-

-:

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

t 21
.

.

24
*

.
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