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| 1 MORNING SESSION
; 2 July 25, 1986
3

N Thereupon,
3 IAN BARNES,
6 took the stand and, having been first duly cautioned

7 and sworn, testified upon his oath 2s follows:

E EXAMINATION

10 BY MR. MULLEY:

11 Q. The time is 10:40 a.m. on July the 25th,
12 1986. We're at the Region IV headquarters WRC in
13 Arlington, Texas.

14 Present is Mr. lan Barnes. a Region 1V

15 employee, myself George Mulley, assistant director
16 from investigation office of Investigating Auditor
17 of NRC, Steve Goldberg who is a technical advisor
18 detailed to the office of Inspecting Auditor NRC,
19 and the court reporter Trish Sims.

20 We're here today to disc;ls with

21 Mr. Barnes his involvement with several inspections
22 done by Region IV Comanche Peak Nuciear Power Plant
23 and to obtain some information from Mr. Barnes

24 concerning Region IV's regulation of the Comcnche

25 Peak project.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
Houston, Tex2: {713) 223-71)7



Before we begin, can you give us a brief
resume of your background here at Region IV?

A. I joined the NRC in Regién IV on November
the 3rd, 1975. I was hired as a contracter
inspector in the vendor innbection branch as it was
called in those days.

From the time period that I joined the NRC ;
up till July, 1980, I performed primarily
inspections per the Manual Chapter 2700 program of
various and assorted contracters, primarily in the
arenas of fabricatien of piping subassemblies,
vessel manufacture, valve manufacture, pump
manufacture, various diverse mechanical components.

In July of 1980, I was made section chief
of what was called Component Section II. Actually
it was the section I was inspectering.

In early '8l1, I inherited the other

component section., They integrated becth sections

19 under my supervision. At that time period, I had

20 about eleven or twelve inspectors assigned to me as
21 section chief.

22 That kind of staffing remained until, I

23 believe, probably late '83. 1I'm not gquite sure. 1In
24 the time period that I was a section chief in the

25 vendor branch, the work load and various

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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manufacturing facilities were starting to decline

because of-the atsence of new orders.

We started to change the thrust of the
program in terms of my personal responsibilities to
what we called reactive inspection. The thrust of
this was to look at notificaticons to the Commission
per 350.55(e) or Part 21 and to respond to
aliegations if they came up involving contractors
and to try and assess why did these things happen,
make sure that all potentially affected utilities
had been appropriately informed.

S0, we were reacting t» a stimulus, a known
deficient condition; and we were utilizing that
tiying to assess from a gquality assurance and
technical aspect wh;t was the scenario and what were
the contributing factors.

In June of '84, the vendcr program branch
was transferred to the office of Inspecticn and
Enforcement; and I did not want to move to
Washington for personal reasons.

I was cffered a pogitiun in the region as a
reactor inspector, which I accepted. My assignment
in the region since that time period, I went to Wolf
Creek on completion of the program inspection

efforts there. I performed after that inspections
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at River Bend and completion of the construction
program there, primarily in the arena of the
construction appreisal team, folloQ up and just some
of the IE program modules.

Additionally, I was assigned the primary
responsibility for inspecting the activity at Cooper
Station relative to recirculation piping
replacement.

In June, '85, I was informed that I had
been assigned to the Region IV Comanche Peak group
which was currently being performed. I was tcld
that I would act as a group leader. That is an
unofficial position., It is not defined anywhere.

One would have to ask management why they
assigned me that function, but I believe it was :
primarily because they knew my performance in the
vendor branch and reactor inspection and that I was
used to dealing with multi-disciplined personnel and
it was perceived that I had done a very credible
job. :

I remained in that position at Comanche
Peak till, I guess it was, May when they announced
that they selected me as the Comanche Peak group
chief. It was not actually in process until

sometime in June. That's where I am now.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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Q. 8o, from June of '85 until currently,
you've had some or a lot of involvement with
Comanche Peak? '

A. I have been at Comanche Peak virtually
every week since sometime in July of '85.

Q. What I'd like to do, then, is to go over
several recent inspection reports that were dons at
Comanche Peak in which there's been some differences
between the inspector and what he felt should be in
the inspection reports, how his inspection findings
should be dccumented versus Regicn IV management's
opinion as to how his inspection findings should te
documented and ask if you can recall some of these
issues and ask if youv have any involverent or any
knowledge concerning how the;; issues were resolved.

I'd 1like to have Steve go through them one
at a time; and we can go from there, understanding
that «-

A, If I may say something before Steve and
yourself start, I had no knowledg; of what questions
for sure you would be asking me.

I want it on the record that I'm speaking
purely from recollection. I have had no opportunity

to do any kind of research to try and refresh my

memory.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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Q. That's understood.

Q. (By Mr., Goldberg) That's understood. The
first inspection report that we’re.going to focus on
is 85-07-05. The period of inspection that was done
by Mr. Phillips is during the period April lst,
1985, through June 21, 1985,

I'm going to go down the issues. As I
understand in discussion =-- we've had discussions
over the last few weeks.

The first one involves the reactor vessel;
and, specifically, we're going to go into two
specific issues. The first one is the instruction
that was written for the installation design
criteria.

There were some question about the
construction operation traveler and changes that
were made, if those changes were or were not
included in the installation spec, as well as
questions about the the clearance'between the
reactor vessel support bracket and the support shoes
were not within the ranges stated within the

instruction operation traveler and the condition was

not reported as a non-conformance report.

Are you familiar with that issue?

A. Not very. Let me say this on that

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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particular report: I was asked by Tom Westerman to
review it and make any technical comments. I have.
I reviewed that report. .

I performed what I would call a limited
review. The reason I did that was I was not a
supervisor. We're talking about a report that was
already in existence.

I was a retained Grade 15, and I did not
feel very comfortable about reviewing reports that
involved other Region IV management inspectors.

I performed a limited review. Those
subjects that stood out clearly to me as being
questionable, I identified to Tom Westerman.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) When did he ask you to to
this review?

A. I don't really recall the day, George. It
was somewhere about the time that we were moving on
site. A group of reports were actually physically
handed to me by/ \\tho former division
director here. That was or: of them. I don't

recall the exact time frame.
Q. When you stay the report was alreacy in

existence, you mean that the report had been signed

out and finaled?

A. From memory, I don't think the report was

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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signed when I saw it.

Q. So, it was still in 'raft form?

A. Again, I'm not t¢o sure.‘

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) 1I'm going to go ahead
with the issues. At this point you don't have
anything specific to tell us on that particular
report?

A. All I'll say about that particular issue, I
do remember Tom discussing it with me- I looked at
it from a purely technical prospective, knowing that
the reactor vessel installation is a rather limited
activity. In that particular plant, there are two
vessels. I personally didn't see any need to write
a formal procedure assuming that all of the NSSS
guidance had been incorporated in that instruction.

Q. Okay. Let's go to the next one. It
relates to the reactor vessel. It says there is no
evidence that TUGCO had audited either Unit II
reactor vessel installation specification, placement
procedures, actual hardware placement, or as-built
records.

The a question here is the scope of the
audit program. What about that one, Mr. Barnes?

A. I don't know of any regulatory requirement

that would specifically require a utility to audit a

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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Gisc-eet activity like that.

Q. Had you had any exposure to the audit plan
of TUGCO? Did you have any opportﬁnity to review
their audit plan?

A. No, I did not.

Q. At this time, do you feel their audit plan
is in compliance?

A, If I haven't reviewed the audit plan, I
obviously have no opinion.

Q. We understood.that you had some irnput into
the auvdits themselves?

A. We're talking about a much later time
frame.

Q. That's why I'm asking tcday. That was the
question, today, as of koday.

A. You're asking a guestion?

Qe As of today.

A. My involvement regards audits was a later
report to do with a Brown & Root audit of ‘rheir site
activities, Brown & Root audits. .

Q. Not TUGCO audits?

A, No.
o The next issue involves ASME Section 3
1974 edition, spool piece 3-Q-1, drawing number

BRP-CS~2-RB~76.

TATEF REPORTING SERVICE
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This spool piece had neither been marked

with the material specifications ingrained nor heat
number nor heat code ~f the materiﬁl. The inspector
made the finding in June of '85; but in August, the
applicant found the identification number on the
spool piece. The inspecxtor rechecked the spoecl
piece and found the number.

Now, I believe that issue was a section of
the inspection report where there's an issue on
spool pieces. Why don't I let you comment on that.

Do vou remember that issue at all?

A, I remember it, yes. I remember informing
Mr. Westerman that I thought the inspector was in
error.

The reason I gave Mr. Westerman that
information was based on a large part on my prior
inspections of nuclear pipe fabricators which I
inspected all of them when I was member of the
vendor branch and also my prior woerking in the
industry with the Babcock and'Wiléox Company.

My knowledge of the code, there was no
requirement at that point in time to maintain those
specific numbers on a piping assembly. 2As I recall,
there was a mark number identified on the spool in

question.

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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Well, if one knows anything about the way

piping fabricators and architect engineers do
business, that mark number in 1tseif prbvides total
traceability.

The mark number is assigned by the
purchaser to the fabricator. There's a code data
report that reflects that mark number. There's an
inspection sketch that shows the identity of each
and every piece. That subassembly =-- prior to
shipment, that documentation has been reviewed and
approved by an independent third party, i.e., the
authorized nuclear inspector. |

My reading of the ASME code does not
indicate that one has to, ad nauseum, maintain heat
numbers stamped on the item, and that is why I told
Mr. Westerman that I believe the inspector in
gquestion was in error.

Q. According to the earlier draft -- I just
want to review this one more time -- it says here in
respect to material requiring a CMTR, which is
certified material test report, "NA-3766 requires
marking with the applicable spec and graded material
and heat aumber or heat code. When material is
divided, identification mark is required to be

transferred to all pieces.”

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
Houston, Texas (713) 222-7177




13

1 A. I would respond to that by saying you are
2 quoting from an ASME code arena that pertains to

3! material manufacturers and materiai suppliers.

4 We're not talking about material. We're talking

5 about a piping sub~assembly where the rules that

6 apply would be the rules of NCA 4000.

7 Q. S0, in your opinion, the traceability could
8 be maintained in the plant by simply knowing the

9 spool? I guess what was left on the spool piece

10 was a marking.

11 A. A mark number.
12 Q. A mark.
13 A, In my opinion, traceability was

14 maintained == not could be maintained, was.

15 Q. In other words, if that spool piece is
16 changed out and needs to be reordered, it can be
17 done and the pedigree would be found?

18 A. There would be no precblem.

19 C. Okay. Go to the next issue. This is a

20 long one. 1I'm going to read it to you. I think it

21 requires to be read to you. Your name keeps coming
22 up as an important source of information on this

23 one.

24 Its called Loop 3 reactor core and

25 collate. I'm going to read you the whole thing. I

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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think it's helpful to do that. It would heip in
maybe recalling what you did.

"Requirements for this it£m ar. stated that
in the ASME Section 3, 1974 edition through summer
of 1974 addendum =~

(Discussion off the record.)

Q. This is for the record, exactly. I'll give
it to you if you want to reread it. I think it's
hard to track when you answer without knowing what
the issue is.

"This piping subassembly consists of
27.5 inch cast pipe with a 22~degree elbow on the
reactor end, a 10 inch 45-degree nozzle, a 3 inch
nozzle, and three 2 and 3 half inch thermowell
installation bosses. The following records were
reviewed for the subassembly.”

I'm going to drop down to No. 3. "The code
NPP-1 says that no hydrostatic test has been
performed. In discussions with Westinghouse and
Brown & Root personnel, the ntateﬁent was made that
it is normal practice to defer the partial hydrotest
until whole system is hydrotested. B&R requirements
CP-QAB~12.1 and CP-QAP-12.2 describe requirements
for the test.”

I'm going to drop all the way down., I'm

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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not going to read everything. "The above items are
unresolved pending clarification of the code
requirements by hezdquarters.” '

That's the key point.

MR. MULLEY: Why don't you let
him look at it.
(Discussion off the record.)

A, You want me to respond to that?

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) VYes. .

A. With regard to what you've just asked me, I
again considered the inspector was in error, that he
did not understand the ASME code.

I felt there was no need td go to NRC
headquarters. I was conversant with the subject. 1
believe I understood the code. 1It's been
subsequently verified that my understanding of the
ASME code was correct.

I have pulled out some documents out of the
'74 edition. I didn't have the time to go research
it again, but I can assure you the code in 1974 and
the code in 1983 are identical in terms of basic
requirements. The text has dramatically changed
over the years, but they're identical.

The insprctor 1 believe ~~- and this is

surmisal =-- I believe that the inspector got

TATE REPORTIWG SERVICE
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somewhat confused about the terminology in the code
talking about the testing of components prior to
installation and that since there Qas no hydrotest
done a piping subassemblv, he felt there was some
potential violation of Section 3 of the ASME code.

What I believe that he failed to grasp is a
pipe subassembly is not a component as defined by
Section 3 of the ASME code. A piping system is a
component. It is a rather unique arena. This is
the only one I can readily or the only one I can
think of =-- never mind readily -~ when, in fact, you
do not have a component, per se, until it is ==
until there's a piping system.

In other words, you cannot test the thing
as a component until ié's built. The rearon I had
this position is this: From the '74 code, I'm going
to hand you some documents.

The first document I'm going to ask you to
read Section NA-1210, and I think you'll see there
that the example of a component i;cluﬂes piping
systems.

MR. MULLEY: 1I'll read for the
record the first sentence of the document.

This is from NA~-1210, Components, "The

components of a nuclear power plant include

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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items such as vessels, piping systems,
pumps, valves and storage tanks."

What I would like to’do is mark this
document, which page four from NA-1140, as
Exhibit 1.

(Exhibit No. 1 was marked for
identification and is attached hereto.)

The second document I'm going to hand you

is the same code section, NA-1232, entitled "Piping

Subassemblies,” which defines a subassembly as a

section of a piping system.

A.

MR. MULLEY: For the record, I

will read Section NA-1232, Piping

Subassemblies, "Piping subassemblies are
defined as sections of a piping system
consisting of fittings and pipes or tubes
which are fabricated as subassemblies in a
shop or in the field before they are
installed in a nuclear power system."

I'm going to mark tgis document as
Exhibit 2.

(Exhibit No. 2 was marked for

identification and i+ attached hereto.)

The third document I'm going to hand you, I

want you to look at two references on the page. The

_Houston,

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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first one is Section NB=~6111,1, Subparagraph (a).
The second reference on that page is Section NB-6114
pertaining to time of hydrostatic ﬁests of the
parts, piping subassemblies.

My interpretation of that document shows
that ASME code requires that all pressure bound
components be hydrostatically tested.

Secondly, it states that components serve
as tests for piping subassemblies, which to me
clearly indicates recognition by the ASME code that
2 piping system is the component and the subassembly
is just a section of the component.

MR. MULLEY:' I'll read for the
record Section NB-6111.1, Hydrostatic

Testing, "All components and appurtenances

constructed urder the rules of this

subsection shall be hyrdrostatically tested
in the presence of the inspector."

In the sectioning NB=6114, "The
component or appurtenaq;e hydrostatic test
when conducted in accordance with the
requirements of NB-6221(a) shall be
acceptable as a test for parts and piping
subassemblies."

This document I will mark as

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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Exhibit 3.
(Exhibit No. 3 was marked for
identification and is att;ched hereto.)
A, The fourth documents I'm going to hand
you == Dby the way, I should have said earlier what
"NB" represents. The acronym "NB" denotes a Class I
component »f Se¢ction 3. It's the most critical
component. $'11 go on.

The fourth document I hand you, there's two
areas that I would wish people to look at. Section
NB-6221 (a) requires completed components to be
subjected to hydrostatic test at a pressure not less
than 1.25 times the system design pressure prior to
installation in the system.

This is what I believe the inspector in
question was led and said they didn't test, failing
to recognize there wasn't a component to test r-ior
to installation.

The second and rather important reference
is NB-6221(c) permits the system Lydrostatic tests
to be substituted for a component hydrostatic test
¢c? provided that certain things can be done, meaning
if you do that, you've got to be able to do a repair
weld on the system if it proves necessary. You've

got to be able to do post-weld heat treatment of

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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that repair, or whatever, if deemed necessary.

You've got to be able to non-constructively examine
and also got to test after any rep;irs.
MR. MULLEY: Okay. For the
record I will read Section NB-6221(a).
I'll read the highlighted porticn,
"Completed components shall be subject to a
hydrostatic test at a pressure not less
than 1.25 times the system design pressure
prior to installation in the system."
I'll read (¢), "The system hydrostatic
test of NB-6221(b) may be substituted for a
component hydrostatic test of NB-6221(a),
previded." Underneath is listed the
various requirements to have to be complied
with., 1I'll mark this document as
Exhibit 4.
(Exhibit No. 4 was marked for
identification and is attached hereto.)

A, I'd 1ike to make one oth;r comment. One of
the things I recall that disturbed me a little bit
at the time was the text was written in a fashion
that you could not ascertain why this hydrostatic
test was not done, other than to say, "Hey, it's

required. "

TATE REPOKTING SERVICE
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1 In my judgment, an inspection repozt'should

2 have referenced the inspector's knowledge of the

3 procurement document. The p:ocutcment specification
4 itself waived this hydrostatic test requirement on

5 the subassemblies. That didn't come out.

6 I felt that it was inappropriate and should
7 have been referenced that we're not talking about

8 some possible omission of a contractual requirement
9 or code requirement. It was a clear, up front, "We
10 do not require you to test the suSaaoomblios.'

11 That should have been in there.

12 Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) I understood, though,

13 notwithstanding your point, the issue did go te NRC

14 headquarters.

15 Can you explain what happened then?

16 A, As best as I can. I personally did not

17 Speak to the inspector in question with regards to

18 Mr., Westerman.

19 At some point after I had given this advice

20 to Mr. Westerman and it became apparent that the

21 inspector was dissatisfied, there was a meeting in

22 this office with the inspector, \) Present
23 were Mr. Eric Johnson, I believe Mr, Hale, and

24 ;)Ht. Westerman and myself.

25 The inspector did not seem to want to grasp

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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vhat I was trying to tell him. 1I forget the exact
words that were said. I believe that meeting may
have been documented in some talhign, but I don't
think I ever saw any records of that.

Puring that meeting, ! recommended to the
group that if anyone had any reason to question my
knowledge or were not assured of the accuracy of my
statements, the appropriate party in my judgment to
communicate with was Robert J. Boznick, branch chief
of mechanical engineering, branch NRR.

The reason I recommended Mr. Boznick was
that I was well conversant that he was NRC's
representative on the main committee of Section 3 of
the ASKE code, and I felt he vas the most qualified,
knowledgaable pot;on to give as an individual.

No one can lboak for the ASME code, per
8¢, He wvas an experienced person. He could give an
independent evaluation. ) Aagreed to
contact Nr. Boznick.

To my knowledge, he never contacted him.

Later on -~ I don't know how many weeks -~ I and

"Tom == T forget who initiated it -~ "Would it help

™
you if) )woto on site to talk to
e

Mr. Boznick?"

I contact NMr, Boznick, I told him vhat the

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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inspector's concerns were and asked would he speak
to him. He said yes., ' was put on the
phone with Mr. Boznick; : 198t th; room. I do not
know the exact conversation, but I believe I was
told that Mr. Boznick had indicatud to the inspector
that there was no code regquirement to test a pipine
subassembly.

So, since I wasn't present, that's what I

was told I believe trcm‘ That's about

all I can tell you about Mr. Boznick.

Q. One last question., Going back to the write
up that was in the original draft report, there's a
statement made here. I just want to make sure I
understand your point here.

It says, "It's not evident that the lYlé.m
test substitution was permitted for pipe subassembly
since NA-1200 make a distinction in the definition
between component and Piping subassemblies."”

I guess I need to get your comment on that
statement.

A, I'1l have to read it first because I think
1 already answered that gquestion.

Q. You might have, but just for the record I
would like you to repeat it.

A. For the record, NA-120C clearly makes a

TATE REFORTING SERVICE
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distinction; and that is why I tock the posture that
there was no need under code requirements to perform
a hydrostatic test on a piping supassembly. Yes, I

agree, there is a distinction between them; and that
distinction is the pivotal key to understanding the

subject.

Q. That's all I wanted to do.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) To the best of your
knowledge, did Mr, Westerman show the documents that
we've marked as Exhibits 1 through 4 to
Mr. Phillips?

A. I was not present in any discussions with
Mr. Phillips. So, I cannot comment on that. I do
not know what Mr. Westerman showed to Mr. Phillips.

Q. Okay. :

A. T don't know if he showed him any
documents.

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) okay. The last issue on
that report that we're looking at'involves the
concrete mixer blades, and I'll just quickly
summarize it and see if you have any knowledge or
want to add to it. "A violation was written as a
result of applicant's failure to provide record
evidence that the concrete mixing blades had been

inspected quarterly since 1977; and what turned out
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to be violation was maintained, but there was no
letter asking the licensee for corrective action."

Do you have any comment yéu want to make on
that one?

A. I would not have any professional
disagreement with that approach in that the blades
were established to show no wear, that there was
concrete testing throughout the life of the batch
plant., There was no problems. If we're talking
about historically, then, I have no professional
reservations about what Mr. Westerman recommended in
instituting.

Q. Going to the next inspection report whicn
iavolves records and the weld rod issue. It's
85-14-16., Let me just get my folder.

It may be that your major involvement in
this was the last issue. That's why I'm going to go
through it fairly quick. Maybe ycu have other
things you want to add.

The first issue involves'the requirement
for record storage in 45.29 in the FSAR an QA
manual.

Do you have any comment on that one?

A. I only had moderate involvement in that

Particular subject in that I relied quite heavily on
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1 Mr. Hale's input on that. He¢ was my QA/QC leaader.
2| He was the deputy QA/QC leader of TRT.

3 I was aware of what SSER il stated. Again,
4 I had moderate involvement. I did believe in

5 reading the report, I thought that the way it was

6 Structured, in my judgment at least, was not

7 consistent with the guidance given by Manual

8 Chapter 0610,

9 I did not think it was appropriate, what I

10 considered an iteration of basically the same

11 information; and I felt .t was creating an
12 impression or could create an impression in an
13 unirvolved and unbiased reader that the scenario

14 seemed to be far worse than reality indicated.

15 Q. From what I understand, Mr. Hale was your

16 key person.

17 A. I relied heavily on Mr. Hale's judgment,
18 yes.
19 Q. These issues == I'm just going to gquickly

20 tick them off ~- are issues on Stone & Webster's

2l recerds in terms of its storage and shipment off

22 site, CB&I records, the condition at the storage

23 facility, the auditing of CB&I's records and the

24 commingling of final records and in-process

25 records. Those are a number of issues.
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1' 1f you want to give me anything on any of
2 those, you're welcome to.
3 A. I would prefer that you ask me some

4 specific gquestions.

S Q. I will do that. 1I'll give you the first

6 one. I'll go step by step here. TUGCO failed to

7 have or use procedures to control shipment of

8 original records to Stone & Webster in New York.

9 A. I believe that that scenario was adequately
1C reflected in the issue report relative to the notice
11 of violation showing that scenario.

12 Q. Original design records shipped in

13 Cardboard boxes without making a back-up copy.

14 A, As I recall ==~ ff:st of all, I believe the

15| citation addresses the core issue of this practice.

16 I did not personally consider it prudent to ship

17 sole source design documents off site. I don't

18 think it prudent at all.

19 In fact, I was somewhat appalled that an

20 organization would do that. I beiieve the citation

21 addressed the basic core issue of what was the

22 problem.

23 As regards cardboard boxes, I don't know

24 whether records were shipped off sitie in cardboard

25 boxes. I do recall they had conversations with QA
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branch about this; and the best of my recollection
we were told there was no clear regulatory
requirement. '

Q. When say address the core issue, the core
issue in your mind was the procedural issue as
opposed to the 45.29 issue? 1Is that what you're
saying?

A. I believe that's what I'm saying, yes.

Q. Okay. Next issue is failure to control a
account for QA design_records transferred from the
site to Stone & Webster.

A. I think that is an iteration of the prior

issue and I think was adegquately addressed by the

citation that was issued.

Q. The prior issue was the shipment in
cardboard boxes.

A. I'm sorry. Two issues before. We're
really talking about shipment of the sole source
design records to Stone & Webster. I believe that
we have already touched on that ;ubject in another
form.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) With the notice of
violation?

A, And the fact that we're talking about a

variant of the same theme.

’

nd
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Q. In other words, you feel thut we're ~=- not
we -~ the inspector took one incident which we cited
them with notice of violation and éook that same
incident and broke it up into component parts and
then recited them?

Do I have that correct?

A. I believe you have it basically correct,
George, the concern I had was were we really
concisely, factually reporting things; or were we
just making variations on the same subject? I do
not think if you do that latter posture that it's
consistent with the guidance I have been given by
senior managdment of this region.

I do not think it is consistent with IE
manual chapter guidance. I don't think that's the
way we do business.

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) If we get to
practicality of the situation, the first issue in my
mind talks about ptrocedures and failure to follow
procedures and have adegquate procedures, and the
next two issues involve practices.

Is it conceivable that TUGCO could
establish the procedure but still continue to ship
out in cardboard boxes and nct do the accountability

correctly? There are three things that are
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involved: Establishing an adequate procedure, the

actual shipment, the preservation of the records
that are in shipment, and accountaﬁility of the
records.

o you cover all three bases with the way
the citation was written?

A, In my judgment, yes.

Q. I would expect there would be corrective
&ction to address all of the ramifications of that
particular scenario.

Q. Notwithstanding the fact you don't mention
the other two issues in the citation?

A. I think we did.

Q. Unfortunately I don't have the final
document. So, I don't know.

You're assuming that they éid mention both
of the other issues in the citation?

A. I believe the way the citation was
structured addressed the issues. I learned somewhat
to my chagrine when we got a response to that

citation that all along that had been a procedure

and they hadn't been complying with their own
procedure,
I did not feel very happy about that

particular facit of the response because it reflects
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somewhat adversely on us and our inspection
performance,

Q. Okay. Go on to the next set of issues
which involves CG&I. Site records of Chicago
Bridge & Iron were shipped to Houston in cardboard
boxes, originals subject to little protection
without retaining back=-up copy at site.

A. Well, 2icat of all, 1'4 14ke to say. it iA
like a rerun of the Stone & Webuier scenario. The
second point I'd like to make, we were informed by
the utility -- Mr. Phillips was present -- we were
informed by the site QC manager, Mr. Hale said that
TUGCO had never taken possession at that time of
those records and the reason the records were being
shipped off site was for duplication prior to turn
over to the owner.

That sounded like it was probably factual
and that I would expect that to be a normal event,
to duplicate records CB&I would expect to retain
records for their own purposes ana provide copies to

the owner of the original records and copies for

themselves.

That was never reflected in the inspection

report,

Q. It gets back to who has control of the
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records. You're saying they're CB&l's records at
this pHrint?

A. I have no reason to disbeiieve other than
that or believe other than that. It was never
demonstrated to my satisfaction that TUGCO had ever
taken possession of those records.

Q. There's words in Criterion I of Appendix B
involving the retention of responsibility on the

part of the utility.

In this area, do you think that the utility
retained -~ has any grounds to retain responsibility
under Criterion I?

A I would be highly surprised if any utility
in this country acted in that accord. 1If you hire a
major contractor to do a specific work activity, and
you give him virtual total responsibility to
accomplish that task, I do not think the utility is
required by anything tv be officially in charge of
that contractor's records. When the task is
completed, they have to turn over contractually
required records.

It's my understanding in this particular
case that for whatever reason they had not
officially turned them over and were in the process.

Q. I understand that the records were
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records would be rathe:

were lost.

associated with the containment liner.

Correct.

And the consequence of loss of these

I would imagine the utility would have one

heck of a problem to establish the containment of
those liners if those records were lost.

You think that the issue of retention of
responsibility can be looked at s little more
carefully in this area?
I think what we're talking about is
prudency as opposed to regulation,

that plant prior to fuel load does not have an

operating license from the NRC, we're talking about
prudency of management.
We're not talking about anything also. It
wculd be the utility's responsibility to come up
with a position or to regenerate records if records
I think it's purely a matter of
determination of prudency. !
(By Mr. Mulley) CB&I in their involvement
out at Comanche Peak =~ I don't know if you know the
answer to this or not =~ did they operate uander just
one contract or did they have various contracts or

various systems out there?

significant?

prudency.

4 4

Houston,
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A. I couldn't speak unequivocally on that,
George. To my knowledge, CB&I was under one
contract purely for the containment liner; but I may
be wrong in that. 1I've never had reason to
ascertain did they have other contracts.

Q. The records under question right now are
only records dealing with the containment liner?

A, Uh=huh.

Q. Okay. So, for example, the George
Washington Bridge records, I don't know if CB&I was
invelved,

A, I'm afraid I can't answer that. My
involvement with Comanche Peak started in June,
1985, I have no prior involvement.

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) Okay. Let me go on to
the rext issue. We got your point. It's fairly
clear. TUGCO failed to inventory CB&I records sent
to Houston and, therefore, cannot determine records
that must be returned.

A, I think we are talking about the chicken
and egg syndrome. If TUGCO was ccrrect in what the
information they gave us, that they had not taken
possession of the records, they couldn't very well
be in a position to be performing an inventory.

A. I'm going to go to the next group of issues
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1 involving the condition of the storage facility.
2 There is one issue involving failure to
3 preclude raian from entering the QA records vault

B over several years time. { guess it has to do with
S water leakage somewhere in tre roof arez in the

6 ventilation duecc and alsc related to slope of the

7 floor and the ability for it to drain properly.

8 A. I considered a violaticn relative to rain

9 entering the vault a highly subjective judgment. My
10 reading of 45.29 showed me that the facilities have
11 got to be constructed tc protact contents from

12 possible deterioration by a combination of extreme
13 variations in temperature and humidity conditions.
14 The issue regarding the facility in

i3 question had to do with air conditioning. I find it
16 rather stretching the point to say that any records
17 had ever been subjected to an extreme combination of
18! extreme variation of temperature and humidity.

19 I felt the inspector was somewhat out in

20 left field.

21 Q. What about the matter of the roof not being
22 repaired for a significant amount of time?
23 A, I personally didn't get into that. All I

24 can remember is here that the utility had made

o 25 various efforts over a period of time to fix this
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1 roof; hut I, personally, didn't get into the

2] specifics on that or sloping floors.

3 Q. Next one is failure to préclude food from
4 the copy parts of the QA records vault area.

S A. If I had been the inspector in gquestion on
6 that particular subject -~ certainly one shouldn't
7 have food crumbs or whatever in a records area -~ I

8 would have informed the utility management to please

9 correct the scenario.

10 I do not think a violation is appropriate
il for that particular scenario.

12§ Q. The last record oriented issue is failure
13 to provide temporary or permanent storage facilities
14 for records, co-mingled with in-process records and

8 | the paper flow grougp.

16 As I understand it, records were taken from
B one part of the facility where there was storage,

18] mechanical and electrical calculations, and brought
19 back into the paper flow group.

20 A, That particular lubject,‘I relied totally
21 on Mr., Bale's judgment and the fact that the NRC had
22 in a publicly issued document, SSER 11, basically

23 addressed this scenario.

24 It was Mr, Bale's continued assertion or

25 belief that there were no longer a record. A
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document was re-issued to be be incorporated into
another entity. It wag no longer a record.

I relied totally on his pésition; and in
terms of Mr. Westerman's actions, I would consider
he exerciged good judgment in that case. 1If one has
NRC people internally in disagreement, it is not the
time for writing violations. It is time to be
getting information and further advice from
headquarters, if warranted.

Q. You said public public forum, are you
referring to SSER?

A, Yes.

Q. As I understand -- we talked to Mr. Hale
yesterday -~ circumstances involving that issue and
the answer to that allegation was different than the
cne involving this issue. That was involving
records -- I'm sorry -- documents.

We had a discussion on what was a record
and what was a document, documents that had not made
it to the records file, they were still in process.
Where the issue was documents that became records
that came back into the process position. So, they
were different.

So, when you say public forum, why do you

make that point when the issues were different?
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A, It was my recollection of SSER 11 that the
subject was touched on. Perhaps my recollection is
faulty. I would have to go back and reread SSER
i1.

Qs The next issue involves weld rods. I guess
there's a memo or something. I don't think I have
it, but it has to do with a weld rod not identified
at the main distribution or distribution station.

Could you comment on that?

A. I believe you are in possession of a memo I
wrote which Mr., Westerman brought this to me, this
particular subject. Again, I don't have a copy of
that document I wrote; but as I recall in my rev.ew
of that inspection report, I was reading the
constéuction appendix and I noted that there was an
unresolved item relative -- I should say a previous
unresolved item which addressed applicant's action
previous inspection findings which was being closed
and a subject of weld rod control.

In essence, Mr. Phillips said he was
closing it because of the exhaustive review of this
subject by TRT and also based on a current
inspection in this arena which had found or had no
findings, no violations or deviations.

As I continued to read %he report, I

TATE REPORTING SERVICE

Houston, Texas (713) 222-7177




39

finally came to the arena that I
believe, had written that addressed the subject of
weld material control. '

To my chagrine, I found there was a
violation indicated, which I couldn't understand
vhat was going on in the same appendix of the
report. I went next door to see Mr. Phillips.

My recollection of the conversation, I told

him or I asked him how could he be closing out an

unresolved item on weld rod cont;ol’:aying there was
11 no findings and'in his own appendix later on in the
12 report was an indicated violation.

13 I said that was unacceptable and that

14 either the unresolved item remained open if the

15 i{nspector truly believed there was a violation or

16 the unresolved item would remained closed and there
17 would not be a violation.

18 Reading the text that(\— )had

19 written did raise some questions in my mind in that
20 he stated that they had not lost traceability.

21 I had not made a final determination. I
22 said, "Plese discuss this with ) and reach
23 an acceptable resolution of this matter.,"

24 Mr. Phillips informed me some days later

L -
23 that he had discussed this matter with
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1 and they had decided to drop the violation. I told
3 M. BhAT15ps st thas tine that labaiw. veadec

3 labels, on cannisters shouldn't be'coming off and

4 that I definitely wanted the subject followed up

-] anyway.

6 So, I believe I wrote the actual words were
7 put in the report about the referral to Brown & Root
8 welding engineering %o look into the matter. I then

9 checked at the time the report was going out, or

10 shortly thereafter, to confirm that he had, in fact,

- § contacted Brown & Root's welding enginzering.
12 Mr. Phillips answered in the affirmative.
13 Q. Why was this not continued as a violation?

14 The technical issue was a violation identified as

13 loose and missing labels on cannisters of Satvick

16 electrodes. Was that condition corrected?

17 A. I haven't personally checked it.

18 Q. That seems to be the nub of the whole

1@ thing, was the condition at che p}ant.

20 A, Not the condition in the plant. You're

21 talking about a condition that was at a weld rod

22 issue station,

23 Q. Facility or whatever., What I'm questioning
24 is what was the condition at the time and was it, in

25 fact, a situation where there's still an issue
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g here.
2| A. I cannot tell you that., I responded to
3 that., I believe I acted appropriately. I mean, one

4 can look at things in a broader picture, true, about
5 how a weld rod is issued.

6 I could maintain to you that it was

7 virtually impossible for them ever to have

8 effectively lost traceability.

9 The ASME code certainly requires control
10 identity of weld material to the point of

8 | consumption, but weld issue stations at Comanche
12 Peak do not issue cannisters of electrodes to

13 welders.

14 It's my understanding of the procedure =~
b § and it's been guite awhile since I read it =--

16 welders are all issued portable rod ovens. They
& comé¢ to an issue station with the appropriate

18 traveler type paperwork given to them by their

19 supervisor.

20 The man that records the identity of the
 § consummables is actually the issue clerk. The

22 welder has nothing to do with that. They do not

33 issue cannisters of electrodes. They follow normal

24 industrial practice of issuing rods sufficient to
T

23 weld up to a maximum of four hours, and that is a
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return criteria.

The moment an issue clerk opens a cannister
of electrodes, the balance goes into a rod oven with
the identity of the electrodes.

I would further say that the only
electrodes in that issue station are approved
electrodes that have been released by Brown & Root
welding engineering based on the vendor testing or

their own testing. There is no unapproved.

It's a requirement of Section 2(c) of the
ASME code of welding material that the coding on a
stick electrode at least show electrode type.

S0, I think from memory,, was
talking about some E-309 oloctrod;;, rather rarely
used electrodes. 32e that as it may, the electrode
vould always be identifiable as an E-309 electrode.

The only thing that probably was not on the
coding stenciled on was the lot number. It's not a
manditory requirement. Some companies actually put
the lot number right on the codiné.

I don't know for sure whether this company
does it or doesn't. We are talking about a code
requirement, maintenance of identity up to the point

of consumption. That is the one potential area.

I'll say again, if one has a carton of
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cannisters of electrodes and that carton is clearly
identified as to lot number, type of electrode, the
fact that a particular cannister 16 that carton has
a label that is starting to come loose, the
probabilities of losing traceability are very low.

Q. Rather than getting iato the issue or
debating the point of traceability -~ this is an
issue that's very debatable -~ let me go back to a
sentence. .

It says here, "I told Shannon at that time
I did not want the subject dropped and that the
labels should not be coming loose from electrode
cannisters. I recommended the matter be referred to
Brown & Root welding engineering for follow-up."
~ The thing that strikes me here is that if

we had issued a violation before we're expecting
corrective action ~- I don't understand the word
follow up.

A, Pirst of all, I did not make or make the
decision that a vioclation should not be issued. It
was my understanding from Mr. Phillips that
conversations between himself and ’made
that determination.

I did have a question about the validity of

the viclation. Our role here is not simply just to
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issue violations. Our inspection role also is

Structured at getting inspected organizations to
demonstrate compliance to regulato;y requirements
and commitments,
I believe I acted appropriately.
Q. Okay.
A, We're not hiding anything. I put it in the
report, the referral. I'm not making some kind of

Drivate phone call and saying take care of this

matter. I'm putting it in the report for the public
record.

Q. The issue gets back to if corrective action
was required previously by the utility. The
question is: Did they fulfill completion of that
Eorrective action? That's the only question I
have,

A. I believe that as a senior resident
inspector of construction, that's his
responsibility. That's his appendix. That is his
report. I believe, yes, we should follow up to

verify corrective action has been taken; but that is

his lead responsibility.

I mean, I think he should bave established

whether they had done anything with Sam Vick to

change the adhesive or do something since we're
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talking about a Sam Vick label that was peeling.

We're not talking about a label put on by Brown &
Root. We're talking about the act;al manufacturer.

Q. Okay. I'm going to go onto the next
inspection report.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) Let me just ask one
question before you go to the next inspection
report.

Did you discuss the conclusions that we had
just talked about with Shannon Phillips?

A, What conclusions specifically are you
referencing, “eorge?

Q. Your opinions concerning your review of
this inspection report that we just outlined, the
various topics we just went thrgugh.

A. No. I did not, and I will give you a
reason why I did not. I had a title as group
leader. I was a retained Grade 15; but in reality,
I was not a supervisor. I was a peer in terms of
formal paperwork.

I did not feel it appropriate that I should
start critiquing with the individual his report.
Any concerns I had, I passed onto
Mr. Westerman who did the rnecessarv coordination.

Q. Good.
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1 Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) Next set of issues

2 involve inspection report 85/16-13, and this was an
3 inspection which occurred during the period of

4 November lst through 30th of 1985.

5 I will put these in.o three sections. One
6 is actions on 50.55(e); second, bulletins; and third
7 section is Bisco seals.

8 The first one involves, I guess, a series

9 of inspections that were done by Mr. Phillips

10 assisted by consultants McCleskey and Young on the
11 issue of action on 50.55(e).

12 I'm going to group them together. 1If you
13 want to, I can put them separately or together.

14 They seem to come together in a group.

15 A, 5; my guest.
16 Q. TUGCO failed to develop or implement a
17 procedure to show a reference of subjective evidence

18 that deficiencies were corracted. TUGCO failed to

19 revise implementing procedures before corporate NEO
20 Procedures, resulting in conflict with five other

21 procedures.

22 TUGCO failed to maintain 50.55(e) files
23 which were QA records that were retrieveable and
24!. tha: these records were not produced for almost a

25 month.
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Finally, TUGCO failed to report to NRC the

2| corrective action actually taken and changes to

3 commitment regarding corrective acfion reporced to
“ NRC.

S 'I understand these issues involve a series

6 of hardware items that were needed to be checked out
throughout the plant and it was difficult in getting |
8 out tc¢ the plant to check the hardware items.

9 A. I think for me to respond effectively, that
10 you're going to have to provide me a little more

11 specificity about the issues than just general

12 characterizations.

13 Q. I'll be glad to do so. There were several

14 variations of these inspection reports. I'm going

1% to try to get the best one that we can ti&k from
16 because they do change guite a bit.

17 Here's one I'll give you. Procedures do
18 not address 50.55(e) file content or provide a

19 method for completion/sign-off of corrective

20 deficiency. Five procedures were reviewed during

21 the October, 1985, inspection period; and this item

22 in this version was unrtesolved because TUGCO'
23 management informed the NRC Comanche Peak aroup
24 leader that a new procedure had been developed and

25 would be implemented.
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TUGCO management thought the procedure

would take care of procedural weakness. This item
wag left unresolved pending the re§iew of this
issue.

Does that ring a bell?

A, A little. This area Mr. Westerman acted
fairly individually. He kept me informed of where
he was at, what his positions were and his thought
process. I didn't have any particular reservations
about Mr. Westerman's position.

Q. Let me give you another issue. 50.55(e)
deficiency files do .not contain sufficient
information of documentation. The NRC inspector
reviewed 20 construction files which showed
licensee's action complete.

TUGCO.QC supervisor stated that reports had
been made to NRC and had nothing to do with ensuring
that corrective action was implemented; however
these files do not contain sufficient documents or
reference documentation that would show that the
deficiencies had been corrected or suffic.ent
information €o show how the evaluation had 2llowed
TUGCO to conclude the deficiency was nct

reportable.

What about that?
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A. Again, we're talking about prudency rather
than regulatory requirements. I don't know of any
regulatory requirement that required an organization
to maintain those files., They have complied that
I'm aware of.

Q. Again, did you rely on Mr. Westerman on
this issue as well?

A, Essentially, yes.

Q. I'll go on to the next issue, a series of
IE bulletins, IE Bulletins 79-14 and 79-28. Let me
go through them in a group.

' TUGCO never responded to all aspects of IE
Bulletin 79~-14. TUGCO's IEB files for 1982 and 1985
do not contain sufficient records or reference to
records which allow IEB action, corrective action.
TUGCO had replaced NAMCO switches per IE Bulletin
79-28, but two of the fourteen that were fieléd
inspected were not properly identified.

A, Regarding 79~14, I felt it was somewhat a
moot issue in that the utility had hired Stone &
Webster to essentially verify all of the analysis
that had been performed with respect to 79~14; and
that was and is an ongoing endeavor.

30, I think it's a somewhat academic issue

in reality. 1It‘s a matt2r of knowledge and the NRC
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stated in public meetings what they are doing in
this particular arena.

79-28, all I can say to you is I believe I
was present at a time that I think there was an

issue about records or something, records were

requested of a QC supervisor. Lots of those things
in the records were produced in very short order.

I believe there was no problem as regards
to one of these things at all. The one was in a
safety~-related system. They did finally produce
records showing what was there was what was

correctly indicated should be.

I believe the other one was in a non~safety

related s;stem as best I can recall.

bw There's one isgue I wanted to touch on.
It's related to the 79~-14, I guess the inspector
found an interral letter, CPA No. 84-163, dated
October 22, 1982, that the engineeriny manager
Stated the~ "reporting of non-zonformsnce a.eas of
the IE bulletin which we must take exception and we
will not identify nonconforming conditions to NRC,. "

Is that an appropriate memo to be in the

utility's file?

A If I was a utility executive, I would nct

have a memo like that in my file. I don't know that

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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that's a very prudent statement.

Q. Would that give an inspector an indication
that they may not be complying?

A, No, not necessarily. They would have an
obligation to report under 50.55(e) if they had a
problem that met the criteria of 50.55(e).

Q. Going to the last issue, that's the Bisco
matter. I guess you might have more knowledge since
this is sort of vaendor related issued.

MR. MULLEY: I just have one more

Juestion on the records retrievable.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) From what I understand,
although the inspector couldn't get a record over a
period of a couple of months, apparently either Tom
or somebody was able to go to an individual like you
and get the record within a couple of hours.

Lo we know whether the individual that he
went to was able to retrieve the record from the
system or was this a tecord that he may have had on
his own?

For example, draft reports, we have certain
inspectors in the region that maintain draft reports
in their desk drawer although these druft reports
should be filed away in a system.

Do we have any knowledge that - e report

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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that we were actually given came from the system or

came from, you know, a report that he maintained on
the site on his own?

A. I think your gquestion, George, is quite
philosophical. The probability of an individual
having or knowing where to go for some private
records when he has no knowledge in advance what the
NRC is going to ask for is so slim that I can reject
it out of hand.

Q. You feel there's enough assurance based on
what's going on that if this man got the records, he
had to get it out of the system?

A, The gentleman's name is Thomas Brant. I
have nov reason whatsoever to believe that he wasn't
able to go anywhere other than the TUGCO record
system.

Q. What is his title?

A. He's a gquality engineering supervisor. I
think he's been there about six years or so. He
happens to be very conversant with the way that
TUGCO structures its records.

I think that is why he is able to rapidly
identify in part.

Q. What happens if Thomas Brant decides tc get

a job up in Connecticut? Would we still be able to

}
|
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3 get records?

2| A. I obviously couldn't answer that guestion.

3 That would be their ultimate dilemma if they

K couldn't produce records that we requested

5 legitimately in any inspection process. They're

6 going to have a major problem.

7 Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) To follow up, do you

8 view the retrievability issue as more of a prudency
9 issue?

10 A, To answer you as candidly as possible,

i3 Mr. Phillips is not the only individual that has had

12 trouble from time to time retrieving copies of
13 reccrds.
14 All of my people from time to time have had

15§ some problem or other, The records have always been
16 retrieved. I don't know what the full scope is., I
17 don't know whether part of the problem is our lack
18 of understanding of how their records are

19 structured, whether they're relying pretty much on 2
20 word-of-mouth system., Maybe we asked for a record
21 in the wrong way because of our ignorance.

22 I think there's probably a lot of

23 contributory factors. I'm not about to sit here and

24 say TUGCO has the finest records retrieval system

25 I've ever seem pbecause that would be a blatant

TATE REFORTING SERVICE
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falsehood.

Trhey have at time to time difficulty
retrieving records. In essence, they have retrieved
the record when asked for. Sometimes it took in my
judgment overly long to retrieve. I have never
personally seen it take a month for anything I was
actively personally involved trying to retrieve the

record. No, it's much faster than that.

Only arena I have been involved with
difficulty retrieving records was the electric
penetratior assembly inspection when I was preparing
the reports with the possibility of escalated
information action; but in that case, some of those
records I don't think gxisted and we properly
reflected that in the report?

A, (By Mr. Goldberg) The last issue in this
inspection report covers Bisco seals. I think I can
read you generally what it is.

The certification of Bisco Al penetration
seals is under review as a result of the
questicnable testing. It was first found by
Mr. Young who was a consultant and I believe that
has been put on the unresolved status until all the
facts have been determined. It's still unresolved.

It goes back to the testing that was dore in the
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involved a three-hour test for safe-guarding certain
pieces of equipment.
Do you want to comment on this one?

A, I don't really think so. I wasn't actively
involved. I saw a vendor problem. I knew that we
should be referring it to the vendor branch. The
primary concern was with the verndor.

Q. The last inspection has t»n do with the
current inspection report that has not been
finalized.

One issue that we're focusing, we
understood that there was a finding taat
Mr. Ellershaw nad picked up on involving a welding
issue, 1It's som2 clips that were put on in which
there was some problem; and in tre exit interview,
Mr. Counsil mentioned something like, "That's a
violation."

Are you familiar with this one?

A. I recall the exit meetiAg; and I recall the
subject, yes.

Q. Do you have a comment to give us on that?

A. In the course of the inspections, one of
our consultants went out to either witness this

third-party evaluation or was doing an independent

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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1{‘ inspection relative to the activity of those

2
25 people.

3, While he was out there, iﬁ what whatever

4l particular arena, he noted some really cruddy =--

S perhaps I should be a little more precise. He

6 noticed some welds attaching brackets to an actuator
7 barrel on some, I believe, it was auxillary field

8 boiler system valves and the man was a mechanical

9 inspector and very experienced in welding. He could
10 see no fusjion associated with these welds because

5§ who had ever dcne the welding had went and placed

12 these brackets on top of where there was some

13 casting letters.

14 There were raised letters on the sucface,

15 and.they had went and located these brackets right

16 on top in the arena vhere these raised letters

17 were, It was impossible to make a totally sound

weld because of that stupidity, and he came back an

19 informed us of what he had seen.

20 We in our follow-up of that came to
21 leary == I really don't recall exactly how we came
22 to learn., We came to learn :hat partilular subject

23 had been addressed in a 50.55(e) report to Region IV
24 in the past and the 50.55(e) report informed us

) 25 they're going to remove those brackets and they're

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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going to replace them with new brackets correctly
welded.

As a result of learning this, I went and
located the file relative to ~rat 50.55(e) report.
The document they used to determine reportability, I
believe, is called a significant deficiency analysis
report, SDAR.

In this file was a couple of versions or
there was -~ there was an SDAR and then a couple of
versions of NCRs and tnen there was this 50.551(e)
submittal.

I saw a document = I forgot if it was NCR
or SDAR == but after they had informed the
Commission that they were going to remove these
things, they changed their mind.

Apparently, they revised the == I think it
was the NCR and said use "as~-is" and the basis given
for this new disposition was, hey, the vendor is
Fisher Controls, and ASME certificate holder, that
tiaey had used their ASME QA program, the welding had
been done by qualified welders using qualiified
welding procedures, specifications, qualified filler
materials, et cetera.

Now, I'm looking at a document in full

knowledge that there are welds attaching these
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brackets that have got non-fusion and rejectable

casings by any standard you want to apply.
I was not very happy with this document. A

question came into my mind that there was at least a

potential for wrongdoing, We learned

a potential.
right in the same time frame that TUGCO had taken a
Qtatistical sample of NCKR with use "as is", that
type of category disposition, 300 of them; and we
learned that one ¢* these valves =-- by the way, I
think it was something like 62 valves were reflected
by this problem.

We only saw it ¢n the one, but we learned
by checking it was 62 of these valves. We decided
that we would lay back in the weeds and see what
they did about the NCR disposition. We wanted to
see if they themselves would relook at this thing
and say "This is totally non-acceptable."”

We wanted to get the thing addressed as
rapidly as possible. We made, hopefully, a
pragmatic @ecision and we would g; ahead with the
deviation made to us in 50.55(e) and we would hold
back on the violation to determine our actions after
we'd seen what they were doing.

Once we had the thing up front, we didn't

have any problem., The subject is disappearing, I

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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believe. We were in full ccgnizance.

Unfortunately, Mr. Counsil kind of
preempted us. First time it's ever happened to me.
I've never heard an executive in any organization
turn to a regulatory board a2nd say, "That should be
a violation."

It kind of stunned us a little bit, but he
preempted us. We went ahead and pulled out the
viclation and I believe we have a report in process
right now that has both the deviation and the
violation, but I'm still reserving judgment on
acticn until I've seen what they've done on this
particular disposition.

MR. MULLEY: I have one more
question.,

A. Excrge me a moment. I don't want to
interrupt, but this subject was fully discussei in
the regional management, who knew exactly where we
were coming from., It was not something we were
keeping as a li%tle sleuth endeaéor.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) There's another area in
the draft inspection report that apparently has to
do with a v.olation is concerning Brown & Root audit
program?

Ao Uh‘hubo

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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MR. MULLEY: I don't want to get
into that bmcsuse that's draft inspection.
f don't want to get into the issue
“ther than tc¢ ask there's a again ask,
ckey. Maybe it's too general for you to
answer. It's a draft report; but
apparently initially when these findings
were written up they were, written up as a
violation when the inspector was told to
make them unresolved. You got involved and
apparently you replaced Mr. Westerman as
Phillips' immediate supervisor?

A. I may have been in an acting capacity at
that time, George; but, yes,.

Q. You told Phillips these things should be
violations, and you think they should be violations
instead of iunresclved items. Did that, in fact,
happen?

A. Let me think about that before I respond to
that. I don't believe that that ;ctually happened
that way.

A. We had a scenario where he had established
in 1979 drown & Root had clearly not live up to its

ASME code. We would quite a bit of discussion about

that.
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I believe I was the one that, thinking
about this issue and the merits, said to Shannon,
"It would be much more meaningful from an assessment
point of view to look at the performance of this
audit program up-to-date."

I didn't want to have a citation issued
saying Brown & Root didn't live up to their
responsibilities in 1979; and it could have been a
valid citation and in terms of, yeah, they didn't do
it and then have a utility write back saying, "Yes,
you're right; but here's all the wonderful things we
did. Just look at this program from 19861 onward, "
something like this; and it would kind of make a
useless citation; however, I don't know how well
Brown & Root had been auditing in the '80. So, I
did request Shannon.

Q. Let me just ask a general guestion not
connected to any inspection reports. Have you ever
noticed a tendency on the part of Region IV to try
and resolve issues with TUGCO on an informal basis
where, you know, Region IV gets together with TUGCO
Management, discusses the issues, gets a commitment
from TUGCO, and corrects the problems without going
the violation route?

A, I can obviously only speak in the time

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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frame June and July, '85, to date. I can tell you,
though, unequivocally, in the time frame I have been
there, no, I have never seen Regioﬁ IV personnel
trying to get informal resolutions of findings,
never.

That would be personally unacceptable to me
as an individual., I pride myself in trying to be a
professional. I am proud of my personal inspection
history to this organization. I think anyone that
knows anything about me would find it unbelievable
that I would accept that kind of scenario.

Q. (By Mr. Mulley) So, based on your
experience at Comanche Peak if a situation is found
to be a violation of some requirement, then it is
written as such.

A, That is correct. I have one qualified
statement to that. I do not believe it is in the
NRC's or public's interest to take one isolated
piece of information where technically one could
make some kind of citation and act that way. I
think one should look at things thoroughly, look at
the implications and assess the situation and
determine how to structure the citation.

What should be the scope of the citation?

That might mean that I would the reqguest inspector

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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to do further work before we follow the citation
route. It does not mean that I would ever condone
sweeping anything unaer the rug or.doing something
informal, That's not the way I think or act.

Q. Have you seen any indication on the part of
Mr. Westerman with his review of the reports to
indicate that he is trying to, you know, downgrade
violations, make them unresolved items, trying to,
you know, get rid of issues?

A. No. I believe to the best of his ability
he was trying to get factual reports that did not
contain subjective opinions. You've got to be
factual. I do not think it's in the agency's
interest to write any kind of citation which is
subjective debate, no matter By whom.

You do not achieve anything. We have to be
objective and factual at all times. That's my
position. It will always be my position. I believe
that's fairness, due process, everything you want to
say. |

Q. So, in your opinion, if there's an issue
that is debatable or that we can perceive with a
licensee to come back and successfully rebut the
violation, do you feel it is encumbant on the NRC to

get their act together before we issue the violation
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versus issuing the violation and having the licensee
respond why they did what they did?

For example, let me just throw out the
in-process records or records being co-mingled.

A. Uh=huh.

Q. Where apparently an argument could be made
that they're not records but documents that are in
process. We have had debates in the NRC whether or
not these are records of documents.

Do you feel that it's a good practice for
NRC to issue the violation and have the licensee
come back and make that argument to us that these
are, in fact, in-process documents and not records?

A. I'll respond as an individual, which is all
I can do0% I do not speak for NRC. Only the
commissioners can do that.

I would say to issue a violation being full
aware that there was debatable aspects would be
inexcusable and in violation of my understanding of
the enforcement policy of this ag;ncy.

I would expect Jane Axlerod and her cstaff
to jump on us with both feet. We do not write
opinions as citations. I think it would be totally
and utterly inexcusable.

Q. So, something like this, you feel it would
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be acceptable to write an item as unresolved until

we Ccame across a consensus within ourselves as to
whether or not ==

A. What is an unresolved item? The official
terminology today which, by the way, has altered
historically is an issue where the NRC needs more
information to determine whether a violation or
deviation exists historically which isn't clearly
shown by the manual chapter. I don't know if it
ever was.

Most inspectors look at an unresoclved item
as a subject where they believe a violation or
deviation exists, but because of circumstances -- be
it the records are not at the site or they're at
some other location =- they can't make the final
determination to prove that there's a violation or
deviation. There's really not that much difference.

I believe an unresolved item is the
prescribed vehicle where there are issues that you
might need input or information f}om others before
you make a determination.

Q. One guestion having to do with Shannon
Phillips. You have not been present when
Mr. Westerman has discussed inspection findings with

Shannon and witness Mr. Phillips and/or Mr. Phillips
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and.Mr. Westerman, vyou know, debate these igsues?
Were you present during these discussions?

A. I will say it would be correct for me to
say in general I was not present. I would not
preclude that there might have been some
conversation about a particular issue at some point;:
but in general, I was not present.

Q. Okay. That's all I have now. If you would
like to add something before we close out the
record =-

Q. (By Mr. Goldberg) I have one last issue.
This might have been before your time of your
involvement at Comanche Peak as to what modules were
or were not covered over a period of time,

particularly QA modules such as the inspection of

the QA at TUGCO, for example.

Did you want to comment on that at all in
terms of, you know =~ first of all, we were told
that you're £filling out 766 information for your
people. As I understand, this is'what we were
told.

We're trying to look at 766's to determine
if certain modules were completed, how they were

completed, and whether they were B modules or &

modules, that kind of thing?
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A, Obviously I wasn't at Comanche Peak prior

to June of 1985, So, obviously I cannot speak with
any specification. All I can say is that the 766
vehicle 1s a2 somewhat flawed vehicle.

I don't think there's been correct
understanding by inspectors and I can give you a
storf about my current difficulties in completing
these forms but I would not personally make any
judgment about what was done or what wasn't done
without real.y analyzing where was the inspection
program on a given point in time.

The IE 25-12 program has not exactly been
cast in concrete for many, many years. It has been
a dynamic program and thing in constant change.
Well, logic tells you that if you keep making
changes in programs this will cbviously impact on
what has been done in the past.

I don't have any specific judgment, but I
wouldn't make a judgment until I had looked at
Programs at a point in time, what'was required and
all that scenario.

Q. Getting to today's time frame, when you
£i11 out & 766 vhen something is completed, is it
based upon the inspector's coverage of the

inspection regquirements of that module or based on

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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some other criteria?

A. Let me try and explain my involvement
currently with 766. Through the Jénuary report,
1986, we were issuing =-- I'll call it an integrated
inspection report in that there were appendices
addressing operations inspection, construction

"inspection, Comanch Peak response team inspections;
and I learned that the system really wasn't designed
to handle all of these diversities in a 766.

It was never dreamed of at the time the
pr§gram developed that that kind of approach would
ge on; but, in essence, the operations and
construction inspections, the senior resident
completes that information including status,
preserts it to me. It's a judgments call.

That's his responsibility to determine how
far along he perceives they are on a given
inspection module.

I handle the Comanche Peak response team

totally differenrly in that the Comanche Peak

response te2am inspection to my knowledge ia a unique
endeavor from an NRC point of view.

To my kncwledge, the NRC has nevur devoted
resources of the magnitude they do at Comanche Peak

to do this ongoing massive surveillance and
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reinspecting program.

There's nothing in our guidance that even
addresses something, nor would you expect to have
guidance. We're talking about something unigue. We
are looking at a program prepared by a utility
because of ongoing questions, including the SLB
gquestions, to assess how well the plant is built,
does it comply with the Committee's code and
standards is it safety significant.

Ir a nutshell, we're looking at something
that's unique. I found no way reﬁdily of addressing
that in a 766. I also found that a 766 was kind of
useless less to me if you place any credence a:t all
in the significance of hours of inspection.

I couldn't use it accuratgly. Actually, in
the absence of any guidance, I decided I would use a
particular inspection module with a number 92705;
and that, in essence, is a number that all it means
is regionally reguested inspection.

It's a rea;tive 1nspecti;n. We are
certainly doing reactive inspection now.
Unfortunataly, the hours we have invested every
month is usually in excess of 2,000 man-hours of
effort by consultants and the permanent NRC staff.

The form only allows me to charge 999 hours
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1 maximum., So the system is forcing me te log in a

(3N ]

fraction of what we're actually doing. So what is
3 the value of that. Make your cwn determination. I
- tried to enter the same number multiple times so I

S can get the hours. I got it thrown back at me. You

6 can only enter it once.
7 We've done so much work, so much
8 inspection, an order of magnitude certainly much

9 greater thar the order of magnitude to relative to
10 IE inspection modules.

11 We've done physically so much more work
12 than traditionally NRC would ever do at a site. I
13 wonder how can I use the work and take credit and

14 how can I reflect this inspection report in our

§ regular program.

16 I'm going to look at can I legitimately

17 just add hours into given inspection modules, not
18 changing the status of them necessarily; but T want

19 our official records o reflect this efforts.
20 I still h~ve not reached a final

21 determination on how I'm going to do it.

22 Q. (By Mr. Mulley) On the 766, just one
23 comment, if you put down an inspection module, is it
24 reasonable for a reviewer to go back to that

* 25 inspection report and see the inspection activities

TATE REPORTING SERVICE
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on that module documented in the reports?

A, Is it reasonable to expect that?

- A It is reasonable to hope?

A. I obviously cannot speak for actual
performance of all reviews in this region or in this
agency. I think that a supervisor certainly should
look at 766 via or versus the reports; but I could
think of several scenarios where the two could get
separated or the 766 got occiuerated later.

I personally think the situation where I've
been involved in the last year where, since I was
the guy that put this package tcogether, th;t
sometimes I'm somewhat late putting that thi.:
together. I was the 766 preparer.

It is reasorable to hope that someone would
check a 766 against the report. It is also not
unreasonable to expect that from time to time =~- and
I woulén't speculate on frequency -~ that perhaps it
docesn't get done.

Q. So, if I were going to t;y to make an
argessment of the status of various inspection
modules and procedures, 766 wouldn't be a
trustworthy place to go? I would have to go beyond
that to get an accurate ==

A. I think the 766 is probably the only real
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1 vehicle one would have. See, George, you have to

2 Put in other factors into the equation. We do not

3 separate inspection programs with locked in assigned
4 people over a historical time span. You get

$ different individuals for whatever reason. There's
6 all kinds of reasons one could get assigned to pick
7 up on a given module. You gets errors created in

8 that sometimes.

9 I think some inspectors have said, "You

10 have given me the module. Was there any work ever
11 done on the thing before?" They started from ground
12 zero again.

13 S0, you get sll these strange anomalies

14 that cloud the issue; but in terms of what other

18 vehicle is there, the only other vehicle is called

16 personal communicat:ion.
17 Inspectors it wouldn't be reasonable to
18| have the time to start doing historical reviews of

19 reports, collective reports of periods of years,

20 We really, I think, plac; a great onus of
21 responsibilities on the senior resident to know

22 where the inspection program is at. He's the only
23 Person that can over a period of time go through the
24 whole thing and learn, "Hey, this hasn't been

\.- 25 addressed" or "This is still shown at some
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percentage."

Probably the only viable mechanism we Lave
to date is %o rely heavily on the senior resident.
Since the senior resident program was created, I
think, in 1979 or so and I was assigned to the plant
that broke ground in, say, early '75, I'm afraid I
can't say much more than that.

Q. If you have anything that you would like to
2add before we close out the record, you may.

A. Yeah, I think I would like to say a few
words., I find it regrettable that there's a need
for you gentlemen to be here.

I find that personally regrettable and
sad. I wish that if an individual or individuals
had had real concerns or have real concerns, that
they had followed the prescribed oute. There has
been agency policy =-- I forget the exact year =-- for
several years about different professional opinions;
and I know that Chairman Hollis Dean is a proponent
of of this. :

I can remember from my vendor days of a
sentleman who had a differing professional opinion.
He followed the prescribed route. His concerns were
reviewed by an independent panel of his peers.

It came out of the IE and NRR, and they

TATE REPORTING SERVICE

Houston, Texas {713) 232-717%
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disagreed with his particular concerns; but it was
handled while they told him why they had reached the
conclusion they did; and that was the end of the
matter.

I just find it totally regrettable that
this scenario had to come to pass. I don't
understand why it came to pass, to be honest with
you.

With regards to Mr. Westerman, I will bhave
td say == I believe my personal judgment is that he
tried at all times to communicate and to do the job
as a prudent manager should. It doesn't mean that
he was perfect., I'm not perfect. We're all flawed
in some respect or other.

I would personally never accept any
contention that Mr., Westerman was trying to suppress
a citation in any way. That's my personal belief.

If I felt he was trying to suppress
information, be it a citation or whatever, I can
assure you I would have taken vioient exception to
him and gone the prescribed route personally.,

I just will never accept any contention
that he acted improperly in any way. I believe he
tried to live up totally to his responsibilities as

an NRC supervisor. I think his interests was that

TATE REPORTINGC SERVICE
Houston, Texas (713) 222-7177
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the reports be totally factual, that we can stand

totally behind them.

I cectainly did not want éersonal:y to be
associated with any report that's going to be
submitted to the ASLB to become part of tle hearing
process if I couldn't stand behind the report. I
did not think that would be right.

The stand of ethics have is such that no
matter whether there was and ASLB or not, I will not
accept writing subjective citations as a correct
practice, nor do I believe the IE guidance would
allow us to do that.

That's about all I have to say.

(Statement concluded at

12350 a.m, C,D.7.)
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STATE OF TEXAS "

COUNTY OF HARRIS "

I, Trisha Sims, a certified shorthand
reporter and notary public, in Harris County for the
State of Tuxas, certify that the facts stated in the
caption hereto are true; that the witness named
herein personally appeared before me and, after
being by me first carefully cautfioned and sworn to
tell the truth, was examined by counsel for the
respective parties hereto; that the testimony of
said witness was taken down in shorthand by me,
later reduced to typewriting under my direction as a
true and correct record of the testimony.

I further certify that I am neither
attorney or counsel for, nor related to or employed
by, any of the parties to the action in which this
Statement is taken and, further, that I am not a
relative or employee of any counsel employed by the

Parties hereto, or financially interested in the
action,

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE on
this the 26th day of July, 1986.

j/LLS-Aa QS/’)?L{?
Notary Public in and for
Harris County, T E X A §

Certification Number: 2035
Date of Expiration of
Current Certification: 12/31/86 .

4
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NA-1140-NA-1220
NA-1140  EFFECTIVE DATES OF CODE
EDITIONS, ADDENDA, AND
CASES

fa) Code Ediiions become mandatory on July | of
the publication year prinied on the cover. Addenda
may be 1 sed on and after the date of issue and become
maudatory six months after the date of issue.

{b) Code Cases may be used beginning with the
date of approval by the ASME Council and, being
permissive, do not become mandaiory. Only Code
Cases that are specifically identified as being ap-
plicable 1o Section 111 may be used for construction in
accordance with this Section.

fe) The Code Editon. including Addenda. which is
mandatory on the contract date for 2 companen. shall
determine the mandatory rules for the manufacture
and installation _of that component, including its
materials, parts. and appurtenances. Earlier editions
shall not be used except to meet the requiremnents of
Section XI for alteration. modification. renewal,
replacement. or spare components. parts. or ap-
purtenances.
the mandatory rules for manufacture and installation
of core support structures and component supports
including their matenals. Earlier editions shall not be
used.

(e) The contract date for an eutire nuclear power
systr~ does not govern the Code Edition, Addenda.
and ases applicable (o the components, core support
structures, and component supports.

(f) Code Editions, Addenda, and Cases which have
not become mandatory on the contract date for a
component may be used by mutual consent of the
Owner! or his agent and Manufacturer? or [nstallerd
on or after the dates permitted by (a) through (d)
above. [t is permitted to use specific provisicns within
an Editon or Addenda provided that all related
requirements are met.

(g) Caution is advised when using Addenda or
Cases that are less restrictive than former re-
quirements without having assurance that they are
acceptable to the enforcement authorities having
Junisdiction at the nuclear plant site.

(h) The Owner or his agent shall obtain a Cer-
tficate of Authorization (NA-3230 and NA-8240)
prior to th - field installation (N A-1250) of any item of

———

See NA-1210 for definition ! Owner
See NA-1310 for definition of Manufacturer
See NA-3410 for definiuon of Installer.

19 7% Ec,/.z:.,, Sararel By plirtinds”

SECTION III, DIVISION | - SUBSECTION NA

the nuclear power plant to be sonstructed in ac-
cordance with this Section.

NA-1200 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
FOR AND DEFINITIONS OF
ITEMS AND INSTALLATION
NA-1210 COMPONENTS
Th f a nuclear power plant include
items such as, vesse pumps, valves,
and storage tanks. nent shall bear the
required Code N-type Symbol* and Manufacturer's
Data Reports shall be prepared for them (NA-3370
and NA-8400). The Installer of such components or
any associated appurtenances shall complete Data
Report Form N-5 which serves to indicate that each
componer: Or appurtenance assembled into the
nuclear power plant and the installation meet the
requirements of this Section.

NA-1220 MATERIALS

Matenals are manufactured to an SA, SB, or SFA
Specification® or any other material specification
permitted by this Section. Such matenal shall be
manufactured and cerufied in accordance with the
requirements of this Section. Materials produced
under an ASTM designation may be accepted as
complying with the corresponding ASME spec-
ification provided the ASME specification is des-
ignated as being identical with the ASTM spec-
ification for the grade, class, or type produced and
provided that the material is confirmed as complying
with the ASTM specification by a Certified Materials
Test Report or Cerufication from the Material
Manufacturer. Welding material produced unde: an
AWS designation may be accepted as complying with
the corresponding ASME specification provided the
latter specification is indicated to be identical with the
AWS specification and provided the welding matenal
is confirmed as complying with the AWS specification
by a Cerufied Matenal Test Report or Certification
from the Materials Manufacturer.

e

“The terta N.tvpe symbol means any one of the symbols shown in
Figure NA-8220-|

3SA or $B Spe fications listed under the heading 8ars, Rods,
Shapes, Forgings nay be used as material for any of the.* product
forms even thous « not all product forms are listed in the SA or SB

Specificaton.

Exabdt |

—
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NA-1231  Parts

Parts have work performed on them requiring the
presence of or verification by an Inspector! and are
furnished o0 a component Manufacturer by other
Manufaciurers, or by the same component Man-
ufacturer under a different Certificate of Au-
thorization (NA-8113) than that applying to the
component. By definition, a part is attached to or
becomes a part of a component before completion
and stamping of the component. The Design Spec-
ifications (NA-3250) and Stress Report (NA-3357) for
componen.. shall apply to the parts of such com-
ponents. Data reports and stamping shall be as
required in N A-8000.

NA-1232  Piping Subassemblies

The Design Specifications (NA-3250) and
tress Report (NA-3350) for the piping system shall
apply to the piping subassemblies of that system. Data
reports and stamping shall be as required in N A-8000.

NA-1240 CORE SUPPORT STRUCTURES

Core Support Structures are those structures or
parts of structures which are designed to provide
direct support or rest:aint of the core (fuel assemblies)
within the reactor vessel. Core Support Structures
require Design Specifications (NA-3250) and Stress
Report (NA-3350). Data Reports and Stamping shall
be as required in NA-8000.

NA-125%0 COMPONENT SUPPORTS =~ -
Component supports are those metal supports

hvrhich are designed to transmit loads from the

pressure-retaining barrier of the component 0 e
load-carrying building structure. The design con-
ditions for component supports shali be included in
either the component Design Specifications (NA-
3250) or in a separate Design Specification. A Stress
Report or Load Capacity Data Sheet (NA-3352) for
each component support or group of component
supports for each component shall be furnished by the
Manufacturer of the component or the component
support. Data Reports and stamping shall be as
required in NA-8000.

R T

W

EXL\L‘GH’Z

NA-1230-NA.1273

OF SECTION 11l

each component support or group of component
supports for each component shall be furnished by the
Manufacturer. Data Reports and Stamping shr il be as
required in NA-8000.

NA-1260 APPURTENANCES AND
PENETRATION ASSEMBLIES

NA-1261  Appurtenances

An appurtenance is an item similar to a part (NA-
1230) which is attached to a completed and stamped
component. The design conditions for appurtenances
shall be included in either the component Design
Specification (NA-3250) or in a separate Design
Specification. A Stress Report (NA-3352) for each
appurtencnce or group of identical appurtenances for
each component shall be furnished by the ap-
purtenance Manufacturer if not included in (he
component Stress Report. The Owner, directly or
through his agent, shall be responsible for the overall
correlation of the component and appurtenance
Stress Reports (NA-3260). Data reports and stamping
shall be as required by NA-8000.

NA-1262  Penetration Assemblies C___....—

Penetration assemblies are defined as electrical or
mechanical parts or appurtenances required to permit
piping, mechanical devices or electrical connections,
to pass through the pressure retaining boundary of a
component.

NA-1270 MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

NA-1271  Control Rod Drive Housings

Control rod drive housings a:tached to a reactor
vessel shall be considered in the Design Specifications
as a vessel part or appurtenance or as a separate
vessel. The rules of Subsection NB shall apply to those
portions of the housings forming a pressure retaining

boundary.

NA-1272  Heater Elements

That portion of heater elements forming a pressure
retaining boundary of a nuclear power system shall be
considered in the Design Specification either as a part
Or an appurtenance.

NA-1273  Fluid Conditioner Devices

That portion of a fluid conditioner device such as a
filter, demineralizer, trap, or strainer which forms the




ARTICLE NB-6000
TESTING

NB-6100 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

NB-6110 TESTING OF COMPONENTS,
APPURTENANCES, AND

SYSTEMS
NB-6111  Cowponents and Appurtenances

the presence of the 'n-
and gaskets are exempt

Spector. Nuts, bolts™
from hydrostatic testung.

(6) The hydrostati= test of each line valve and
pump with inlet connections over 4 in. ncminal pipe
size shall be witnessed by the [nspector and a data
report completed for each (NA-8400),

(c) A hycrostatic test of each line valve and pump
with inles piping connections of 4 in. nominal pipe size
and smaller shall be performed by the Manufacturer
and so noted on the data report form (NA-8400);
however, this hydrostatic test need not be witnessed
by the [nspector. The Inspector's review of the
Manufacturer’s test records will be his authority to
sign the report and takes precedence over NA-5280.

NB-6111.2 Pneumatic Testing. When 2 hydrostatic
test is not pracucal (NB-6112), a pneumatic test, in
accordanc. with NB-6300, may be substituted.

NB-6112 When Pneumatic Testing may be
Used

(a) Pueumatic tests may be used in lieu of the
hydrostatic test required by NB-6111.1 and NB-6113
except as permitted in (b) below, only when the
following conditions exist:

(I) When components, appurtenances or sys-
tems are so designed or supported that they cannot be
safely filled with water;!

' 13 may wi i
m.:r be made with the item bewng tested parually filled

(2) When components, appurtenances, or sys-
temns, which are not ;eadily dried, are to be used in
rervices where traces of the tesung medium cannot be
tolerated and, whenever possible, the parts of the
cowponents, appurienances, or systems have been
previously hydrostatically tested to the pressure
required in NB-6220. :

(b) A pneumadc test at a pressure not i exceed 25
psi may be applied, preliminary to either a hydrostatic
Or a pneumatic test, as a means of locating major
leaks. If used, the preliminary pneumat.c test shall be
carried out in accorcance with the requirements of
NB-6300.

NB-6112.1 Precautions to be Employed in Pneu-
matic Testing. Compressed gas is hazardous when
used as a testing medium. It is therefore re-
commended that spec Al precautious for protection of
personnel be taken when a gas under pressure is used
as test medium.

NB-6113  Testing of Systems

NB-6113.1 Hydrostatic Testing. Prior to initial
operation, the installed nuclear energy system shall be
hydrostatically tested except as permitted in NB-
6113.2 in the presence of the Inspector. The test shall
be conducted in accordance with the requirements of
NB-6200.

NB-6113.2 Pneumatic Testing. When a hydrostatic
test (NB-6112) is not practical, a pneumatic test, in
accordance with NB-6300, may be substituted.

NB-6114  Time of Hydrostatic Tests of Parts,
Piping Subassemblies, and Materials

mm N v’ dl"" 4“;{‘5.&%
. Quirementsof NB-622T0r)vhaii be "eceptabie as o tess,
1 pas A pipTEESOE SRR biirdent Ao o

8 omponent or appemmce hydrostatic
test when conducted in accordance with the re-
quirements of NB-6221 may be used in lieu of any
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NB46000~-TESTING

(c) For the vessel hydrostatic test before in-
stallation, it is recommended that the test be madc et a
temperature not lower than R7ypr + 60 F (see NB-
2331).

NB-6213  Check of Test Equipment Before
Applying Pressuce

The test equipment shall be examined before
pressure is applied to ensure that it is ight and that all
low pressure filling lines and other appurtenances that
should not be subjected to the test pressures have been
disconnected ur isolated by valves or other suitable
means.

NB-6215  Examination for Leakage After
Applicaton of Pressure

Following the application of the hydrostatic test
pressure for a minimum of 10 min. (NB-6224),
examination ‘or leakage shall be made of all joints,
connections, and of all regions of high stress such as
regions around openings sad thickness transition
section.. Except in the case of pumps and valves,
which shall be examined while at test pressure, this
examination shall be made at . pressure equal to the
greater of the design pressure or %, of the test
pressure, and it shall be witnesse! by the Inspector.
Leakage of teinporary gaskets and seals, installed for
the purpose of conducting the hydrostatic test and
which will be replaced later, may be permitted unless
the leakage exceeds the capacity to maintain system
test pressure for the required amount of time. Other
leaks, such as from permanent seals, seats, and
gasketed joints in components, may be permitisd
when specifically allowed by the Design Spec-
ifications. Leakage from temporary seals or leakage
permitted by the Design Specification shall be
directed away from the surface of the component to
avoid masking leaks from other joints.

NB-6220 HYDROSTATIC TEST PRESSURE
REQUIREMENTS

NB-6221 Minimum Required Hydrostatic Test
Pressure

(a) Except as may be otherwise required by

material specifications (NB-6114), qquuuttusibuig i,

Pnd appurtenancss except those containin
razed joints, pumps. and vaives shall besu

————

N2-6212-NB-6223

The system design pressure shall be es-
tablished in accordance with the rules of NB-7411.

() All pressure retaining components of the
completed sysiem that are within the boundary
protected by the overpressure piotection devices
which satisfy the requirements of NB-7000 shall be
subjected to a system hydrostatic test at a pressure not
less than 1.25 times the system design pressure. The
system design pressure for the protected boundary
shall be established in accordance with the rules of
NB-7411].

) The component can be repaired by welding,
if required as a result of the system hydrostatic test, in
accordance with the rules of NB-2500;

(2) The component repair can be postweld heat
treated, if required and nondestructively examined in
accordance with rules of NB-2500, and NB-5100 as
applicable, subsequent to the system hydrostatic test;

(3) The component is subjected to mimimum
required system hydrostatic test following the com-
pletion of repair and examination.

NB-6222 Maximum Permissible Hydrostatic
Test Pressure

(a) The stress limits specified in NB-3226 shall be
used in determining the permissibie hydrostatic test
pressure. In multichamber coinponents, pressure may
be simultaneously applied to the appropriate adjacent
chamber to meet these stress limits. The number of
test sequences for which the above provisions may be
considered applicable shall not exceed ten.

(b) When hydrostatically testing a system, the test
pressure shall not exceed the maximum test pressure
of any component in the system.

NB-6223  Hydrostatic Test Pressure for Pumps
and Valves, and for Components and
Appurtenances Containing Brazed
Joints

Prior to installation, pumps and valves and other
components and appurtenances containing brazed
Joints shall be hydrostatically tested at a pressure 1.5
times the system design pressure as determined by the
rule of WB-6221(b), except that in the cass of valves
designed in accordance with NB-3531, tii: rules of
NB-3531.2 shall apply.




Matarx o Danst s Fon Ror gy-1d /11 (AprEnv LD )
IpenT Fien DiFFeReve
*_O(_"ﬁ " ‘\ .Q\'\ &“\q

Documents

Lo Prafd Wemdwolea = AR08
~2.0.Dcubt 400 d Mol voiewed avd divected chonges! wa D ffevema
2.0 Fivst ‘D&:H‘ f'_C_u_u,Q& +p P\J - A..f’_gkkn s | # V.c'o(t‘*v'_ovs Jropeu

£y direction .
iws.a.__‘sw_e_c_qv\é‘_arf_a"‘f tv add Whvaaton :xnr Someons
oHhey they inspecon

3. b Fnal (eirT Subom Hed e Appandiy D oirpped findne ¢
o ;T“” e PI‘:AA(.P::M&U 1 .A g A‘vf’lr:i » spu'er(s)

Dociadtaatc —— -~ |-ufigr- Sles g el
: Ol 1o 20 26 % 8L 42" 4L

@A RCCWA& ég};“__t_m/ 50 o) SRR O ATl RSRT Pl
. Infvodu(.‘«w\ (Iy\qgﬁ*?»\-u‘v} "_’ . i prligh ol L 40| SN .\/lof_u.{'éh,
—Esnp doesewmet describe | | ikoh SRl AR R B Lo

Tué (0 Recoyd L_S_q g

" y - &L#ﬂfﬂd ; - - = sf—— - - —— o = 5 o o -
BB Mgl Caes et ok SRR, BIGUN S NI
d.('\dvess A-MS(UQ-S‘?,'I_ x X x Yon | it a1 Y LT T
& . 4 Gt down rud
wetClongyisigd | bl R el s st
___U_.LL'_(J L o el e &
 Pova . £ dvtite filod] v | | 4 Rt “.:_ 171,«

e t2 Nene fuse procidures | || dewn amidey.
..-__i:n_m.«’_f,.ah-'ew of
—oy el ytimdy to |
e Bfpa b Wabatee Al Y gde | |

e e T [N SO SR

?

|

VIoled Cpn ot Corbvin T . - - {

e - i M
. p""‘~ S. b g):"_‘ﬁ'v‘_J C"S-q“ » LA E F 2 *hAN K¥x Violatwa

Yeiavds Sw. W‘J ton Chivade T p— ks ) o pped.
res wWithoyt . %k ‘
MARIn, oK u Cogm - g Un pmeseloed
———tablad oo st Cv e, 0 ' i femn ckn,fj.n.

LT Nouny )




4.4.

4 L

m&‘?&milﬂ et 1 3. 3k A s
P b F“ ln:{.__in ,_o“ho| 4. i . A o . % |awy L C'l::_._\ vd fran

: acovnt for OA/des. 3 R AW NN A o ___Sf';_':‘w‘ .l:rﬂf,g(‘..
~recocdy translevad st | 3 ey drerds s
- Swee wY. Vigledie | & S AU

ot Cv' e X (T Yoyr"x 3 e Ll -

P aep. S TUGCw obade &. *;- .u:t_b_'_ “own o " :J” (: ;1_{!..,
JL&%&.E.L&LLW whd g SR »
—afrmakicg backuy | ) el bl

¢ WA VVN VRS PG s 1 s
Wil Tl H‘aLl) to W o e Ll G R
—ﬁ:':_ha.u._n_hm‘_%-_. ; e i
1 ey ‘"“\(n 7 P
—M’ F:(.Luq‘-‘ &l aun sk PR R R S
(‘ VOWq,’ P‘\HPJ)

&.c. S-t‘_ Y€ciyrd 4 ¥ |Aw - 1‘—0!;(“.“!;:
_ALQNMAM%M& 'l o Srepged.
—LEA#L:&M i 1 A
—Qn.;.\.m.LL_iu_b.; 'C'(fd t o (e  EEhE B i

-u_.p.w_'h_dm Without PR, Sider. Bl 3

V“Q'L'gw\_w\;, ba.(, k‘ug 46’7 qf 15

‘ S[_‘t‘ V O‘A{ NCN*M[

(T Yourna )
M@ fuiled fo | » [ x| o | & | % fosee| _3}_;“1.';“"
—-l-h-'&\hLlT__c_ﬁ &-L ffnon‘_; : [ b L a":':&:,'.f

—ihi_&_&\.uhn 'l.IL-“G-q Lot ::dl‘ s
_.CMMLA.LE-VMRN. Yeeevds & WAL G
h-m-\L“ y\-\j Vo u*%
. ( L m.uw]
l




jw

" I T-m.edw) : & 20 2.0 34 3.0 4, 4
| 8. 1060 augidey | a ] o [ o on. nus Veulnd s
CHY Housbom damdd (w0 5<o'~4. i dn—mqr~¢-:l_
oF oA SRRF L T Thaiwds [ i by R, o Sl
: perdy, 1. L
but d0é maet eo¢.-3.+:' o i e B2t
—l\r-lst_ai_.m_uuu- Vialabia | _ - 1)
0 CV-*‘\ l.ﬂl !!!!’.' ' | BESS w0
BHL | W, LSRG

—_ it et AR
—Dadlaa by precedl x| 4|, Ble prug | ¥RSeN.

o — - —— .

§ [ oend .- ..... Fi | Sk e i e
(Tas .- . ...-!.L.f..'.f i .ﬂ- ¥ o *% » ey V'O‘:.T‘Cﬂ\.
‘o Prov. & ots .rw.’ g R iy -—-—-?!i.ﬂf‘ii.(h‘
OF P em it §45eny | % R . — it B

".,-\

-recavdy J
v LR e led with (w | i ey saed by i
04 $5 GOLUmn e fs iin ik
‘LH” M‘ﬁ”‘“’“ A r.--..;__v,.______._ Ml g a1
——‘.lumn_ﬁ_)_ - -- REiR D e () RO

”"";” "y'f'.x‘dm d(--"—-.’
il |

*
B Dosbrhudn shden | v [« |4 | .1
C o Velate i




[ Speed Latter. (
.D._L_MLAAM______ From m % m\(\

————— ——

Subjec: WMMM

MESSAGE * : one N\ /9 / 198l

. . -
5O o ERAAN Y AR AA I Y AN 3.5 e Oy eVl ..\

DD AFASAND O-QD \(\Q& Qg AMI&A C_‘{*(\‘\\l‘s g RQS J\{\LR‘S

... \ \ ...\\ A AV .QQQ‘LAQML:_ e, i
__._.XXQ *‘--\ -\-‘ W&MQ@__
- - o )

) :
AL RANAINA \Aﬁ_‘k’m&'ﬂﬁ\m \Emw\[\
REPLY Cmru,\ \_x\mg.,\%x' ‘ 8 SR, 19

(‘ W\IYLLNCQIQJ\ ‘M 2300 m,\ﬁ r\x \/\th\_LXX/\QJW\QMb
3) v\;/\_t)\ Aﬁ.oj) .S,c}/\ —MAUAPQ_‘&

\\> jx:krs./\mm_ w\‘ Cm\J\AR r}i) Ry 0. AC xm—f\&./\
xnll.)&/«mu@
Q AL LA &) A

EFM \1\%
o o . W \

Signed

0

Wilson Jomo Comunv
ST O e

Attachment L

TR NS AR
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