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MR. MULLEY: The time is 9:07 a.m. The
date is the 9th of April 1986, and we are in Ruom 671 of
the Arlington, Texas Rodeway Inn.

Present nro( Wb R RN SR ','“‘"\) who is a
reactor inspector with the NRC Region IV; George Mulley,
Special Assistant to the Director, Office of the Inspector
and Auditor, Headquarters, Nuclear Regulatory Commission;
und the Court loporu't, vess

THE REPORTER: Sandra Harden.

MR. MULLEY: Sandra Harden. I'm lofry.

I've got(“‘“‘f‘"‘”“\bcn today to discuss
information that he may have concerning Region IV's manage~
ment's handling of two inspection reports pertaining to the
Comanche Peak nuclear power oﬁuon.

[(Reporter's note: The interviewee was sworn

at the end of his testimony.)

BY MR, MULLEY:
Q Before we ltart,@\”f"m”” Wl ) could you give
me sowe background concerning your experiences and education?

A I have a Bachelor's degree in mechanical
engineering from Texas Tech 1958,
1 spent several years working for industry,
aerospace industry.

Been working with the Federal Government Civil

B e —— — | by — .- - - R i T ——— . S e
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servicze since 1270.

From that time until 1982, I worked for the
Department of Defense, DCASR, Dallas in the . Navy Plant RIP
office at LTV, Grand Prairie, Texas. |
Came to work for the Commission in 1982.
Worked in the Vendor Branch until it went to Washington in
1984, Transferred to my present position.
Q Would you briefly describe your prcsent'
responsibilities at the Regional Headgquarters?
A Present responsibilities are to perform
inspections at plants under construction and operating plapts

that are assigned to Region IV,

Q Have you had any occasion to conduct inspec~-

tions at the Comanche Peak plant?

A Yes, I have.

Q How many inspections have you conducted at
that plant?

A I participated in eitner three or four inspec-

tions. AnC when I say "inspections", inspectien might have
covered more than one item, but three or fpur monthly
inspection reports beginning April of 1985.

Q Okay. Concerning these inspections that YOU'VJ
done at Comanche Peak, have you had any problem with the
findings that you discovered during your inspoéticnl and how

they were eventually reported in the inspection reports?
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A The-- As I pointed out, the first inspection

I participated in began in April of 1982-- or, I'm sorry,
1985. This covered the period April-- 1I'm not sure, April
through May, 1 b;licvc.
Do you have a copy of that report you looked
at?
Q Yes, I do, as a matter of fact.

A I want to clarify what period it d4id cover.

(Whereupon, the regquested documentation was

provided and referred to.)

April the 1lst, 1985 through June the llst, 1985

was the reporting period on the first inspection I partici-

pated in at Comanche Peak.

Q And the number of that report is?

A It's Docket No. 445-8507 and Docket No. 446~
8505.

Q Okay. Would you describe for me the purpose

of the inspection and what involvement you had with the
inspection?
A The involvement I had on this particular
inspection=~
(Referral to documentation.)
I performed an inspection of the reactor
pressure vessel and internal installation for Unit 2. I

performed an inspection of the reactor coolant pressure




TENCAD 0. Fvvamnt o2 ePek

10

1"

12

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

21

24

boundary systems for Unit 2. Those were the two items that

were reported in the subject report that I performed.

Q What were your findings as a result ¢f your
inspection of these two areas? |

A I documented either six or seven findings in
my draft report. I don't have that draft report, so I can't
tell you for certain. I can tell you the areas that I
covered. I can't tell ycu the specific number of findings,

but I can give you the subject of the findinos.

Q whcre-is the draft report now?
A I destroyed my draft report.
Q You destroyed it? Okay.
Is thate~
PN Now, there may be some copies of it around,

but I don't have one.

C Is that a Region policy=--
A Yes.

Q -=to destroy the drafts?
A Yes.

Q Were you specifically instructed to destroy
that draft, or were you just followiné general Regional
policy?

A I was following the general policy that we
should not keep draft reports and other material once the

report has been finalized.
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Q Has there ever been any disagreement concerning

keeping draft reports'by inspectors that you know of?

A Yes, there's been disagreements.
Q What would be the basis of the disagreement?
A Well, the basis of the disagreement is to be

able %0 go back and recall what your specific concerns were
at the time and to recall particulars about your inspection,
which don't necessarily appear in the report. Yocu're trying
to recall instances a year later, and you don't have the
records to make that recall.

Q And why wouldn't these things uppear on the
final report?

A Well, there are just some items in your
collecting of material and that sort of thing that you don't

include in a report.

Q So, do you fe¢¢l that these things don't
necessarily belong in a final rcpoét?

A Yeah, I think some of your notes are for your
own material that help you prepare the report, and they
don't necessarily appear in the report. Maybe you-- Maybe
in the process of performing the inspéction. you wro+e down
some things that weren't rnally pertinent. You went back
and looked at them, and tley weren't nf any concern.

Q Okay. Get ing back to inspection report

85-0507, what do you recall concerning your findings in that

e L mmm e e iaw
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report?

A I wrote a violation on Unit 2 reactor pressure
vessel installaﬁion. In particular, the violation was a
cocncern that there was no plant-- or, no cn-site installation
procedures, engineering procedures, that covered the installa-
[ tion of the reactor vessel. They relied strictly on a
Westinghouse-recommended setting procedure. It was uncor-
trolled type document.
Are these procedures required?
Yes.

By what?

» 9 P D

By commitment from the licensee.

There were certain tolerances that were
required in the Westinghouse-recommended procedure that did
not appear in ary site engineering documentation. They did
appear on an operation traveler, which is not a piece of
engineering paperwork. 1It's construction paperwork.
Q Was this traveler maintained after the vessel

was installed?

A Yes. 1It's permanent plant record.

Q Is it retrievable if it was ever needed? 1In
case there was a problem with the tolerances, for example,

would you be able to get to that traveler?

A I would say yes. I was able to get to it. [t

I

was still in one of the paper flow areas. You have to

B e e b T o ranapp— SV B Sr— e S - . ey S - - kan b LR S
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understand, at Comanche Peak, papers remained in a paper flow

group while the construction process is still underway. Once

the thing is bought off, then it goes intc a permanent vault.

Now, I looked at it while it was still in a paper flow group.
Q Now, what is the problem with having this

documented only on a traveler?

A Well, let me pursue my next concern.
Q Okay.
A My next concern, same subject, that certain

clearances between the reactor vessel support bracke+: and
support shoes were not within the tolerances stated on the
construction traveler. In other words, the construction
traveler called out certain tolerances. Okay, those
tolerances had been changed one time on the traveler itself
with no engineering justification for the change or anything

else.

Okay. Then they went ahead and installed the
reactor vessel, and when they checked the clearances, those
clearances did not comply either with the original require-
ment or the reguirement that had been revised.

Now, there was no noncohformance report or
anything like that. They bought it strictly on the basis
of a Westinghouse signature on the traveler, and I could see
no engineering justification for making the change.

Q o, allegedly, somebody from Westinghouse made




these changes on a traveler; is that correct?

: A They didn't actually make the changes, but

they approved the chances.
iy Q Approved the changes.
s A Yeah. Brown & Root is the comstructor, and
€ Westinghouse is gort of looking over their shoulder as they
7 || installed that thing.
8 Q Okay. Now, I guess the question is: Since
8 there's nothing to support the changes on the traveler that
10 you know of, hos do we know these-~ you know, these changes
1 " are valid, or how do we know that Westinghouse~- beyond ‘
12 somebody signing their name on a traveler, how do we even

% 13 know that Westinghouse approved these changes?

14 R That was the point on the violation I wrote.

18 Q So, as a brief summary, the first deficiency

6 | was the fact there were no procedures to install it.

7 A Uh~huh. Other than an unofficial--
: ! 8 Q Recommended procedure by Westinghouse.
5 : 19 | B Uh=huh.
; é 20 | Q Was the licensee committed to follow this
g 21 recommended procedure, or were they committed to have their

22 own procedures?
A Well, their commitment is that they will
i 24 have engineering documentation, engineering procedures, to

25 cover each operation that's performed on site.

4
:
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10
' Q Okay .
2 A That's what they committed to.
3 Q And so, having this Westinghouse-recommended

|| procedure doesn't comply with their commitment to have their

5 | own. 1
£ A In my opinion, it did not.

7 Q Okay.

g 2 This was not the universal opinion in Region

9 Iv.

0 Q Okay. Then, to carry the finding even further,

" they were using tolerances that were entered on a traveler,

12 and they weren't even complying with those tolerances.

; 13 | A That's correct.
;(\ 4 i Q Even after they made a change in the tolerances,
18 they still didn't comply with the change.
16 A That's correct.
: 17 Q And there is nothing to support the change
; 8 that was made, that you know of at least.
: 8 A Just the signature on the traveler.
§ 20 Q Tre person that signed the traveler, is he
; 2 somebody that is well known at the Comanche Peak site? How
H

: 2 do we even know that the signature is valid, I guess is the

question I'm asking.

24 # I-- You're talking about the Westinghouse

25 proce~- or, tre ‘/estinghouse person or the--

SR S ST A S 4 R, P ST Sy vy “pe - — - A me—— e b g
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A Yeah, the people that signed the traveler.
There was a person that made the change in the traveler, and
there was a person from Westinghouse that approved the change.
How do we c¢ven know=-- I mean, this might be, you know, a
little bit of a--

A I thinke=-

Q This may be very cynical, but how do we even
know that the person that made the change in the traveler
actually signed that thing and the Westinghouse person who
approved it actually approved it? How do we know it wasn't
actually two janitors from the site who decided to make the
change? I mean, I guess that's the guestion I'm asking.

A Well, I don't know that for a fact, but it

coald be checked. You could pick up the person's signature

&ana go back and see if he was a certified inspector or

engineer ur whatever.

Q Okay .
» I did not take that step.
Q Okay. What else did you find during your

inspectiony

A Well, in respect to the two above items that
we've discussed on the vessel installation, I checked to see
that TUGCO had audited that operation. My concern was how
this got through their system without them catching it. And

they have no records of having audited that process. So, I

. T T W e s v — tameat ST o — womy e . L e ————
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cited them for that.
Q And they are required to audit this process?
A fhcy are required to audit-- perform audits

in depth enough to determine that each safety-related system
is being installed, manufactured, and that sort of thing,
correctly.

And that's a pretty important process,
installing that reactor vessel. And I felt that it should
have been audited by TUGCO.

Q That brings up an interesting point that we
should probably cover here. Just how important is the
installation of the reactor vessel?

A Well, that's where all of your rzdiocactive
fuel is stored during your operation of your plant. So,

I feel it's pretty important.

Q S0, we're not just talking about installing

17 @ coke machine down there. We're talking about something

35 18 that is very, very important to the plant itself, the safety
; 19 of the plant.

]i E 20 A That is true.

gs 2 Q Okay .

} : A And one reason I looked at this as closely

1

as I did, there had been problems before on the installation

24 " of the reactor vessel. I believe it was included in one of

e .

b

your Contention Five or one of the contentions that are going

R e
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on at the site now.

And to go along with this, there had been a
problem on Unit 2 reactor vessel yhen they-- when they
poured the~- Can't think of the word I'm looking for.
-=-well, when they poured ghe cavity that the reactor vessel
sits in.

You have to put the mounts that the reactor
vessel sits in in the cavity at the time it's poured. You
know, the reactor vessel sits down inside the cavity, and
it rests on the cavity in special mounts. And these things
were initially installed 45 degrees off.

And they had to go in and tear them out and
replace them. This was back early in the process of building
Unit 2.

Q Okay. 8o, they already had problems with
this whole=~

We're talking about Unit 2 in both-- on this
inspection report and the previous.

A That's true.
Q Okay. So, we're talking a history of problems
with the reactor vessel.

A Yes.

Q And so, I guess it even makes the audit--~
TUGCO's audit of this installation of this reactor vessel

even mere important.

LT —————— - — - B———_ 4 - ———— {8 o~ —— 1 —————— . p——— W e e
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A I would think so, yes.

Q They'd already been alerted that they were
having some problems, but there were no records to show that

they had audited?

A (Shaking head back and forth.)
Q What else did you find?
A During the inspection, I documented two items

which I later agreed to drop. This was a pretty unusual
inspection. I had never been on one exactly like it. We
performed our inspection. We had our exit meeting with the
licensee. And weeks, maybe even months, later, they werc
coming back to us with bits and pieces of information thag
they had come up with since our exit meeting and since our
inspection.

Q Was this previous to the final report being
sent out?

(Whereupon, the proceedings were interrupted

by a knock on the door.)

A Let me back up and explain a little. This
inspection report-- You can see the date that it covered,
April the 1lst, '85 through June the 21st, '85, and the
inspection report is dated February the 3rd, 1986. So,
this thing was around a long time before it actually got
issued. And before it got issued they-- the licensee

came back and discussed some things with us.
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In one instance, I had found a spocl piece
which I couldn't find a traceability-marking on. Another
instance, I couldn't find CMTR, that's certified material
test revorts, for certain items in the Qeactor coolant
pressure valve.

The licensee later came up with evidence tha
these things were okay. 1In other words, they-- I went bac
out with one of the licensees, and we found a marking on th
spool piece. I had inspected the same piece eaclier, and I
could not find it. Ibwent out with cne of the licensee

people, and we could not find thdﬁarking.

Q And then later--

A Probably an oversight. I don‘t know what it
was .

Q How much later did you go out again and find
it? :

A How much later? Oh, we're talking months, t

or three months.
Q What is actually involved in this thing you

were talking about the marking on?

A The marking?
Q Right.
A Each piece of material in the pressure

boundary system is required to be traceable back to the

certified material test report. Checking the pedigree of

5

t

k

wo
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the material, if you will. You know, that it complied with
the codes.

S0, you've got to have some marking on the-=-

in this particular instance, it was on the pipe, that you can

trace back to the certified material test report.

Q And inspected that pipé and found

80, you
no marking when you originally went out and did your inspec- |

tion, and you wrote them up for having no marking on the

piece of pipe.

A

That's true.
Q Now, at least I know myself when I'm doing

something, making inspections and cite a deficiency. I'm

very careful to support what I'm going to write up.

How careful do you feel you were-- Since you

were going to write up this deficiency, how careful do you

feel you were looking for this marking?

A Well, I feel 1 was very careful. But on the

other hand, I don't claim to be infallible. I did have a

licensee person with me.

Q Helping you look for the marking.

A Yeah.

Q And then--

A But you're lookin§ at a long pipe, you know,

maybe the length of this room, and you coul. overlook it.

Q Is this painted on or stenriled?
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A Stenciled.

Q Okay. You went back, I ¢uiess, several months

later with anotheyr licensee representative and found the

marking?
P Uh~huh, uh~huh.
Q Where was the marking located?
A It was-- Well, the pipe was, maybe, this

far from the wall (indicating).

Q wWhen you say "this far", you're talking about
two or three feet?

A Yeah, a couvle of feet. Where you have to

climb over the »ipe between the pive and the wall, and you

have to inspect the whole length of the pipe. Which, we're
talking, maybe, twelve to fifteen feet.

First of all, you have to make sure you're
lookine at the right pipe. You know, these spool pieces
are designated between, maybe, one weld-- one field weld
and another field weld, which is some length away.

S0, you have to make sure, first of all, that
you're looking between the right two {ield welds and that
you have the right pipe.

Q Okay.
.} But I might say that normally I think, under

usual circumstances, even had we made a mistake, we probably

would have left it in the report and let the licensee answer
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' || us back and say, "Hey, you goofed. The marking is there."

2 But because this report was around so long,

3 || we discussed it with out on-site management, NRC management,

5 we did.

4 that maybe it would be better to just take it out. Which

3 Q Is there any way that this masking could have
7 been added after the fact? 1Is it possible-- I'm not saying
8 it was~~

© A Oh, sure, it's possible. But I'd be very

10 careful hefore I made a statement like that. i

n Q Right, I understand that. 1I'm not asking you

12 to acecnuse anybody. 1I'm just asking, you know, an objective

1
|
?( 13 # question. Would it be possible for the licensee to add the 1
' 14 marking?
186 ﬂ £ Yeah, it would be possible.
i ; 16 | Q How long would something like that take, to |
: i 17 ’ get somebody behind there and add--
; i 8 ‘A Thirty minutes.
; 19 Q Okay. 1I noted-- Well, going back to the time=
; g 20 liness of this report, just a quick observation here, I see
' ; 21 || that this thing was dated-- or, signed, I should say--
é ’ 22 The report itself was signed in October of '85, October the

i 23 lst or 2nd of '85, by the four inspectors. However, it
2 looks like the report itself was not mailed or actually sent

26 to TUGCO untile-

—————_—— ¢ e e — ——y -~ - v - - - - -y, T RS e— S W @ h .
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' A Well, you'll notice that the last signature.
2 || was not made until January, almost February '86.

3 Q Right. And it wasn't actually sent out until

4 | February the 3rd of '86.

5 what happens between-- We're talking about

6 || all of October, November, December, and January. Four full
7 months between when you signed-- not you, but the inspector
& signed the face sheet of the inspection report until it was

8 actually sent out. What happens in those four months?

10 A I don't know for sure, but I know these
1 reports have to go to NRC headquarters to be concurred with,
12 || also. I believe you see Mr. Noonan has concurrence on here.
g f 13 And this thing could have possibly made several
L« 4 || trips back and forth between headquarters.
: 18 [ ¢ Let's see, in this particular case.
? . 16 H A (Indicating on document.)
i 17 | Q Okay. He concurred on January the 28th. As
: ¢ 18 2 matter of fact, I see~-~ This wasn't concurred with by
'; 19 anybody until the 28th of January, so--
é % 20 Looks like here it didn't go to headgquarters.
: ; 2 | Tt looks like it stayed down at the region because Noonan's
; - 2 concurrence was by telephone call--
| R A Uh~huh.
24 Q -=-on the 28th, the same day that Phillips

25 and Hunnicutt and Westerman concurred on it.

e -
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A The final report may not have gone to head-

| quarters, but I know the draft-- I feel quite sure it 4id

| go to headquarters.

Q Okay.
A Because we had comments back from headquarters
on it.
(Whereupon, d&!scussion was held off the
record.) ‘

Q Would you go over for me briefly the con-
currence procedure for this particular report, who was
involved in approving the report. '

A Okay. At the time the report was performed,
at the time the drafts were prepared, Mr. Hunnicutt was thé-

was on site as the team leader or supervisor. I'm not sure

exactly what his title was. . ‘jjaunl the branch chief

over the project. lef"”ff_f'wnn the division director.

The firdings in the draft report were all
coordinated and all concurred in by this set of management.
Later on, Mr., Bunnicutt was removed from sito,é: 1 )

vas removed from the project, Mr. Westerman came on aite as

the Comanche Peak supervisor.

For some reason, the report had not gone out
before this char e in management. Mr. Westerman came to me
on several occasions to talk about some of the findings that

! had documented on the report.

i S Y IS S S + S AR B § S 4 .
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: i Certain findings-~ He wanted to drop certain

2 findings. He wanted to change some violations to unresoclved
K items.

4 Q Based on what?

v A On some instances, I think the licensee had
6 come to him saying: Hey, we don't agree with this, or we

7 have additional information, or whatever.

8 Q Now, this is obviously months after the inspec~-
Y tion was done.

10 A Yes.

11 On other instances, on some of the findinqs

12 that we haven't discussed yet, I had other findings that--

1 13 there were code issues and addenda tyﬁe questions, and one,
Liato 14 || in particular, had.to do with the hydrotesting of the

16 || reactor coolant.

| 16 Management did not agree with my interpreta-

17 tion of what the code required.

; 18 Q When you say "management", you're talking

; 19 Region IV management.
f § 20 A I'm talking about, lpeqifipally, Mr., Barnes
-; 3| who was the team leader who worked for Mr. Westerman and
B

22 Mr. Westerman himself.

2 Q And what sort of disagreement did you have?
3 24 Was Mr. Westerman being more narrow in his interpretation or

less narrow?
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A I don't like to use the word "narrow". lLet

me explain to you.

’ The pipe spool pieces were fabricatel off in
. some vendor's shop. Okay?

’ Q (Nodding head up and down.)

6 A And the disagreement that we had was whether

or not that pipe spool piece had to be hydrotested before
8 it left the vendor's shop or after it got installed into the
9 |l system.
10 Q When you're talking about hydrotesting, wiat
n w exactly is that?

12 A Well, you cap the ends of the pipe, you fill
! 13 it with water, and you pressurize it.
! 4 Q Ckay .
15

A You're testing the base material, any repairs

16 that were made, any welds that were made.

17 My interpretation of the code was it must be
' g 18 || hydrotested prior to being installed in the system.
‘; 19 I was told by the licensee and his representa-
; g 20 tives that it's normal practice that they wait and do this
| ; 21 after it's installed into the system. 1It's hydrotested when
H

22 you test the rest of the reactor coolant boundary system.
23 I left this unresolved witn the understanding
i 2 thet we would go to headgquarters and et a written interpre-

25 tation.

A S —— S NP ITOR (U o —
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I don't like to rely on "This is normal

2 | practice” and that sort of thing. I inspect by what the
3 code says and what my interpretation of the code is. And if
4

I'm wrong, then I like to see what NRC's position is in

5 | writing, not verbally. |

6 Q So, what happened with this finding? You

7 said Mr. Westerman came to you and disagreed with your

L] finding on hydrotoqting?

9 A (Referral to notes.) The specific finding

10 in respect to when the item would be hydrotested was dropped

1" frem the report. However, I also guestioned the adequacy of

12 the hydrotest as performed, and that was left in as

13 unresolved., Bute-

: 14 Okay. First question was: Does it have to be
15 hydrotested prior to being put into the system? 1If the

6 | answer to that is, yes, it‘s okay to do it that way-- or,

17 it's okay to wait until it is in the system to hydrotest it,

: i 18 then my next question was: Did they adequately hydrotest it?
i : " Q While in the system,

g 20 A Yeah.

é ; 21 0 Right.

é ’ 2 A 8o, you know, you're talking about a=-- I

; 2 forget now, 24- or 36-inch diameter pipe. And to adequately
24 hydro it, you shouléd look at every weld that was made in the

25 shop, plus all the welds that were made in the field. You

—————— g - p—— " - T g T————ey - s i - W ————— - - .
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‘ The records I looked at indicated that maybe

should make sure thoiie are all checked.

3 |l this had nct been done.
4 Q Okay.

5 A You know, they do what they call a walkdown,

6 and then they're looking around the pipe to see if there's
7 any leaks. But I couldn't see any evidence where they had
8 looked and mapped specific weld repairs, svecific shop welds

El that had been made~~

10 : Q Okay .
11 |l A --and looked specifically at that.
12 Q Okay. Now, to correct-- This was left as

13 an unresolved item. To correct that finding, what would the

F

i 14 || licensee have to dc?

18 A He would have to prove to us that he did do

i 6 | a test. We would have to look at each each shop weld and

" each base metal repair weld and field weld.

18 Q If, in fact, he hadn't done a good test, what

9 would be involved in correcting that mistake, or could it
20 be corrected?

21 A . Probably have to do another hydro.

PENGAD CO . SRAYORNE. W ¢

22 Q The deficiency that was taken out concerning

24

22 whether or not the pipe had to be hydrotested before it was
installed, if, in fact vou were right about that, if the

25 | pipe had to be hydrotested before it was installed, how would

e ey - —— ey ———
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the licensee correct that?
A Well, I don't know. You know, to do it by
the code, it would have to be removed and tested. I don't
feel like it would ever come to that. I feel like we would
probably accept a good hydro with it installed in the system.
Q You said that you initially left this finding
concerning whether or not it should be tested before installa-
tion, you left it as an unresolved item contingent upon you

going to the headquarters to get a reply in writing from

headquarters.
A Uh=huh.
Q What was the reply from the headgquarters?
A As far as I know, we have never gone out in

writing. Tom Westerman called headquarters person, he's a
branch chief in NRR. I can't remember his name right now.
Bosnick, I believe. B=o~s~n-i-c~k. I'm not real sure of
that spelling.

We talked to him on the‘phone, and he
indicated this was an acceptable practice.

And I asked him would he please put that in
writing for me. I haven't received anything, and on my
last conversation with Eric Johnson, who is a division

director, he said, "I don't think we need this in writing."

Q I guess tl > question I have still, and I

think you alluded to it before: Why didn't Region IV issue

bl S | p AL SR Rl e LU TTE e —
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1 the report with the finding in it and let the licensee
2 defend their practice of installing it first?

3 - I can just give you my opinion. I feel like

4 Mr. Barnes, who is the team leader who works for Mr. Wester~-

§ " man, worked in the nuclear piping industry for several years
6 prior to coming with NRC, and he sayr this is a practice
? that's been used, and he says, by code, it's okay. 8o, it's

8 a difference interpretation., He says it's okay, and I

9 say, well, show me it's okay. I read wcrds that imply that

12 it's not okay.

n Anc Qhat, really, does a cnde mean? Mr,

12 Westerman's position was it really is not a licenses p:ob;cm,
; 13 || it's a problem we need to resolve in NRC. So, let's don't

4 I put it in the report.

18 F Q Well, this hydrotesting of piping, this has

16 to occur in every plant. Right? 1I moah. this is jurc not

; 17 | unigue to Comanche Peak.
b 18 7 A That's true, yeah.
; 19 Q S0, I guess, you know, I'm being a novice
: 2 20 | here, but it would se=m tc me that we must have a history
: ; 21 in the NRC of how this stuff is done. I mean, Region IV
H

itself, how many plants has Region IV inspected and
23 inspected hydrotesting of piping? I don't know if this was
24 your first plant that you inspected, but there are other

2% inspectors in the Region that know how it was done at Wolf

» - - - - ' -
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| the code, then I think we need clarification from hesuguarters

j on it saying, yes, it is an ckay practice.

| concerning something in the code. Could you explain to us

| vhat, exactly, you mean?

| the code weuld be clarified. Is that something that's
impossible to do?

part, butc A T "\, asked a(:' 5 *) I believe it was,

| who works with ASME-- Ee'd been on some of the committees,

| with Region 1IV.

Creek and Fort St., Vrain and, you know, whatever other plants

that Region IV has done.

A Yeah. Well, -~

Q Is it alwav- one?

k It seems to be an accepted practice to du It
that way.

Q Okay.

A But if the accepted practice is opvored *o

Q And I guess the next question is: Why can't
We §o to the people who write the cods and ash them: Okay,

you've written a code. It's Vague. We rLave a question
It would seem to me, also, such a question that

) We=~ This is second-hand information on my

bl
'

I believe. EKnows the ASMZ peczle. He's another inspector

Andc i \callcd & menmoer of the ASME,

&and he was not aware of delaying the hydro until it was

- - - R - W A - —— - — . ——— o v——— —
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Q Right.

I guess, from a practice side, if you install
the pipe into the system and then you do the test and the
pipe turns out to be bad, is that more of a problem than
testing the pipe before it goes into thie system and
finding that the pipe is bad? 1Is it easier to correct if you
find out before it's installed?

P Well, sure, it'd be easier. You know, when
the pipe's installed, it sits way up there off the ground.
You have to have scaffolding around it to do your repair work.
If it's laying in the shop on the floor, you can get a welder
in there to repair it. You can heat treat, whatever is
required. '

Q And if you tested the pipe before it was
installed, do you think you'd have a better tesi because

you'd be able to access it better?

A Well, I think you uould, yeah. Of course,
the related issue to this is-- Well, these are ASME pipve, so
they have ASME -ode data report thgt comes with them, and
they have an ASME stamp that gets put on the pipe.
And a related issue is whether or not it's
allowable if they didn't do the hydro in the plant where the
pipe was built, is it allowable for the vendor to put cut a

code data rerort and sign it, even though they state
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up there no hydro was performed, is it allowable that they
can sign a code data report, is it allowable that they can

affix the code stamp to the pipe?

Q Without having tested it first.

A Without having tested it.

Q Uh~-huh.

A And the way I read the code, on items that

can be deferred, the hydro can be deferred until it's

installed, but when a hydro is performed, a representacive
from the manufacturer for that item has to be there, and he
has to witness the hydro, and he has to sign the code data

report.

Certain items can be cdeferred. 1It's pretty
clear in the code, it can be deferred. But it's not that
clear to me that piping subassenblies is one of them that

can be deferred.

Q But in this particular case, if it can be
deferred=--
A Is it proper to do the report? 1Is it proper

to put the code stamp on it?

Q Without having a representative from the--
A Well, even back in the shop,=--

Q Right.

A --the code data report is signed by the

vendor prior to the item being shipped. Code stamp is put on

- - — ——— O ——— - A
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prior to it being shipped. 7It's not really a code part until
it completes all the reguirements.

S0, that was another clarification I wanted
to try to get.

Q Now, in this case, the pipe was tested after
it was installed. Was there a vendor representative present?

A No.

Q Okay. And so, the pipe did have *he stamp
and everything on it.

A (Nodding head up and down.)

Q Who put the stamp? That was done by the
vendor before the testing?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So, the licensee added nothing to that
pipe after he tested it.

2 Well, they may put their own stamp on it, too.
I'm not sure.

Q Okay. Either way, it seems to me, then, it
was improperly done. And I'me-

A Well, I'm willing to accept an answer from
headquarters saying, yes, this is oka;. But I think they owe
it to an inspector to put it in writing.

Q Ckay.

A T don't like to accept verbal direction under

those conditions.

— . ————— - o ——- e o —— - SR e e e ey
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Q What other findings in this report were
either downgraded or taken out?
MR. MULLEY: Okay, let's go off the record
for a minute.
(Whereupon, discussion was held off “he

record.)

BY MR. MULLEY:

Q let me just ask one gquesticin for clarification
purposes.

You initially had this finding as unresolved

item. What does that mean, "unresolved item"?

A "Unresclved item" means that I don't really
have encugh information to make a determination on that. I
want to look at it some more after I get some more informa-
tion. I can't really w:ite a viclation because I don't
really have enough information to determine whether it's a
violation or not.

Q S0, it implies or indicates that you do have

a2 question about a certain item.

A Yeah. In fact, it's pointed cut in each
report what an unresolved item is.

Q Now, this particular matter concerning the
hydrotesting of the pipe, this whole topic was taken out of
the report; is that correct?

A Not the whole topic. The topic of the

re— - e —— . ————— o e = .
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adequacy of the on~-site hydro was left as an unresolved

item,

(Whereupon, there was a prief period off the
record for an incoming teiephone call.)
BY MR. MULLEY:

Q But the question concerning whether or not
the pipe should be hydrotested before installation was
dropped.

A (Nodding head up and down.)

Q So basically, there was no rerord that you
even had a question about this matter; is that correct? The
question in the report is limited to the adequacy of the
licensee's test, but you had another question concerning
whether or not that test should have ever been done after it
was installed. Your question was whether it should have been
done prior to installation.

A That's true.

Q And that question that you had was completely
dropped from the report.

A Yes.

Q Completely dropped. There was no record that
you even had this gucstion.

A That's true.

Q And the purpose of an unresolved item is

basically just to let it be known that there is a guestion

- -y - W ————— - ——— - e
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#nd you're looking for more information.

A Right.

< And as far as you're¢ concerned, as the
inspector that identified this finding, this item has not
been resolved to your satisfaction yet.

A No. 1 have the verbal answer of one verson

at NRC headquarters. I would still like something in writing

on it.
And if that's the official NRC position, then
that's fine.

Q So, in fact, the item is still unresolved as
far as you're concerned,

A (Nodding head up and down.)

Q What other findings were either reduced from
violation to unresolved findings or completely dropped £rom
this report?

A I think there's one other one that we haven't
discussed. We've discussed several.

Another cne pertains to the code addition

and addenda that the reactor coolant boundary is to be built

to.

50.55-= 10 CFR 50.55(a) lays down the regquirements
on which codes are acceptable and which ones will be used.

Q Okay. To back up just a little, I had

written another unresolved item.

I reviewed the licensee's

R o b—— e
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FSAR., He committed, in the FSAR, to 1974 code with the-~

I believe, winter of '74 addenda.

Okay, when I=~
“' Q Which code is this?
A ASME, Section 3.

When I reviewed the certified material test
reports for the reactor coolant pressure boundary material,
they certified the material to 1974 code-- 1 believe it was
1975 addenda, which is a little later. Okay?

Q Okay .
2 So, I identified as unresolved. I said he
didn't comply with the FSAR.

And this was eventually dropped out cf the
report. And later on-~ It was even before the report went
out, I guess. In December, he changed his FSAR to comply

with what was stated in material certification.

So, he did see a need, and he did know, that
he needed to do something because there was a discrepancy
there. But we dropped it from the report.

Q Why is that? Why was it dropped?

A Well, this is another one of the items that

| went to headgquarters, and their lawyers in headquarters
’ reviewed it. And I saw a note from headgquarters-- I never
did have the note in my possession, but I read it. Mr.

Westerman had it. And they seemed to think the thing should

- . — -
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7 be a violation or nothing. You know, they had not complied
with a regquirement in the FSAR.
" But I guess Mr. Westerman's thinkinc¢ was,

gince they had gone ahead and fixed the item, we'd just go

ahead and drop it from the report. I don't really know what
his thinking was on it, but he came to me and he says, "Look,
# here's" -~ He said: This is the way it is. This is the note
from headgquarters.
And there was a letter kicking around from--
Well, let me back up. Can we go off the record for a minute?
(Whereupon, discussion was held off the
record.)
BY MR. MULLEY:
Q Why don't you pick up?
A Okay. There was a letter had gone from TUGCO
to headquarters requesting approval to use later addition
to the code than had been approved by 10 CFR 50.55(a).
Headquarters responded that, among other things, they
requested that the licensee submit a list of the codes that

they had used in constructing the plant. I requested from

the licensee on several occasions their input to this
l response to the NRR letter. I never received it.

And later on, they withdrew their original

ﬂ request to use later codes than approved and said that they

did not intend to respond to the reguest.
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where do we need to go from here?

Q Okay. Now, concerning the specific unresolved
item that you had identified, the NRC's‘attorneys_had deter-
mined that this was a violation? It should either be a
violation or it should be nothing, is that what you said?

A That's true.

Q You thought it should be an unresclved item
because of what?

2 I had asked the licensee to review the item,
review the codes, and to determine that the material that
was bought to a later code than approved in the FSAR actually

did not violate the code that was required to be used.

Q There may be a change?

A Because of some change.

Q That had been made in a later addendum?

A Yeah.

Q S0, you just wanted to have assurances that

whaﬁ the licensee committed to back in '74 with the NRC,
that their commitments were being followed through when the
plant was being built. 1Is that what you were saying?

A That's true.

Q Okay. Now, Westerman came and decided to
drép the entire issue from the report.

A He came and discussed it with me, and he

showed me the note from NRR-- or, from headquarters. I

S - —— - —— B TRIRLT e s & S A -
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believe it was from the attorneys. And he also had the
letter that I related to earlier from NRR pertaining to use
of a later addition to the code. And he says, "I think we
can drop this cne."

And I told him if that's what he wanted to do,
to go ahead and drop it.

Q And to your knowledge, why did he feel it
could be dropped?

A I think there was a couple of reasons. One of
them was he felt like that the licensee could use later
additions than actually had been addressed in the FSAR, plus
the licensee had gone in and changed their FSAR to be in
agreement with the CMTRs.

(Whereupon, there was a brief period off the

record for an incoming telephone call.)

BY MR. MULLEY:

Q But the licensee's change to the FSAR occurred
after you had identified this item; is that correct?

A Seven months or so.

Q Are there any other items in this inspection
report that were changed from the way you originally=--

A Not actually in the report itself. I believe
that covers nost of them. There were séme inconsistencies
in the 766 reporting.

Q And what inconsistencies were they?

Sad gy e Al o M ket et
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: A There were certain modules listed on the 766
‘ form that inspection reporting had not actually been reported
3 |l on in the inspection report.

4 Q Okay. Now, the 766 are forms that are pre-
5 || pared by Region 1IV.

6 * For input into the tracing system, into the
7 Regional~-based tracking system.

8 Q And that shows the inspection modules that

9 were completed and things like that.

10 A True.

1" Q And then refer back to specific inspection
12 reports?

13 A True, yeah.

14 Q Okay. And the inconsistencies that you're
18 talking about were of what nature?

16 A We'd have a 766 input for a particular

17 module. I can't give you any example, but when you pulled
18 that module and you looked at the inspection regquirements,
19 you could not find any conversation going on in the report
20 related to that inspection requirement.

21 J Q Okay. And this particular inspection report,
22 0705, were there any discrepancies with the 766s that were
23 ” reported as a result of this inspection report that you

24 know cf?

25 b That's the one I'm talking about now.
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Q Okay. You're talking about this specific

report.
A Uh~huh.
Q Okay.
A And there are others, too, but....

In other words, if you go in and-- if you go
into these modules, you try to go find the reporting of that

module over here, you woen't necessarily find it.

Q Why do you think these 766s were prepared
like that?

A I have no idea.

Q You don't prepare them,

A I make an input to it. In other words, when

I do an inspection, I give the person that's pulling the
inspection report together the module that I inspected and
the number of hours that I expended on that module and the
percent completed that I brought that module up to.

Q But on the 766, there are modules entered that

you didn't provide input for; is that correct?

A Well, that's true. But remember, there are
other inputs to the report than mine. :

Q Right.

A When you go down the 766 input and you try to

relate it back to the revort, it doesn't necessarily track.

Q At the beginning cf the interview, you talked

e — o . : — —— R, S . —— e s .
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J about some of the findings that you had with the reactor
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vessel.
A Uh=huh.
Q Were all these findings left in the report as

you wrote them?

A No.
Q Okay. How were they changed?
A The three that I discussed were changed from

violations to unresolved items.
Q Was this change appropriate?
A Well, I did not feel so. I wrote the report,

and I made it a violation. That's what I felt it should be.

Q Did you have something to cite the violation
against?

A Yes.

Q And did you feel there was adequate informa-

tion available to cite the violation?
A 1 4id.
Q S0, the unresolved item, as far as I know, is

just that there is a question, but not. enough information is

available.
A Uh-huh .
Q If you enough information, you know what the

cite is, and you know what the violation is, is it proper

to list it as an unresolved item if you can write a violation

-
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on the item?

A No. Neo, you should go ahead and make a
violation out of it. That way, the licensee has to respcnd
to it. He does not necessarily have to felpond in writing
to an unresolved item. Sometimes they do, but sometimes they
don't. They don't have to.

Q So, the violations that you discovered with
the reactor vessel inztaliation, you wrote those in your

draft report?

A Yes.

Q And they got changed to unresolved items.
A (Nodding head up and down.)

Q Could you identify for me which items on

the report you're talking about here?

THE WITNESS: Let's go off the record while
we discuss this,
(Whereupon, discussion was held off the
record.)
A (By the witness) Okay, what are you asking?
. THE REPORTER: The quesFion wag, "Could ycu
identify for me which items on the report you're talking
about here?"
THE WITNESS: Okay.

A (By the witness) 1In relation to the setting

of the reactor vessel in the inspection report, 8507, 8505,

W ——— P e mem
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I had identified three vioclations. Those were downgraded

to unresolved items, and they're covered in paragraphs 12A--
Q What was 12A talk about, very briefly.
A 12A briefly covers the lack of engineering

drawings and procedures and that sort of thing=--

Q Okay .

A --for setting ©f the reactor vessel.

Q Okay .

A Ana 12B, that talks about the lack of compli-

ance with the tolerances as stated on the operation traveler.
12D relates to the lack of the licensee
performing any audits or surveillances over the setting of
the reactor vesse;.
Q Okay. Now, at the time that you discovered

these findings, you felt you had enough information to write

16 “ a violation; is that correct?

A Yes, I did. 1In fact, when we write a violation
we have to state the requirement, and then we state how they
failed to meet the criteria.

Q Okay. ; .

.\ And that was-- Those were approved by the
managument at the time the report was written in draft form.

Q Okay. It says in the report that the inspec-
tor considered these to be unresolved items. How was it

that-- Did you actually see this report before it went out

N e S oy — 5 = -, . g - - - - - - —— L ——————— - " 4§ " - — -~y
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and agreed with that? I mean, like, for example, on 12A
2 it says, and I quote: "The inspector considers this matter

3 || unresolved."

4 128, "This matter is considered unresolved."
9 And the same for 12D.
6 A The inspection report-- If you'll notice,

7 I didn't sign it; It wasn't presented to me to be signed.

8 | I talked to Mr. Westerman about this. Scmeone had tcld him
| that I would have refused to sign the report, and he asked

0 || me if that was so. And I said, "Tom, if you would have shown
" h me the report, I would have wanted to have some more dis-

12 cussions on the report with you."

13 Now, to say I would have refused to sign it,

14 may be a little overstated.

15 Q So, the fact of the matter is, though, the

6 || statement that "The inspector considers this to be an

17 unresolved item" is an untrue statement and certainly some-

i 1 8 thing that you did not agree with before the report went out
: 19 || since you never saw the report.
f; 20 A That's true.
i ; n h Q I noted-- 1I've got a note--
’ 2 A Let me clarify.
23 Q Okay .
2 A Mr; Westerman discussed certain of these,

25 anc. I can't remember which ones he discussed and which ones

- - —— - [Eppe— - —— R e Wy e ——— b st e
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he didn't, requesting I make changes.

My statement to him was that I could not make

. changes to them, that I felt like they were valid when I

4 | wrote them, I felt like they were still valid, that if he

’ {| wanted changes made, he'd have “o make them himself.

’ Q Okay.

? So, attributing, though, this to the inspector,

g meaning you, considered it to be would not be a correct--~
4 || still would not be a correct staiement to make.

10 A That's true.

n | Q I1f, in fact, the violations went out as you
12 wrote them, would there be a-- necessarily be a penalty

13 1 assigned to the licensee?

{ 14 A You mean a civil penalty?
18 Q Civil penalcy, right.
# 16 A I don't think we had any level 3-- severity
E i 7 Il level 3. This usually-- It has to be at that level before
N 8 || they get a civil penalty.
: v Q Okay.
; § 20 A I don't think anything we had was at that
é ; 2 severity level.
E 22 Q Now, when you're talking about installation
| 23 of the reactor vessel and it's obviously not being done
24 properly, would that be severc enough to have a level 3,
i 25 normally?
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2z It could, yes.

Q Okay. Now, if it went out as a violation,
the licensee would have to respond.

A That's right.

2 How would the licensee correct-- Let's say
what you'‘re saying is right. it happened just the way you
said it. How would the licensee correct that situation?

A Where we have three items.

Q You hnave three items. You're talking about
tolerances and-- '

A Lct's talk first about the engineering

documzntation.

Q Okay.

A Okay, the job's already doune.

Q Right.

A So, getting the engineering documentation

together now is kind of like shutting the gate after the

cows are gone. But he should-- You know, adeguate corrective
action is more than just fixing the problem at hand. You
know, you should research to see if he has a generic problem,
to see if there's other instances where he might not have
engineering documentation. And that should be part of his

response.

We took corrective action on the immediate

problem, plus we-- you know, we looked around to see if there
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was a generic problem.

Okay, on the tolerances. I would expect an
engineering evaluation to be made to determine whether or not
the tolerances that the-~ that were left were okay. Would
it cause any protlems?

e That seems to be reasonable.

A That would be an engineering evaluation »f
some kind that says, yes, these are okay.

Q What about the fact that there was no audit
done of the installation of the vessel. :

A Well, tnere's not much that can be done there
either, except he should correct his QA program to make sure
that he is doing audits that he should do.

But this problem has been identified before,

not just once before but several times. And prcbably even

since, it's been identified. And apparently, ther2's been

17 no corrective action taken yet.

(1 18 Q Now, given all that, those three violations,
i : 19 I would it still be possible for either the NRC or the licensee
§ g 20 to say that the reactor vessel had been installed properly
; ; 21 and safely?
4 * 2 A I think so.
23 Q Okay. The fact that they didn't audit the

24 procedure, the fact that they installed it without proper

S S5 .

25 procedures in place, given the fact that they had not, you
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know, come up with the proper tolerances except nff the

travelers and they were improperly changed and even the

.changes weren't complied with, you still feel, even after

all that, that they could still say the reactor vessel had
been safely installed?

A I'm not sure you could sey that. Now, I
think you can go in and make the determination it was ade-
quately installed or was not. There may be some rework
they'd have to do.

Q Right. Yeah, that's what I'm saying. I'm
not saying no determinationAwould have to be made, but based
on what we have now, without doing some rework, it seems to
me, at least, it would be difficult to say that they know
exactly what's down there now without having to go in and do-

ing some reworkiny and some checking.

It seems, you know, from what you're telling
me from what you found, the fact that they didn't audit the
procedure, the fact that they didn't have proper procedures
in place at the time, how can anybody say, well, yeah,
everything's been done right, and it's safe? Wituout more

work .,

A Of course, I think the big problem now is--
You know, part of this is paperwork problem, and it's already
gone and there's not much we can do about it.

Q Right.
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1 A But the problem at hand is: Was it a valid

2 |l change in the first place to change the tolerances.

J Q Right.

4 A And what is the impact on not meeting the

5 | tolerances.

: 6 | 0 That were changed.
f 7 A That were changed.
i 8 Q Right. 8o, that's two.
$ A And if they can engineer it away and say,

10 | well, these tolerances, even though they did not meet the

1" original tolerances and the revised tole;ances, they're

12 still okay. You know, if they can d» an engineering analysis
13 qnd say, yeah, this is okay. Then I think the problem could
i 14 be made to go away.

18 Q Okay. And even-- Obvicuely, there were

16 problems in installing the reactor vessel. Just from what

17 you're saying there, they had tolerances, there were

L 18 tolerances that were changed, and even the changes weren't
! ; 19 met.

' g 20 A That's true.

E ; 2 Q Okay. So, there were some problems down
.

“ there, and you earlier talked about the platform being--
you know, the supports being installed 45 degreers off.
A Yeah .

Q S0, there were problems with the vessel.
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However, they didn't audit installation of
the vessel. So, how do we know-- I mean, there are certainly
some flags being raised here. How do we know that the rest
of the stuff was done properly? Are there no other sensitive
areas? Maybe those are the only sensitive areas, I don't
know. But there must be nther sensitive areas in installing
this vessel. How do we know that those areas, since it w t
audited, that that was done right? Or, are we to assume . at
these were the only two mistakes and everything else was done
just fine and these were the only two mistakes that we

had?

A Uh=huh.

Q I guess that's what I'm driving at. How do
we know that other things weren't improperly done, since
nobody audited the installation of the thing? These were
things that you were able to pick out and see. But what
about the stuff that you can't see? You know, can anybody
say with any assurance, either from the NRC or from TUGCO,
that, yeah, the rest of it's fine? These are the only two
items. We've identified these two prqblems. Everything
else has been installed and is jus* the way it's supposed
to be.

A Well, of course, 1 don't have to tell you,
but in che NRC, we just sample. You know, we can't inspect

the whole plant.

'
- ey oy
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1 Q Right.
2 A And in many instances, what you're alluding
3 || to is done. We fix the immediate problem, and we don't look
‘ back over our shoulder to see what else is going on.
5 Q Because you do sample, don't you depend, then,
6 on the licensee to be looking at how the whole thing is
7 constructed, and by sampling-~- more or less testing, you
8 can say, well, we've tested this and it's fine, so we assume
® that the licensee has properly--
10 A Yeah.
1 Q -=you know, checked everything else out them-
12 selves?
13 A Yeah.
14 Q But in this particular case where you've
18 identified the fact that this entire procedure was not
; 16 audited by the licensee, you know=-=

17 A Sure, it reflects==-

18 Q =--you know, what do you use to support the
19 fact that the vessel was installed properly. You know,

20 normally, just like you said, you take your sample, you

€CO. SATONSE w3 elesd

21 correct some problems-- You know, you might not do it as

4

2 adequately as you should, but at least you can say, we have
2 faith that the licensee, when they were inspecting and

24 auditing the procedure, they picked up problems, so we have

5 some assurance. Where, in this particular case, the licensee

SIREIEAE W G S ) e AR S —— - < - - - FRIRE SN - g .
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! didn't audit the procedure, you know, what can we go back
2 and base~~
3 A Well, all I can say is probably what they

4 would depend on, and they would depend on Brown & Root and
4 5 their QC inspectors in Brown & Root. You know, that's their
. contractor, constructing contractor.
7 But I think you're looking for prcblems when
8 you don't keep a watch on those guys, too.
9 Q Sure. Beciuse what are they inspecting
10 against? What are the QC guys-- You know, they're inspecting

1 against a certain checklist, right? Because they're not=~

12 From what I understand abcut QC inspectors,
; : 13 || they're trained to look for certain things.
h 14 A Uh=huh.
15 Q They don't have the education or the experience

18 that the QA people do in setting up the pregram. They inspect

17 against the program. So., the QC inspectors at Brown & Root,

§ 18 what would they be inspecting against? If TUGCO had nothing
: ; 19 in writing, what would they be inspecting against? The
i g 20 recommended Westinghouse procedure, I guess?
E ; 21 A Yeah, and what was on the operations traveler,
o

22 “ which I don't see as a piece of engineering documentation.
Q Right. And obviously, take that one step

24 further, if they're inspected against the operation traveler

@ .+ el . - ———

: 25 and you've already found out that the tolerances weren't
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dore properly, so they didn't do a good job there, then

what's to say they did a good job everyplace ¢lse? I guess--
I mean, I guess you could sa:*, if they did a perfect job with
the tulerances and they were right on 1in¢, you might use
that us an indication, well, looks like they did a pretty

good job.

Bﬁt if you found out they didn't do a good
job with the tolerances and they missed them,-~-

A Uh-huh,

Q S$o, I mean, what type of assurance do you
have that they did a good job everyplace else? That's the
point that bothers me a little bit.

A Yeah,

A And then, in fact, now that the Region has
taken this whole problem out of the report and left it as
an unresolved item, instead of ﬁhe licensee having to
report back on a violation, seems to me to be worsening the
situation instead of improving it.

Has this item ever been resolved, to vour

knowledge?

A (Shaking head back and forth.)

Q No?

A (Shaking head back and forth.)

Q Did Westerman give you any good reason why

he was dropping these out?

R L NV A Ty ————————— 1 - Ve - — W P 3 e W mise .y S8 o e
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1 A Well, You said "any good reason". He=-- I

2 guess he was of the attitude that since Westinghouse was
3 overlooking the thing that everything would be okay. He

4 I| couldn't believe that they would do anything that was not

5 || proper since it was their equipment that was being set and
6 || everything.
7 Q But, I guess once again, you're looking at
8 people down-- down at the level where they're installing it,
9 you're looking at people just like you and I, and people at
10 that level, you know, make mistakes.
1" A Uh-huh.
12 Q To be sure, I would think, as a company or
13 || corporate =olicy, Westinghouse wouldn't do anything, you know,
| 14 imgroper with their equipment, but at the level where it's
15 || actually down at the plant being installed, mistakes can

| 18 be made. Maybe at that level, people don't care about,

17 you know, company reputation and stuff as much as the corpor~

18 ate people do.

g

| : 19 A He feels like, too, that Westinghouse will be
é § 20 able to justify those tolerances @s leﬁt.

; ; 21 Q  Now, the unresolved items, who's going to

i 2 have to-- nobody has tc come back to us.

: 2 . A Not really.

! 24 Q So, when dc we get this justification? I

25 mean, you've told me things that should be done, in your

sow v - ———— e — S am——— S, ——— q o
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opinion, and had a vioclation been written, they would haye
had to cnme back Lo us and done these certaine=-

A Uh~huh.

Q -=you krow, justification and things like
that. But now they'ro unresolved items, who's ¢n the line
to come back and correct alil these things?

A I guess we're really on the line to pursue
those unresolved items ourselves.

Q Has there beer any pressure on you tc resolve
these things?

A (Shaking head back and torth.)

Q Has anybody come to you and asked what the
status is?

~ (Shaking head back and fort!.)

Q Do you know of any oncoing effort to pursue,
this items with from Region IV, you know, with the licensee?
Are you aware of any?

A I don't know of any.

Q Okay. Are there any other comments on this
report that were not covered?

A I don't know of any other.
Q Ckay. We have a second inspection report,

50-445/8514 ard /8511. I understand that you participated
in this inspection; is that correct?

A Yes, it is. Just in one area.
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Q Would you cover for us your participation and
what yuu found as a result of your inspect.on?

.} Whin performing another inspection on the--
or, when attempting to perform another inspection on the
cortainment liner and mechan:ical penetration for Unit 2, I
went to the on~-site record vault, regquested records fof Unit
2 item=. and I was informed that those items had been sent
off site for reproduction.

I didn't really pursue the matter very fa-
at the time. I went ahead and ccmpleted some other inspec~-
tions. But later on, another inspector dissovered that some
more records had been sent off site.

Now, these are records that had been shipped
off site, and they had no backup records. So, I pursued the

matter a little further and reported it in inspection report

8514, and I'm talking now about~= 1 don't have all that

17 report, but it's~- Let's see. --Item 5C.

18 As stat2d, I discovered that all the contain-
19 ment liner and mechanical penetration records which had been

generated on site by Chicago Bridge & Iron had been shipped

F3 to Houston where the records were tc be reproduced.

Stutae 6., BAvOnNE. &2 Sreet Toes e

2 | I locked into how the ;ocords were transmitted,
23 how they were shipped. They were shipped in cardboard and

2 wooden containers, which weren't fireproof or waterprocf or

2% anything else.

'
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These are safety-related records. No backups.
There currently had been no inventory of the records, so
that the knew what was being shipped off site, so that they
would know they got all of them back.

These records, if they had been destroyed, 1
don’'t really know what they would have done.

I talked to the TUGCO-- I can't remember his
title, but he was an officcr in the company. He said, "well,

ii we shipped these at our own risk."
I said, "Well, what are you going to do if

they get destroyed?"

| He said, "Well, we will reconstruct them." .
And you're talking about multitudes of records
which have welding, which have material certification. Some
of them are buried in concrete. Various and sundry other

. things. It's impossible to reconstruct them.
The records did make it back. They are back
at the site.
Q All the records?

A Well, I started to state, we don't know whether

they're all there or not because there wasn't an inventory
made.

Q And these were sent where?

3 To Houston, Chicago Bridge & Iron.

” Q For what purpose?
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3 For reproduction.

Q Is this the first time these records have

been sent off site that you know of?

A Well, I'm sure Unit 1 was sent off site, too.

This was for Unit 2.

Q For the same reason? Reproduction?

(Nodding head up and down.)

Q They were never sent to a vendor for them
to look through and-~

» Well, Chicago Bridge & Iron was the on-site
constructor of the containment liner and penetration. The
records were generated on site, rather than at a vendor
shop.

That's really all I have on this report.

Q Were these records ever--

A And I can't even state for sure that-~- I
was under the impression that this went in as a viclation
and it's unresolved now. Now, you may have to get clarifi-
cation from someone else on this, since I don't have the
drafts of that report.

Q To your knowledge, were these records ever
sent up to Chicago Bridge & Iron for their review before
they were copied?

b I would assume that they were reviewed on site

and maybe even when they went to Houston. They had their

e — -
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own QA group on site. And they had their own storage

facility on site.

Q Ckay. 8o, they went to Houston to be repro-
duced for what purpose?

A Well, I would assume they keep one copy down
there and send the other copy back here for their permanent
records.

Q Okay. Now, when-- You said these records--

the utility said these records were being shipped at their

own risk.
A Yes.
é Whose risk? Chicago Bridge & Iron or TUGCO?
b} Well, both. I mean-- TUGCO apparently

accepted that method of shipment, on handling the records.
Q When these records were on site, how vere
they stored?
A I did not-- That facility, when I started
to do the inspection, the work had already been complete,
and the records had already gone off site. And CBI had

gone off site already.

Q I should say, how were they supposed to be
stored? Would probably be the better guestion.
A Well, they should be stored in areas that

protect them from water damage, fire, that sort of thing.

Q Did you feel at the time that there was enough
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here to write them up for a violation?

A At the time I first started looking into it,

‘I was uncertain. Like I say, I didn't-- I ran into the

deadend, and 1l-- You know, it registered that there's
something not gquite right here, but I'm going to loock into
it a little later. And I did look into it later, and I
locked into the method in which they did ship them anéd the
way they were handled during shipment.

And I think, at that point, you could cite
them. See, they‘re required to meet ANSI 45.2.49, I believe,
as far as records retention and storage. And certainly,
cardboard boxes and wooden boxes don't meet that regquirement.

ANSI is silent as far as saying you will
transport records in these types of containers, but it is
stated that records will be protected and how they will be
protected. And I think you've got to imply that that applies
even during transit, shipment of records.

Q Sure, sure.

But you don't know the result of this vioclation

as a resulf wr .t the licensee did or anything like that?
A Yeah, a little bit. Last week I was on site,
and TUGCO QA manager came in and said, "We've got this
item resolved."”
And we said, "Okzy, how did you resolve it?"

And he said, "Well, we've had engineering go

G —— |
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determine which records we should have, we've reviewed the
records, and we have those records."

We said, "well, how about shipping them off-
site? Why did you do that?"

He said, "Well, I really don't want to debate
that. That's already gone on. That's already past." And
he said, "We've got a procedure now which will prevent us
from doing that."

S0, you can't really argue with him too much,
I guess.

But he wanted to set up a meeting between
myself and the on-site QA superviloi. Okay, the fellow's
name is Welch. I can't remember his first name, but he

works for TUGCO, and he's a site QA supervisor.

He came over and talked to me briefly, and we

set up a meeting. And he says, "Here's what we done-- what

we did." He said, "We went back and reviewed all the purchase

orders to Chicago Bridge & Iron to determine what records

we're supposed to have."

And what they did was determine Lhat these are
the categories of records that we have. You know, we got
drawings and we got certified material test reports and, you
know, on and on and on.

He said, "Now, we don't know-- we didn't

go in depth envugh to determine that we have all the records

- ——
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in each one of these types of records, but we do know that

we have some records of all typves." In other words, we got
some drawings, we got some CMTRs, we got some of this and
some of that.

And that's kind of where it is now. We're

supposed to meet with them next week on site, but I probably

won't be there. 8o, we'll have to put it off.

I think to satisfy my curiosity what they're
going to have to do is at least go in and audit each group and
see if their audit produces all the records that they want
to look for, and it's going to be a big job.

Q Yeah. Just to insure that they've got all
the records back that they're supposed to have.

A Yeah.

Q That doesn't get them off the hook for sending
them out in the first place, but at least shows that no
damage was done.

A Yeali. I frankly think they ought to be cited
for sending them off in the first place, even though they
did get them back. Because they're in violation, I think,

of procedures.

Q Well, once again it's a an indication of
how they review records and all that. That's some kind of
a fliprant attitude, that they're sending them off at their

own risk.

7 8 2 T “EaS e e
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A Well, they have a pretty loose record of
control system,
Q 0. once again, it's an unresolved item, and

they're not required to respond. And it's just kind of a--
A In fact, when he came in, I said, "well, have
you got a written response to it?"
And he said, "No, we don't intend tc make a

written response."

So, we kind of went over it verbally, and he

wants me to lock at the system and tell him, yeah, it's okay.

And I don't know how, but they said that CB&I
sent us all the records they felt we needed.
But still, you've got that lack of audit. It
keeps cropping up.
Q You don't know unless something happens down
the road and you're looking for a record and it's not there.
A Yeah,
Q And you don't recall if you initially-~- how
you initially wrote this finding up?
A No, I don't. I really, ‘truthfully don't. I
don't know how it got written up.
In fact, I may have just made an input and
somebody else actually did the--
Q Wrote it,

3y Right.
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Q So, that was your only involvement with
this inspection renmort; is that correct?
A Right.
Q Let me ask you, going back a little bit, you

talked about the licensee coming back to you with information,
you know, two or three months after the exit briefing.

A Uh-huh.

Q Is there a problem with taking that long ro:z

a licensee to be able to find information from records and

stuff?
A Sure it is.
Q What do you feel is wrong with that>

A I don't feel like you have a retrievable

system if it takes that long.

Q And is that a requirement, to have a system

that you can retrieve--

A Sure.

Q So, apparently there's been numerous examples
ofse

A Given enough time, I think they could probably

retrieve any record down there, but I don't think you should
require that much time.
Q So, why wouldn't there be a violation written

for the lack uf a retrievable record system?

A

Well, it's probably been attempted. I'm not
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sure it flew, I don't have first-hand knowledge of that,

but I have heard words to that effect.

Q Let me ask you something completely off the
subject, concerning the Freedom of Information Act. Do you
have any knowle2dge or any information that Region IV
employees have been asked to destroy drafts and other records
pending receipt of a Freedom of Information request?

A Well, as we discussed earlier, our directions

are that we won't keep any of those records. Anc I think

it's because of the Freedom of Information Act.

Now, if you're asking me, do I know of any
instance where they have received a request and they have
received a Freedom of Infcrmation Act request and they

instructed us to destroy records, I don't know of that.

Q Okay.
2 I don't.
Q Have you ever heard anything where, you know,

somebody has said, "I've learned there's one coming in or
coming down from headguarters and, therefore, get rid of this

stuff before it gets to the Region"? 'Has that ever--

A I've heard that second-hand. I haven't
actually been instructed myself to do it.

Q Have you ever attended a class given by
Region IV concerning FOIA?

A Ch- huh .
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Q Has there ever been any implied instructions
that as long as you don't have the regquest on your desk that
you can get rid of those documents? Has that ever been
implied in a training class? A

A I don't know that it's been implied in
training class, but we have a local procedure that covers
that sort of thing, and it's pretty explicit that you should

get rid of them.

Q Okay. This procedure's in writing?
i Uh=huh.
Q Okay. 8o, you have never heard of any dis-

cussions concerning, let's say, the spirit of the Freedom
of Information Act versus the letter, where, you know,
somebody might say, well, you know, we're destroying stuff,
and it might not violate the letter but it might violate the
spirit of the law or anything like that?

A Oh, I've heard discussions between people.

You know, inspectors.

Q Inspectors. What type of people?
A Huh?
Q Who are the people that you've heard cis-

cussing things like that?

A Inspector type pecple.
Q Put no Region IV management people telling you,

"I don't care what the FOIA says, I want these records

W —— - — e co—
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destroyed before it goes out,"” or "I don't want these records

to leave the Region", or things like that?

A No, not in so many words.:
Q When you say, "so many words",--
A Well, I think there's a certain implication

when you read between the lines on even the written proce-
dures. Maybe you should get a copy of that.

Q Yeah, I will. But the reading between the
lines would be what I'd be interested in.

A I think it would be better if you drew your

own interpretation on that.

Q Okay. But you yourself have never been told,

‘"Listen, there's a Freedom of Information Act regquest coming

down from headgquarters on Inspection Report whatever, and I

want you to get rid of your drafts before it gets down here."

A No.
Q Or things like that.
A No. Our instructions are that-- I believe as

soon as an inspection report's released we should get rid of
all our stuff, all of our data.
Q Have you ever requested that you be allowed
to retain your drafts?
A (Shaking head back and forth.)
MR. MULLEY  Let's go off the record.

(Whereupon, discussion was held off the
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record.)

MR. MULLEY: 1Is there anything else that you
would like to add before we conclude this interview?

THE WITNESS: No, I can't think of anything.

Well, I would like to state that this inter-
view was made at the request of Mr. Mulley. I did not call
him; he contacted me.

And I would like tc state that I have not

contacted any other NRC management out of my Region 1V chain
of command.
BY MR. MULLEY:

Q You have presented this information to your
Region IV management previously to me talking to you; is that
correct?

A We nave discussed it on numerous occasions.

(Whereupon, the witness was sworn as to the

truth of the foregoing proceedings.)

MR. MULLEY: Thank you very much. This ends
the interview.
(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the proceedings

were concluded.)

Y I TR YR #] - o~ - - - . —————— o ——— - .




68
REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the proceedings herein

are contained fully and accurately in the notes taken by
me during the sworn interview ot(:f ffi:IT“»} TT;)on
April 9, 1986, at 9:00 a.m., and that this is a true and

correct transcript of the same,

Sandra narxcn

Reporter
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