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| that he may have concerning Region IV's management of the

whereupon, -
L -3

having been duly sworn to tell the truth, the whole truth
and nothing but the truth, was interviewed and answered as
follows:

MR. MULLEY: The time is 1:18 p.m. The date
is April the 10th, 1986, and we are in Room 671 of the
Arlington, Texas Rodeway Inn.

— -‘
Present are Mr. from Region IV ™

— ~

NRC, George Mulley from the NRC Office of Inspector and

Auditor, and Sandra Harden who is the court repor: er.
—— \
I have asked Mr. }0 discuss infcrmation

regulatory process of the Comanche Peak nuclear power station.

BY MR. MULLEY:

o Sy

Q Mr, J‘bofon we start, I would like you

-

to briefly give us a sketch of your previous experience and

education.
PR

A Okay. My name is ~) 1 started 2

—_—

out in the nuclear business in 1959 with the Navy—Spentaz. (id.
érk.a vith the Navy through 1965{ Thuw) -

I ‘cnt te work for vtrqlfau Electric Power t
Company in IDSSAO&lrouqh 1975‘\Woar/uiom of Sur and ™
the North Anna Nuclear Power Stations wp~througbhes Both
stations are in Virginia. Frovm Hes— 46T T L can N
o Hhe CUTE plad vudacik 1 Oebimtnc, SC The
Wk Y Sl ob UEPCO.
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In 1975, I went to work with the NRC in Region
2 111 as a reactor inspector and g crogressed in Region 111 4
3 from-- ard progressed in Region II from reactor inspector
4 | through section chief in quality assurance-—=—vf-the-gueliry
5 | asewrance section.
[ During my stay in Region II1I, also I worked
7 | three years in performance appraiul,gl'pocinl inspection —t—
8 || group doing management type inspections around the country.
® Also, for eighteen months, I was the project
10 | section chief of special projects for Zimmer Nuclear Power
n | Plant( (401~ (4% 3),
12 In 1984, I applied for and was accepted to a
13 | position as chief reactor projects branch B in Region 1V,
14 || and I've been in Reg‘on IV since that time as a branch chief
15 @p until rocently) As of the 31st of March, I am now a
1¢ || section chief of project section B in tho/ j
17 || branch, ‘-L Wf 4v
8 I'\vork for Jim Gagliardo as of March the 31st [
9 | of 1986. - <ﬁ|ll'( 1“4 oo sie Hoof
2 Wﬁ diak "
7N rojects ﬁunch chief, I also worked eigumEy as the acting
22 | chief of the Comanche Pesk project.
7 In the fall~-- late fall of 1985, Tom Westerman
24 | was selected as the chief of the Comanche Peak group, and I
2% went to the full-time job as the branch chief
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0 Okay, thank you. -0 trowaleiui |+‘ Hef

One of the first topics that I Wwould like to

discuss is Region IV inspection report 84-32/11, I understand

that you were involved with that inspection report.

» That's correct. The inspectior was performed
in August through September of '84, at which time I was
involved in the Comanche FPeak project.

B e res CTTER LIV ST o

And I was, in fact, the chief of reactor
projects branch 2-- or "B" at that time and was intimately
involved in the preparation of this inspection and also the
final documentation and the issuance of the report from

Region N;;:bruary the 15th, 1985.

Q What was the purpose of the inspection?

A W It was a combination
e o it ke
of a task force inspection program that

r
out-wndesr Richard

—

, but I had vicked up the Comanche
Peak project prior to this report being issued.

The purpose of the report was to look at the
quality assurance program and 4k implementation in selected
areas at the Ccmanche Peak project. It was an effort that
wasg in parallel with the otfgﬁ’y’n_m Technical Review Team

L

out of the NRC headquarters. MAvas being performed by

Mr. Noonan and his group.

e
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we looked at the->"TIXE T Exid, we looked at

selected areas in the area of quality assurance: audit

program, evaluating the management of that program, o8 some
design control,asome procurement activities.. !f I remember
correctly.
Q What were the findings of the inspection? ;
A Again, as documented in the inspection report,

we found a number of significant findings, and I'l]lsw—3tis—

easy—se-resd them because I ganitww——gedon't have & total

recall.
/I
——bgt\‘e found that the Texas Utility Company
had some inadequacies in their review of the status and
adequacy of the QA program, We could not see how this had

been adequately accomplished. They failed to establish and

implement a system of comprehensive of planned and periodic i
audits, as was required, and that included audits of safety~-

related activities and vendors associated with the project.

There was a third finding that wee— concerned!
2 certification of a vendor compliance inspector, which was
a severity level 5, -éZESSE:Z not considered a significant
finding.

Q The first findings that you discussed, what
severity level were they assigned?

A These both-- The two findinge that I discussed

relative to the status and adequacy of the QA program and the
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audit-- establishment and implementation of the audit
program were given a severity level 4'00$;kﬁ££::22;:—-‘

Q Do you consider these findings to be signifi-

cant?

A 1 definitely consider the findings to be
significant in this particular case because the quality and
the records of guality at Comanche Peak were placed in ques-
tion by the efforts of the Technical Review Team out of
washington under the overview of Vince Noonan.

The failure to review the status and adeguacy
of the QA program and the failure to implement and audit
program indicates that tne licensee did not have control of
his guality assurance activities, nor was he assessing the

adequacy of the activities if they were there.

By not performing audits and not performing
assessments, he then would not identify, at an early date,
problems that would, at a later date, cost him an enormous

amount of money to recover, such as, purchasing from an

unapproved vendorﬂJ;ct auditing procedures relative to safety-

related activit;el‘uch as equipment setting by Westinghouse

or any other on-site contractor.

One of the specific findings in this report
was the failure for us to see where they had audited Westing-

house in 1977, '78, '79, '80, and '8l on site, even though
'qﬁ4wv{k4v**"&bt"

| — involved in major egquipment settings, since they

' .
l
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were the nuclear steam supply system group and had an

engineering service group on site.

Wwe felt that that was extremely significant

e S SR e S P e

in that it involved the steam generators, the reactor coclant
pumps, and that type of equipment.

Q Do you feel that the severity level 4 that was
assigned to these vioclations was appropriate?

A As the manager at that time, I think it was
appropriate in that in the letter we specifically asked the

licensee to include the response to this, and we gave him

the choice that he could respond to this individually,

égparatelx) or he could respond to it as part of the Comanche |

Peak review team.

We knew the Comanche Peak review team-- oOr,
the TRT effort by the NRC was ongoing, and at that point,
we felt like these findings were a part of a very large
oroblem-- or, potential problem that had already been
identified.

I1f the effort of the TRT Comanche Peak response
team showed that the-~ that this was a very generic,
comprehensive, overall problem with the Comanche Peak manage-

ment group of Texas Utilities, or TUGCO, which I think that

it would have-- or, it will show because they, in fact,
have the responsibility to look at that, then the significance

of these particular findings will occur at that tire.
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The reason they weren't considered as a
severity level 3 or higher severity level was that the find-
ings indicate a potential,ifzz-the significant potential é?iz—f~
problems. However, the problems had not been ilentified or
were already identified by the TRT and would be included in
the Comanche Peak response team action plans.
The signifimnce of the finding, as I indicated

before, would be developed at a later date, probably 1986
or 1987 depending on how guickly thfzzéf:cghrough the items.

Q During this inspection, did the inspectors
develop information to indicate that Region IV itself had been
remiss in the conduct of their inspections at Comanche Peak,

that they had not conducted in-depth audits of TUGCO manage-

ment for ten years?

|
A I think when you do an overview of the problems

at Comanche as a section chief or branch chief or manager

and you look at the types of findings that were being identi-
fied by the TRT and by 4ivee=dy this QA inspection wirieh
-4h!<§4~32/11 repo;; that we're talkir.g about, I think one

has to come to the conclusion, anZ I have come to that

conclusion, that the inspection program applied to Comanche

Peak was less than adequate and less than appropriate.
I think=-- 1 personally feel that the reason

the TRT and the Comanche Peak response team exists today is

the licensee's attempt-{ ‘/nd the NRC has required the e
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licensee to do thil) to recover the guality of Comanche
Peak which should have been verified during the ten years of
construction. It's an expensive lesson in 1986 and '87.

Q We had-- Or, I had learned thrcagh other

interviews that possibly Region IV had not conducted a

specific audit that was required by TUGCO management in going

back to the corporate offices and that the lack of this audit

made it very difficult for the NRC to verify whether or not
TUGCO was in compliance with Criteria 18.

Do you recall any such corporate audit that

the NRC had not performed?

a L bedd . cield ¢l 1
Sl
bolious shet-#f review done by the senior resident inspector

A

and myself, in order to try to understand the status of the

)
inspection program at Comanche Peak , “whieh-was—dorre” in the
184~'85 time frame, for two purposes: To-- First off, to
establish the status of the inspection program, and then to
use that status to modify or tailor our inspection program
of Unit 1 and Unit 2 to pick up any weak areas or noted weak
areas.

The second purpose, other than to=——ih-

M‘to—ﬁr'n’%éﬁ{m status and tailoring our
inspection program, was to provide input{h ,‘nd this was the

thought at the timéi?and I can't respond because I'm no

longer attacheq) but—tNE ERGUGHt 8t ERe EIfe weas—to—provide

o —————— < ————————
f

p—
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imowt to the Comanche Peak response team actior plans in ‘)

order that the licensee would appropriately ard fully address

any safety concerns that we might have or that we might have
potential concerns in that the NRC didn't inspect that area
during the ten-year period.

As an cxample.dnsyho-tbosc-uas—nob—e—-.;éhere

was not, as you indicate, ¥-seceiiw=" I don't believe there

was an exten.ive-(f Jéd 1 don't have the details with me,

but I'11l try to place it in peupectiv;. Z
ere w an extensive

3 A P

review of the Texas Utility é%inﬂzﬁzxﬁg_lndit program, T
i
i.

management audit program, the management QA program by Region

IV. There was someh}nspectionl done, but they wouldn't be

what we'd call extensive or;adestate.

Out of that particular type of information,
we then planned to tailor or modify our inspection programs
such that we could provide the most assurance of the guality
level of Comanche.

One of the things we looked for in this 84-
32/11 was the failure to adequately review the status and

adequacy of the QA program.

One of the things '@ found, and to repeat
! e et 4
myself, is that the 1icenne--=—no-hhoe—thoh:{zéoaooo-hﬁn‘n1fb

reviewed the status and adermuacy of the QA program-se—thet

M—W i - ~he—didnle—do—its then —we-—twwd—-66ms

P e ——— C ke —————_. - . -y -
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concerns relative to the guality of the plant based on that

finding.

Q Okay. Did you receive any resistance from
Region IV upper management when this report was issued? Do
you have any information that the senior resident inspector
who conducted the inspection received any adverse comments or
anyvthing like that as a result of this report?

A As I recall, again, since I was personally
involved, the draft report came to me. As I recall, I went
to the site personally and worked with the senior resident
for about eight houra§ vgt to take exception to his findings,
but to help put the findings together and make sure they were
in the proper perspective.

In fact, I agreed fully with the findings and

"\(lL
actually the findings in therrcport, in some cases, were,

let's say, a little more stringent than he had first presented

Wl
and naturally so, because I think the}office management oOr

supervisory overview has a larger perspective.

And in this particular cale(f:ghe of his

findings, he was dealing with eeme specifics) < after I
personally had reviowoé::::trom a supervisory viewpoint and

a management viewpoint at that time, I felt that the findings
had more significance.

out of those meetings with the senior resident

inspector(.obviously Shannon Phillips hergl we developed the

i
i
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cover letter to indicate to the licensee that we had had the
particular findings, and we developed the letter that said
that these violations should be and may be answered as part
of the Comanche Peak response team.

You might note that, in fact, the licensee
has chosen, through correspondence, to respond to the first
two items in the Comanche Peak response team action plan,
and for the third item, it was responded to separately.

And that's to the best of my recollection.

1 did not receive———_JPersonadiyy—i—gid-not
receive resistance to the findings. I had made a suggestion
initially that the findings be sent out with no severity
level attached. And this was my position because-s.-ingd I

(oot abodjacd)
sS4 *&é&}that the findings were extremely significant.

The significance of the finding wewild-bé==_
would determine the severity level at a later date, and I
personally felt that we should send the notice of violation
without a severity level attached to be determined at the
completion of the review plan and depending on the hardware
findings or the actual problems in the plant, then at that
point, we would assign the-- we would assign the severity
level.

Upper management did not choose to go that
direction, and, in fact, the report was issued with a

severity level 4 attached with-- hooefully, I think, with
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the attitude that whether th: severity levels were attached
then or whether the response to this report was handled in
the-- with the severity levels already attached, at the end
of the Comanche Peak response team review when the quality
level of the site was confirmed or the level was confirmed,
meaning the lack of or it was okay, the importance of these
findings would then, in fact, still come out. And I would
assume another enforcement package would be issued at the
termination of this particular activity that could, in fact,
issue those as repeat violations or violations of the same
regulatory requirements with specific hardware deficiencies
noted at that time. And they would be issued as a 4 or a 3

or a 2, depending on the significance during construction.

Q At the end of 1985 when Mr. Westerman assuned
your position=-

A That was, like, Octcber or so of 1985, I
believe.

Q Okay.

Do you have any knowledge that he made some
comments to Shannon Phillips, the senior resident inspector,
concerning this inspection report? Comments that were--
you know, that were adverse to the findings that had been

written on the inspection report?

A No, I don't. ¥d0R " t-- 1 have not--
Well, —if-commeERtE were mage, they werem v mate-im$ésont Qf

o e S gy - - N — - —

|

|
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me and-- You know, I don't-have-knowledge of the COmMents,
0. 1f any uwere-mede——

Q Okay.

During this inspection, from what I understand,

the inspectors asked TUGCO to provide audit reports that they

had done. I understand that one contract audit report-- Done
by MAC?
Done by MAC; that's correct.

~--was not provided and was provided at a later

A During the WM-.’!%/J/)me of the things

that we asked for-~- And again, I'm repeating. But we asked
fox.she::/,any information that the licensee had at his hand
where he had, through some documented, prepianned program
| or any kind of program, ad Loc or otherwile,(fpecifically we
asked fob any audits that were put together or any reviews

that were put together by in-house people or by contract

roem rae

pecple-- And I can go to the details of 84-3%@:1:! get those

words. But we asked specifically~-- And the fact of the
matter is we asked mare than oncey --for any inspection

reports or outside reviews of the @R=""vUr;—the quality

PERGAD O RAYOREE = 7 ereesr

assurance program,

At the time we did the inspection, we reviewed
every piece of information that we had, and that included

reviewing the NKC CAT, which is a construction assessment




PERGAD TO . SaronmE w i Sreed

10

"

12

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

ra

24

.Au9uc&—oi—S0p8onbos-=!h.!-d§‘~not—p!evtﬂv any-- or make any

_NECam . the-~group;—tf-you-will the NRC was interested in

- ———— ‘-~ an "

‘h’ QC»L/' 15 !

team inspection or audit’}NWe reviewed a special inspection E
W ;

audit that was done by Region II. We reviewed ’KLobbin ]

report, which was an outside contractor of one specific area

of the guality assurance program. And I don't remember, it
T
was probablyFPesign Cr-Somethinos, |
~d U { .
But thcyyeid not provide -in-l89==_And I think

this-was—probably 1984 And again, we-asked—for—it—im

indication to us that they had an outside audit report. It !
was a surprise to me personally, and I'm sure to a lot of
other people, that in 1985, sometime in that time frame, that |
the MAC report which had a letter addressed to Britain,
the president of TUGCO, I believe, or of Texas Utilities, ‘
that that report had been done in 1978 and had some substan-

tial findings in it. It contained substantial findings, or

what I would call significant findings that reflected on the

overall gquality assurance program, which is the area oi-4he

during the 84-3}¢inlpection.
Q Do you feel it was improper for TUGCO not to
provide this report when they were asked for it by Region IV?
A Yes, 1 do feel it was improper. I think it
was a report done by an outside contractor, not of financial
matters, not of matters which I personally am not that

interested in, but it was done as an assessment of the quality
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assurance program related to the design and construction of
Comanche Peak. Certainly, it was improper.

Q Was any action taken by Region IV against the

utility for not providing this report when asked?

)3 1 do not know of any action at this time.

Q Do you have any reason as to why no action was
taken?

.\ No, I don't at this time.

Q Okay.

Do you have anything further on this inspection

report that you would like to add?

I I don't believe so at this moment. Something

might-- you know, might come out that we can talk about.
I'm hesitant to close the door on it, but if something else
comes up, I'll talk about it. ‘

Q Okay .

A At this point, 1 feel fairly comfortable with
what we've gone through.

Q Okay. The second area 1'd like to discuss
is inspection report 85-07/05. Could you summarize your
involvement with that inspection report?

A Ft4g== My 1nvolvement with$§ww—amd—T411"
My involvement with 85-07/05,

and it's a little different that 84-32, "

v

e’
In the i*r 84-32/11Nthe report was

o —— — ———— »es B el ST ———— - e
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»,ll”" .
1nued’.‘u&1 was still invelved with the project.

\

In the 85-07/05, the inspection-- the plans,

the inspection plans, if you will, the preparation for the

inspection andcthadubyph-@f-- in that time frame, I was

involved specifically, myself and Doyle }‘.‘-n.t‘cutt and, of

course, @ Shannon Phillips and 1
! . p—

| belicve, was the other individual. Wwe developed an inspection

| plan to look at some specific items at Comanche Peak,

again with the intent of giving us a better understanding of

the Comanche Peak project as a whole and to look at areas

where we felt weaknesses were noted through our reviews of

other mfomtion) and teges if these weaknesses did exist,

to provide them to the Comanche Peak project such that they

might verify that the quality did exist or establish the

quali‘y 4f it wasn't able to be verified or it 4id not exist

physically.

That, I think, is the bottom line on the
[ omrvie et At ar K ) %
setting up"g,t.hc report.
The report was done during .theee- April through
June of '85. And u?;ndicatod. I was involved in the

Comanche Peak project through about Octoboz.( 1485,

The report was drafted, as we normally draft

a report, from the site wp.to-thee— and then it's provided

to Regional supervision and management. And it was provided

by Doyle Runnicutt through me, and it went to typing.
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et In the-=- - : 7 e late
summer of 185, —in-other—wordes,—sometime-afterJune-after the
regort*vms“ttuttﬂ!ﬂ=*—"ﬂnB‘T‘wuutﬂ—1397'§165151§7—33Iy, but
f~ju1t—don4t—feca%i1——iut-tt‘wII'Iﬁ‘fﬁif—EIiI“!rlme.
Once the report was typed in draft, during

the Comanche Peak project time frame now, NRC hq‘.aoliqned

vince Noonan as,guotesunguete; the project director. Eo,
he's involved in all activities of the Comanciic Peak project
and, as I understand it, at least in the concurreace of
activities.
So, all inspection reports are issued with

his concurrences. -

" 7o make sure, again if I understand it proper-
ly, that the TRT activities, if you will, and the heari g

activities and the Region IV inspection activities all dove-

that's his responsibility.
The report was drafted in the fall-- or,
early fall of '85. And, in fact, was reviewed in house

and then sent to-- a copy was given to the project, Vince

Noonan group, if you will, and for theix review and con-
currence.

As normal, I would wait for their review and
concurrence through a contact. -ﬂ‘A’fter their yeview and

concurrence, then go ahecd and finalize the letter with

e ——— A R ——— T ¥ T ’ - —————— e e —— e e -

tailed together. Basically, as a project director or manager,

\
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any comments and the report with any comments and mail the

) - W
report *'“w\ e el

-

During the time that it was in review by the

NRC y—Beaning has oAl v ==yt =" had Deen BENt-—Go_Lthe
olf-site group, a—eepy-for review,..]l was, in fact, e

reassigned ta=ss in October back to the reactor safety
i ¢ld e iuts orandh &)

branch
A

2 t
It th &2"%{” i . ing support
DA was the group e engineering supp
A

inspection program,

&w»««.
After the October of 1985 time frame, I

/

happened to have been involved in this report, & I kept my

O e el et
Hv"'package, includirg the draft-- 4§ also, my secretary had a
}, supy of the draftf’--so that I might, in fact, be involved
in mconcurrenc:,i)%‘;(in&:lt?“hﬁ;(b I wouldn't be
signing the report out because that would be ¢one by Tom
Westerman or Eric Johnson or whoever the director was at
that time) ®3% 1 wanted to be involved to make sure that
our findings were being addressed prOperly/JQcauu the

findings were presented to me by the inspectors.

I1'11 just say, that's the way I normally do

Il business.

prrmeally

And then, sfter I had seen the report sent out

in fact, have no further guestions.

S ——— —— -

and 1 agreed with it and the way it was handled, then I would,
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Thﬁ\rcport was sent out in Felrruary, realizing
that in October of '85 I no longer was associated directly.
I had some people working on the project, but 1 was not
associated directly with the project. S0, between Octoner

(8 ¢

and February, this report hndﬁqonc through scme roviews( and

1 don't know anything about those. I wasn't involved in

thOIf) 4.~\\\\\\
‘it when the repor: came outﬂ”fé)wus mailed,

|
<;nd I was not involved in any changes that were mide to the

reporé) 1 can't respend-—to-thet—Buwe-1 did note that the

report was Aifferent from that which was in the initial draft
and that which I had exited on June the 21st( in that time

framg) with the utility.

.udF[hat difference is the item thxzt keyed
my questioning my management to get the right asnswers and
W%A Uhemgpo
get the ba:il' I was not arguing, and I doa't intend to
argue with a report being different than that of the drait.

What 1 asked for was the basis for the difference.

Q In what way was the final report and the draft
report different?
A There were a number of differences, but I

can-- 1'l]l try to characterize them. And I aave, in fact,

carried this to my management, to Eric Johnson as the division

director for reactor safety and projects.

what I would indicate is that there were ten

-- o .y . G e . N Aews e e e e ea g
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L items »f noncompliance in the draft. And again, that means
2 that there were ten items. They could be formatted in any

3 || way, as necessary. Meaning that it could be two items with

< five examples, but there were ter specific vioclations noted
6 in e-hm—"""\x* ‘,’./\..ﬂ«f/{r ¢ .vr"“"‘— ‘ ‘

ol
6 { when tht’ #cpo:'t went out, I saw that five of

7 the items were reclassified as unresolved items, and five of

8 | the items continued a# violations. 8o, my question to my

¢ | management was to expisin-——-eouid--——would—they—onpiain to

19 || me the difference that: made them to go from viclations to

" unresclved items.

12 Another difference that was significant was
3 two items ir the report were missing. Now, these were ihe
b items that I checked. There are more deficiencies in this
15 report, after I did 2 ao'e detailed review, than I actually

16 presented mysel? tc my maragement. And I can point out a

rosa Tae

17 c~uplea others in here.

% 18 ! Q So, there were more dei.ciencies in your draft-r
L ® || so I can understand this.

: - A e,

; 3] " Q There were more deficiencies in your draft

g

A There were-- We idontifiodz!’}j; an example,

22 than you initially thought? Or....?
y

24 | we identified ter specific deficiencies.

25 Q Right.

e — e ews L e e—————— . R p——
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Q A wWwhen the draft went out~- I mean, when the

‘report went out, the report went out with five of the ten

deficiencies identified as deficiencies or noncompliance.

Twe of the items went away as clear. In other words, they

were no longer deficiencies. Three of the items were then

downgraded to unresolved.

Q Oh, okay. We still have the ten.

A Right. |
Q Right. {
A The total was ten. |

And I can talk about!{ each one of those
specifically because they do need to be talked about specifi-
cally. But again,-wéeh-ﬁ.—-'(makinq sure that you realize
that-- “g;d it's important to m;) d‘& took each one of these
to my management and asked them to handle it. And it's up
to them to do what they want to do with it. After I have
taken them to my management, I expect them to be able to
respond to anybody as far as what they did and their basis for
it being okay)T '

( cause some of my comments to the management

were relative to the report handling and the way the inspec-
tors-- the way the items were taken care of. And it hag to
do with management of the items, not necessarily just the
technical part of the item.

Q Okay. Would you please go through the five

o ———— .« - . - —— L e e ———— e g -
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items that were downgraded from violations to unresolved

or were deleted from the report, and if you could, explain
why you thought they were a violation and the basis that you
received from your management as to why they were changed.

. All right. Give me a second to get my notes.
1 have notes I made up to go through each of the items.

MR. MULLEY: Okay, why don't we take a short
Lreak here?

THE WITNESS: Okay, 1 appreciate that.

(Whereupon, there was a brief recess in the
proceedings.)

MR. MULLEY: On the record.

BY MR. MULLEY:

Q Would you be able to go through for us the
violations that were deleted or changed to unresolved items
in this inspection report 85-07/05?

P 1 can go through the ones that I went through
with&b1:3&”%3:“?ﬁ:pection report, yes.

As I indicated earlier, the original report
had ten items that were considered to be of the violation
category.

When the report came out and I reviewed the
report, the discrepancies I noted included a violation-~ an
apparent violation that had been issued against Criterion 3,

which was design control, and the subject ‘was lack of

e p—————— | e - e e B ————
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engineering documentation providing control over certain

activities. That item had been reclassified as an unresolved |
item.

The basis of this change to unresclved, I'm
not-- I can't respond to that. My concerns that were
presented to my management was asking for a basis for that
change and what the plans were for followup and disposition
of that particular finding.

The finding was important because the criteria
and the-- regarding tolerances, levelness tolerances and
shoe and bracket clearances were not included in the specifi-
cation procedures-- :{::iuded in a spccificationfziltallation

procedures drawings relative to Unit 2 pressure vessel( Comanche

Peak Statiog installation.

We reviewed the work package and the traveler
associated with that installation because the Unit 2 vessel
installation was a question before the Staff, and we had not
loocked into that area. I could only respond as for the
basis by actually reading the .octionﬁ:ﬁgart at this point.

I think=-- I guess what I'm saying is that
you will have to discuss that specifically with the individu-
als involved., I was not given a specific answer to that
particular cuestion.

Q As to why it was being changed.

A As to whether or not it was considered a

. ——— S —————— Y S e e——— . -
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y documentation problem or whether or not there was more
2 || inspection effort had gone on and cleared the item to the

3 || point where they could call it unresolved.
4 Q Are you personally aware of any more inspection?
|

5 || effort? ;
6 A I am not personally aware of any, but, vou know,

7 1 would not sit here and indicate to ysu that there wasn't
8 | any done becuase I had not been associated with the project
9 || and there are people who could answer that question better

10 than I.

n Another item relative to failure to take
AL WAl (A

12 corrective actions, which is an il-ue-%ginonconformance #
| AW VR

Tl

12 || report, asain tﬁs reclassified as an unresolved item, im—that |
C Gl b ol (2l

when discrepancies were identified with the clearances with

16 the shoes and brackets, with the construction traveler, as

16 it were, that Brown & Root was using to set the vessel, they

ree

17 || did not document those discrepancies.

18 And again, I don't know the followup or the

19 basis for that ..-3he reclassification of—thet as unresolved.

20 || And that, again, was brought to the attention of management.

€. SAYORRE = 7§

2 I Another item deficiemney identified initially

2 4«323*%3£‘#(g the failure to perform audits and surveillances

23 ‘ of the reactor pressure vessel Unit 2 installation. 1In

rEngas

2 order-éj ﬂgcause of the other discrepancies where they lacked,

2 maybe, what we would consider today strong procedural controlta-




% |

' || we asked the licensee if he had any information 00915323314:

that would support the activitye kike~he had a QA lurveillance;

’ or audit team'\dunng the in :allation of the reactor pressure
g vessel of Unit 2. |
» Realizing that the setting of a reactor pressure

6 | vessel happens to be one of the largest jobs outside of i
? pouring the containment buildings on lito( it's a 400~-ton
é unig and one would expect that the licensee would pay

$ extremely close attention to that activity since the reactor

10 | pressure vessel is supposed to be in place for forty years) 4
n ik it was surprising to ME = O~ 8 S PTEEETT

12 | tosme~that they had not had quality assurance in the area

il e
13 or had not had thcm*openting against documented acceptance

Al PV U T
14 criteria verifying that 4xj,was being done properly. The

v il Wy A b !
15 documentation rdid et show that it m,\done entirely properly,

16 and the discrepancies that were noted had not had engineering |

Tas

Toem

18 properly.

|
|
|
17 review and evaluation to show that the vessel was installed l
19 As of what I know today, the item still is !
|
I
|

20 deficient and needs to be followed up as an unresolved item,

e sayouRt = areer

2 or as a violation, it needs to be followed up by additional

sEmTAD

22 r inspection effort. l
23 “ Again, this was brought to the attention of

26 management .

25 Q Now, let me ask a guestion concerning

o ————— - - . —— - - ————————  —— N —————— L —
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violations and unresclved items: If there is enough
information at hand to show that a certain deficiency is a
violation, is it proper to change that to an unresolved item,
or should the viclation be written?

k That is a difficult question to answer, but
generally speaking, if the inspector who was in the field,
wrote the~- went out and performed the inspection had enough
information or lack of information in front of him against
the acceptance criteria which he had been provided, which,
in fact, he did have and he was using an insvection module
in specific areas which we had really directed him in a
particular area, I would say that it would be difficult to
write a violation as identified by a journeyman inspecbzsn as
an unresolved itemg thwithstanding if, in fact, additional
information is brought out,=- «Jﬂat is, in addition to what
the man had in the first placey” --he then could write it
as a clear item, or he could, in fact, agree that it be

reclassified as unresolved.

But again, that would be done by the inspector
himself.
(Whereupon, the proceedings were interrupted

by a knock at the door.)

A S0, 1 guess the bottom line is the basis for
reclassifying these as unresolved needs to be pursued. And

that's my ovinion. I did attempt to pursue that. That's a

. - ——— —— ST e smeen— e w a———————— - B ——
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management item, and it needs to be pursued. I could not
specifically get the answer.

Q At the time you prepared the draft inspection
report and approved it, in your opinion, was there enough

information presented to support a violation?

b2 think-imthe—— Without a guestion, in the draft as written
and again with the information that's in the inspection
report, I think it's close whether or not the violation--
or, whether or not it should be a viclaticn or unresolved
item. I think it could go either way, and I think that
that's the inspector's and his supervisor's responsibility
to work that out to their mutual satisfaction.

1 guess my problem is that, in this particular
case since the man came to me to discuss these things, then
they were my concerns also because they were my findings.

It concerns me that they didn't work it out.

to respond back?

A As an unresolved item, he does not have to

respond at all. That's-- Again, I'm going to-- I would

like to try to answer your question and not go out away from
the question. But, realize that an unresolved item, from
the regulatory process then is not-- doesn't require it to

be included in the cover letter of the inspection report.

A That's absolutely true. I think-ehet—imthes~

Q As an unresolved item, is the licensee required

|
i
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And, therefore, the licensee's management is
not made aware of this particular problem unless his people
bring it to his attention, which they normally don't. Or,
in my experience, they didn't or don't.

But it's even more important because the ;
unresolved items, then, are not brought to the attention of
the NRC management either. And when we do the SALP, which

is a systematic assessment of licensee performance, generally |
i
the unresolved items, in the majority of the cases, is not '

considered in the assessment of the licensee performance.

So, our own manacement also don't receive the
informationAnéd that might be represented by an unresolved
item.

The handling of unresolved items, to me, is
very, very critical, because if you carry something as unre- |
solved, the two management groups that can cause an item
to be corrupted or cause a program to be altered or changed
such that the problem will go away or not be repeated, if
you will, may not ever be notified of that particular problem.

Q Okay. Taking the findings concerning the
installation of the reactor vessel that were documented in
that report, based on what you know or knew at the time,
what assurance does the NRC have or TUGCO have that the
vessel was installed properly?

A Based on the findings that I had,-- And again,
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my inspectors and I briefed, and we briefed the licensee and

exited on this particular report. =-I do not have a good
assurance or good feeling that-- And-- that the reactor
vessel has, in fact, been engineered in the position that it's
in. |

I don't think the NRC-- And at that time, !
1 was representing the NRC. I don't believe the NRC has a-~- %
could say that they have assurance that the vessel was

L T )
inutallei;mﬁnd 7 den't believe the licensre could say that

either. Until some of these discrepancies are identified,

brought forward, evaluated, and other actions taken to make

sure that they don't represent a generic problem with

installation of major equipmentztiia rndIIlwfthnm4~*4LL* CYMan

Q Now, since these items were listed as unre-
solved, there's really, as far as I can see, no real pressure
to do these certain actions that you think have to be done.

R mhat is correct. 1It'll depend on the first-
line supervisor requiring special inspections-- or, followup
inspections to cause the unresolved item to be determined to
be item of noncompliance or clear, meaning acceptable.

The-- And that would occur, hopefully, at
a later date, but in the near future.

By not writing a noncompliance item and having
the utility respond to that noncompliance as lack of records

or lack of data or lack of engineering, lack of corrective

. - ———— A RS R PN — Ty p———— PP
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action, as we were talking here in audits, the licensee is
not in the mode of getting that into the corrective action
plan in which the NRC has specified that he would perform to
assure the quality of Comanche Peak. Thu.'s the bottom line.

The other item about the reactor pressure
vessel-- And again, it will go without saying, but it's
here. The reason we chose the reactor vessel-- the Unit 2
reactor vessel is because it was an item in contention in the
hearing, and we could not, to my knowledge,-- Again, as far
as I could tell, the reactor vessel installation had not been
fully audited or addressed during the 19-- let's say, the
1984 time frame, and we wanted to look at it to see the
status.

Based on the findings of the Technical Review
Team where there were inadequacies in the area of.ﬁ:ii:;é;qx)
liner welds and other things, bolting and that type of thing,
we wanted to make sure that the reactor vessel installation
did not have similar problems.

I would indicate to you at this time, I don't
know whether or not the problems are there.

Q Who was involved in changing these violations
to unresolved items? Who in Region IV?
A Again, I'm speculating, but it would be the

sunervision and management associated with the fina) review

and approval of that inspection.
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My assumption is, and this is only an assump-
tion, is that each of the changes would have been cleared,
and clesrly cleared, with the inspectors involved because we
depend heavily on the inspector, his integrity and the way
he does his job and his technical expertise, then it would

| have been cleared with him and he was in agreement with these

reclassifications. gy .—}
I would indicate to you tha came

to ..-ﬁ:fln. wasn't entirely happy with the changes, and
that's when I%%m-d and tried to pursue them and get
the basis for the changes.
| ‘ Q If you were to be told that, in fact, the
inspector did not see the changes, how would that strike you?
* As a manager and a supervisor, I would be
surprised. I mean, that would not be in accordance with my
| criteria of the way we do business and the way we're supposed

to do business. I would be-- As & manager, I would be very

| unhappy with that.
Q You will note on the cover sheet of this
inspecticn report on the dates that they were signed-- the

dates that the inspector signed the report gre October the

PEBess €O BRTenER. 23 SPeee reee cen

i1st and October the 2nd of 1985. The report actually went
out and was signed~~-
A January 1986.

Q ~=January the 28th, yes, 1986 by Mr. Runnicutt,




PENGAD CO . BavoMmE w3 eYeed

10

"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

and the cover letter is dated February the 3rd.

A And signed out by Mr. Johnson.
Q February the 3rd. So, there was a period

there of about four months.

I Yeah, I think the critical items are the
inspector's signatures, if you will. And then, if you look
on the concurrence on the front page, the difference between
over on the right-hand-- Look on the right~hand side. You
see Noonan finally signed off on 5/38 or”!t?

Q Yeah. Well, he actually didn't sign this.

‘A No, it's by his representative Charlie
Hggﬁgiﬁlphonetically). That's what it says. And that's the
way we had it set up to do. So, that's no-- 1I'm not

questioning that. I'm just saying the date on there-- What

occurs, and that February the 3rd happens to be a mailing

date.

Q Yeah.

A But that bottom=-- the concurrence date is
really the important date.
H Q And it looks like everybody signed it on
January the 28th. However, as I go through here, I find
” that H.S. Phillips, somebody signed for him,
A 1 think you'll probably find that's Tom

Westerman's signature.

I'm saying is: There's a lot of cases where this concurrence ‘
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Q Right.
i3 For Phillips.
Q Right. Because Westerman signed for himself,

Johnson signed for himself.

i Hunicutt signed.
Q Hunnicutt signed for himzelf.
A Now, see, as a matter of practice and policy,

one would immediately accept the fact-- I do. This,

apparently, is a problem here. But I accept the fact that
when Tom Westerman signs for Phillipl‘)l,that Mr. Phillips
concurs with that signature and they've done it by phone and/
or some other method. I don't know that that happened, but
if they didn't concur,

then that's where the problems are coming out.

I would indicate that we normal-- Well, a lot
of times we may have, like, on a report a supervisor signing
for an individual-- concurring for an individual. But
again, it's the first-line supervisor's responsibility and
then the second-line manager's responsibility to make sure
that when, as in the case of the 84-~32 report that I'm
looking at, that when I sign that out that there are no
disagreements within the section.

rnd if you don't do that as a supervisor and
manager, you're looking fo. - lot of grief in the future.

There are dates in that 85-05/07 which makeﬂ,

e —— . —_—— ———

if it ien't with his full understanding
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one wonder, just because of the difference in the dates.

Q Yes.

I3 1 think the inspector signed off on the report
as early as 10-85,

Q Right, 10-1-85.

1 guess that was my next guestion. As a ;
matter of practice, it looks like we have a couple of inspec-'
tors signing off on a report on the 1st of October-- the
cover sheet of the report. All the pages underneath get 1
changed. Why don't the inspectors resign? i

A As a matter of practice because some inspectors
are on other inspection trips, some inspectors are at the
site, there are a lot of cases where the supervisor himself
is responsible to make sure that, again, he's representing
the individual, that there are no guestions.

Now, that allows a superyilor to-- He could
subvert the system. OCkay?

Q Yes.

A I1f my supervisor did that, he would be
reprimanded severely. You know, because, in fact, he has
taken a GS-13's, 14's findings and has changed them. And
if that man disagrees with that, then it becomes obvious
that the supervisor didn't follow through adequately Or

designated somebody else to do it and that individual let him

dowvm.

h o e ———— L —— o ——
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1 don't kncw those answers. 1 do know that
that report ought to represent that signature.

Q Yes.

A I don't understand why, if a report was
substantially changed-- when the report wis substantially
changed, as it is, I don't understand why the dates were not
changed and it was not resigned by those individuals.

Q 1 guess as an indication of how substantially
the report was changed, when these inspectors signed this
report in October of 'B5, they were signing for certain
paragraphs. One of the paragraphs they signed for-- all of
these people signed for was paragraph 19.

A Okay.

Q Now, if you go through the report itself that
was finally sent out, there is no paragraph 19,

A 1 can respond to that, but it's not the 19
that's important. 1It's the fact that paragraph 18 was taken
out and 19 became 18. And I think that ought t¢ be pursued.

Q Right. And there's an indication there of
just, you know, exactly how much this report was changed.

3 Well, and look at the cover letter. I'm

trying to help. I know & lot more about it. On the cover

letter, you'll find out that the areas inspected, including

a review of nonconformance. Okay?

Q Right.
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| examination, all right. Action of the applicant on design

| deficiencies and plant tours.
| the report summary, which really identifies ghe paragraphs,
| And a trend analysis.

| ancy in the report summary and that which is in the report

| details. And I can't respond to that. I just happen to know

| I don't know what it indicates.

| the draft is no longer there. I'm not sure why it's not

| when I was reviewing this withe~

| about the items of noncompliance, and I didn't want to get

| traceability problem, and Item No. 10 was a Criterion 17

| records problem. Both of those items were cleared. They

37
A I think that's what the words are. Select

And in the report, and I'll give you a=- 1In
it says, "Status of review of violation 4§ unresolved items.*

That no longer exists. 8o, there is a discrep-

that that existed when I locked at it. Therefore, the--

It indicates, I know, that the~- what was in

there. I would not-- And I didn't ask that specific question

r the concerns tha{
—~r | — .-

——

I wanted to point out, earlier you asked

cr—

Jnd I had between mysalf an

off of those.

We had item of noncompliance that by our

initial draft was-- Item No. 9 U‘l‘}gi Criterion 8 material

actually became acceptable.
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And 1 took this to management, and I do have
an answer for those two that they gave me. The answer wis
that subsequent inspection or subsequent provision of records

by the licensee subseguent to the inspection dates~--

1n other words, obviously it was in the 1986

time frame.
Q Right.
A January time frame.

They actually brought additional information
to the inspector's attention to clear these two items. Okay?

And, by the way, I disagreed with that. It's
okay, but there's no documentation in the record, and that
means in the inspection report.

Also, the inspection report period ended in--
the inspection report period ended in June of '85, and they
brought additional information in the late '85 or early 'B6
to clear two items of noncompliance. And it's not reflected
in this report.

The appropriate manner, by the way,-=- And
1 can have an opinion, by the way(’/--il that these items

L

will sither be carried smd/or-cerried as 14

Jd:::fkghd they would be documented as closed in subsejuent

inspections by the NRC.
What it does is it makes it-- It doesn't

make the record clear. It doesn't provide a clear record,
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and I would indicate that that's really not the way to do |

business. |

Q How appropriate do you feel it is for a
licensee to take five or six months to retrieve records? :

) I1t's absolutely inaporopriate. Rctrievnbility,;
by definition, is not that he can retrieve it in any amount
of time. Retrievability means that he has a system set up
that makes a record retrievable in a reasonable amount of
time.

In this particular inspection, by the way,
we gave them over a week-- in the range of a week to come
up with records on major pieces of equipment, reactor coolant

piping and reactor vessel. The major pieces of equipment

that were--

It wasn't like we were asking for a piece of
equipment that was a gmall item that they, maybe, didn't
pay that much attention to.

And the licensee could not, and did not even
at the exit-- And we did exit. And you look in there, we
exited with Mr. Merrick who happened to be Unit 2 oroject
manager with TUGCO. He did not, and could not, provide the
records.

Not in the report necessarily, and we don't
normally document it as that-- 0f course, we don't document

the number directly «# the people dizectly that we ask for
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40 |
Eﬁka_éﬁééifiis But we did go for piping records and reactor
vessel records. We went to the appropriate levels of manage-
ment, including Mr. Purdy who was the guality assurance
manager for ASME piping;tsuhhéﬂrtv‘!!t!- Not that he knew
where the records were, but that he was to get the people
together and rally the people together to get us the records
that we asked for.

My understanding after the meeting with my
management was that, yeah, these records did show up three,
four, five months later. And based on the records showing
up in that time frame, they, in fact, closed these two items
out.

As an example now, they-- by closing those
two items out, they haven't addressed the fact that the
records weren't retrievable in a timely fashion.

And to me, that, in fact, is as important as--

since the records represent guality, as the fact that maybe

the records did not-- they were lost, they were misplaced,
they weren't in the proper storage so they weren't cataloged.

Part of the program requirements are that the
licensee be provided-~ that the licensee provide to himself
and to us, by the way,-- We're doing this for him. I hope
everybody realizes that. =--is that the records be provided
to represent the quality of that site.

The-- Really, when you clear an item like
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that-- And on material traceability, they cleared that item
also by presenting records after the fact and actually
allowing the man to go to the field and look at a--
apparently look underneath a hanger or something on a piece
of pipe and convincing the inspector that-- And I can't

*4J,L\~W~-C4;u4.
guestion it once the inspector tells ncf But convincing the
inspector three months aftgr the fact that the item he
inspected was okayr——Uhc:i:;an item that can be answered,
but not necessarily by me. It's just that I have the concern
with things being handled that way.

Q So, you think it would have been appropriate
then for the licensee to be cited for nonretrievability of
records?

A In this particular case, I specifically
supported the citation for lack of retrievable records and
notwithstanding that 1 do have some insight on the records
problem at Comanche Peak that made this particular citation
even more important because it represented-- our sample
represented an additional problem or a further problem of a
lack of records in the field.

The TRT identified lack of records on bolting,

piping, liner plate welding, et cetera, et cetera. And all

this is, is another example of records in the area-- And
we have two cases that we looked at.. We looked at the

reactor coclant piping. There's a lack of records there.

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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site Tom Westerman assigned to put the report together.

That would be the group, up to and including Tom's approval
of the report. Hunnicutt's, in this case. Tom Westerman's
approval and Hunnicutt's approval. And, in fact, Eric
Johnson's final approval and the issuance of the letter,
with the concurrence of Vince Noonan's group.

This signature represents-- Obviously, a

manager has to assign a group of people, and B:;hgiiinéﬁeek-

‘g;;:sa happens to be the individual assigned to the review

for him of Region IV inspection reports, I believe, at that
time.
That's the way I understood it. I'm not sure
that's the way it is today.
Q Okay. As I go through the ccncurrence here,
as it stood at the end of January of '86, we have Phillips,

then Hunnicutt, Westerman,-=-

A Yes.

Q ~-=Johnson, =~

2 Johnson.

Q --and then Noonan.
A Noonan, yeah,

Q Now, in October when the draft went out, when
you were still involved with Comanche Peak before you were
transferred back to the branch vosition, how was that

concurrence done?
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A I'm not sure. I don't have a~-- But it would

be Phillips, probably Hunnicutt, Hunter~-~ And I'll use this
as an example. Andv_ —}and probably Denise and Noonan.

Q Okay .

v That's the way it would have been in the
original concurrence packet. And we could verify that in
the system, but that would be the difference. Basically,
Westerman took my place on the concurrence because he became

' -
the project director, and Eric Johnson, since Mr :}ad

terminated then Eric became the

P)

acting director of reactor :afotyA ojects.

Q 80, at the time the draft went out in October,
which individuals had concurred in the draft?

“ The original draft, as it went out in October
prior to whatever changes occurred, it was-- basically
concurred and signed as indicated on the front page as

indicated by each of these individuals.

Q Okay. The front page of the report.

h That included Phillips, Bunnicutt for
Cummings who was the senior resident inspector at that time
of the inspection, D‘él Norman who in fact-- I don'te~-

I'm not purporting to know why Phillips signed to:. !

—

but it was in the October '65 time frame. And then, it had

been approved in October by Hunnicutt, the supervisor.

$o, when the concurrence is on front by

o —— N AE S ———— L 0 S W o —y & 0, p——— trepern 8B 4d o
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Shannon Phillips, basically it represented all those people.
And then, Hunnicutt, tnat represented, at that time, the
approval.

And those dates on that concurrence, as I
had left it when I changed projects, would represent-- it
probably was in the range of 10-2, the same as on the inspec-
tion report. It might have been November or December, I
don't remember. But it was in that October time frame, 1
believe.

Q So, based on that, it seems like the people
who affected the changes would be Tom Westerman and Eric

Johnson.

L) 1 think it would be these three right here.
1t would be Westerman, Eric Johnson, and Noonan.

Q Okay .

A In other words, you know, you just have to
realize that, in fact, the project is Region IV project and
NRR-- you know, NRC project, it would be done between those

three people.

They couldn't change the report without his

concurrence--
Q Right.
A --pecause he signed off on it as concurring

with the changes.

So, I don't know. Again, I'm speculating.

PP —— . _ re |
NPT — " S ————— g
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0 let's see., Would Noonan sion off on-- 1In
other words, he would see the draft report and then see the
final=- or would he just seen the final?

i3 He probably would see the draft, and then he
would see the changed draft, and then he would see the final.
In other words, he would be-- I would not think that the

NR-- that we would-- Well, I think-- You can ask him

that, but that would cause a lot of problems. In other wordsw

that's just not the way we do business.
I'm sure that this concurrence represents that

he or his representative knew what was going on, Now, I'm
not sure they understood the basis of it. They may have
taken the words of the people here (indicating). But, you
know, that's something that will need to be asked.

Q Did you perscnally have any conversations
with eitherU;pterman or Johnson concerning the differences

between the draft report and the final report?

A The first conversation I had with them was
after the report was issued on February the 3rd, and then
I reviewed the report. And I set a moet;nq up with them in
the latter part of February in h ;?ﬁ?:?::{ In fact,~--
Well, the latter part of-- Yeah, the 25th of February of 'B6

we had a meeting to discuss this-- the differences.

That's the first conversation I had because

I had nroted the differences.

{
|
|

’
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Q S0, they~- Even though at the time of the

inspection you were the man in charge, so© to speak,--
A Yes.

Q ~=you had signed off on t»> draft report

| indicating that you accepter the violations as was written

in the ‘r.f‘,"
ra Yes.

Q ~~they made some very significant changes to

A It appears that way.

Q ~-and didn't take the time to get your input--
A That's true.

Q ~-until after the raport went out. And you

found the discrepancies yourself.

+ They, at no time, asked my oninion or gt my

input. I, in fact,-~ Like I said initially, because of the
| way I do business, it was my work. I verified my wurk after

| the report was issued and noted some substantial differences.

Q Now, you were involved more or less as &

| hands~-on involvement with the inspectors in the inspection.

» I think, at that time, very much so because

| the inspection plan was developed and approved by Doyle and

myself, and 1'l]l indicate mostly by wyself. So, Phillips

[
| ané }nd the crew-- And we can talk about the report,

| but they went out and did their individual sections of the
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inspection that were basically directed and concurred in by
Hunnicutt and myself, and mainly by me because I had a broader
overview of what the TRT-- and I was involved in the TRT
action plan drafts, and I had areas that I had specifically
felt needed to be reviewed.

That's why we picked main coolant piping, which
is a substantial finding in here that has been altered, and
the way the hydro was performed cn the main coclant system.

And also, we picked the setting of the Unit 2
reactor vessel because that was a contention item.

Q And in the development of the draft report,
%id you review with the inspectors their support for the
violations?

A I sure did. We actually got together and

reviewed at the time we exited with the licensee, because, as
usual, I would exit with the licensee and go through the
findings in general and then any specifics on the finding
itself. The licensee would direct his guestions to the
inspector. I don't purport to ever understand all the
der:ils of the inspection. I would like to think that I did,

but if it was in the area of el:i::iigit I would feel very

comfortable or—iﬂqigf'ES;;:ZI;E§> But in the area of NDE or

welding or material traceability, then I would depend on

my journeymen inspectors to be able tc support that. And

that's the way I do business.
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Q S$o, this report, then, was changed back at
the headguarters in Arlington, Texas by people who were not
involved in the inspection at all.

A They were not involved in that particular

aspect of it., I can't respond as to what they did aftur the

fact.
o And so-~-
A The basis for the changes.
Q And you don't know the basis for the changes.
A I do not know the basis for the changes,

except in the twe cases where they said three months or so
after the fact the licensee brought records over and we
accepted those records.

My inspector-- The supervisor said, Heres's
the records; accept them. And that's the way it was done,

I would not think that that was the clean
way to operate.

Okay. You alrendy mentioned the other item
that in the meeting that I had with my management on the i5%h
of February. You mentioned the difference in the signature

and dates on the report, and I did cover those with my

management and indicated that, at best, that we r«eded t¢
be more careful and be more sensitive to the signature :nd
approval dates and make sure that they do represent the fact

of what we had actually done,
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I could interpret-- I could read “ais one

wey in a negative sennve. And even if they didn't intend it

as be/ny negative, it could show up that way. Therefore, to
me, it was not a good practien.

Q What was their response to those comments?

I ! It's okay. o resvonse. Basically, we do
things the way we're going to do them and the way we want -
to do them, and it's management's prerogative.

You know, I think it's just indifference maybe.
10 § S50, I'm not being critical. You know, 1'm just saying that
was my fenling when I left.

The meeting we had in ““’f“’*ﬁﬁb-1-<f1‘ as
an

a1l

1"

12

had the meeting with the other people, Tom VWesterman, Eric

14
Johnson, Ed Barnes. Immediately, we felt like we were on
the bad side of the table and they were on the good side of

the table.

16
:

18 After that, I felt very uncomfortable going
! " through the issues because I knew I wasn't going to get any~-
! vhere.

21 To carry it a little further, I got word that

PEmEss C9. BMNeESZ. B.1  etees feen so»

1 was-~ that Vince Noonan would like » talk with me, I
did, in tnct, discuss it with him, indicating to him that I
2 was considering taking the issuzs to my-- further levels

of management, 4t which time on the-- oh, about & week later,

12 i an outsider. J felt like I was being~~-
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that was on a Friday. Probably a week and « half. It would
be a week and a half later on a Monday, I went to see Mr.
Martin and discuss these same issues, indicating to him that

I felt he had a problem in this particular area and that the

reason I gave him the basis because I didn't feel like the i

findings were being handled to the satisfaction »f the inspec~-

|
tors and that he was to cause that to be-- he was to review

8 1t was after that that I got the memo that

0 says I have five days to put my concerns in writing. So,

1 || I wasn't very happy with that either. i
12 Q Okay. We earlier talked about an Item NO. 18 ?
|

13 that was deleted~-~-

14 A Yes.
15 Q --completely from the inspection report.
16 A Yes.
o
$ 17 Q what did Item No. 18 have to deal with?
18 A Again, I'll try to make a long story short

18 because there is no short story here.

that situation.
|
\
20 But one of the things that a project director ‘

21 does, and that's what 1 was doing, is to review the licenlee'1

PERGAD CO . BAVORNE W) areer

22 program, his docket, the status of violations, unresolved
23 items, deviations, and 50.55(e)s, event reports. And if you
24 do the event reports and the Part 21 reports, you've

25 established the reportable items to the project that he has
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given us, the NRC. If you review--
And then we review-- And again, I say we

review those. And Shannon's good at this. He's a good

organizer.

And then he reviewed-- We discussed status
of the viclations that had been issued by Region IV, just
generally. I didn't go into the specifics because I didn't
have enough time, and I didn't feel like, as a manager, I
needed it.

Secondly, we lobked at the unresolved items,
which generally an unresolved item is cited against a
criterion of Appendix B or some regulatory requirement.
Because even the-- The reason you're in there looking at
a particular area is because there's a regulation you want
to verify.

So, what we did is we plotted those items
specifically to come up with a status of the licensee's

events reports, 50.55(e) and then of the violations with

the idea, again, that this would be used to tailor the inspec-

tion program and, if there were any areas in the TRT that
weren't being looked at, that this indicated ought to be
looked at, we were going to initiate special inspection
efforts in those areas.

1'11l give you an example. This review showed

there was a potential problem in the area of design control.
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The design control was specifically within the Comanche Peak
response team action plan. We didn't plan on doing anything
special in that area, but there was a definite lack of
inspection findings and/or a lot of unresclved itcmlJ .Kgd
they finally just went away)/)én the area of procurement
and approved vendors.

So, we, in fact, planned on performing

additional inspection effort concerning vendors, procurement,
and safety-related equipment at Comanche Peak. And then,
with those findings, feed those into the response-- into |
the quality verification program, the response team program.
But for some reason, a general overview of
those deficiency reports, violations, and that came out
of that report, disappeared. l
Q What reason? ;
A 1 don't know. I have no-- That was covered,
apparently, with supervisor and the inspector. 1 have no
idea.
Q Do you=~
A —Adonipar—t-donife~ The information was
in there, and we discussed it at the exit with the licensee.
It was provided for his information so that he could assess

it. And I don't really know why it would be taken out.

Q would this information cause problems for the

licensee?
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A It could identify areas of concern, and it

could-- you know, in that one could construe that to a
number of things. It might appear to be negative if you
loocked at it relative to the NRC and that we knew about

| certain. things and yet today we have those problems. And it

| also would indicate that-- It would provide a negative

| indicator to the licensee that he, in fact, had been provided

these problems in the past and the problems still exist

today.

And so, I could see where someone might ccn-

strue that in that fasion. I happen to not do that. I
| happen to think that was data to cause us to do our job

better.

And let me ¢continue. You indicated that I had

S S—

a memo fronf to Johnson dated January the 13th, '86.

Realize that this is in the time frame that the report was

finally issued, and it was a culmination of that effort.
I, in fact, issuved to Eric Johnson a memo

with enclosures that took that assessment done by Shannon,

Phillips, and myself at that time-~ And I'll indicate it

was done by us. It includes six enclosures, and each of

these enclosures provides a historical amount of information
or the assessments of each individual area. This was pro-
vided to him January the 13th. I have not-~ I have not had

any feedback relative to that as of April the 10th, verbally




' || or otherwise. I don't know what's been done with it.
2 I wrote in the letter that this was provided
3 | for his information, and it was provided for them to use as

4 | they saw fit. 1'm not saying that I should have gotten

5 || something in writing, but as of this day, I haven't received

|
6 any verbal-- or, it hasn't even been confirmed that I sent
7 it to him.

8 e Now, this is pretty much the substance of that

9 Item 18.

10 3 This wae the substance of the paragraph under
" Item 18. From the-- Parts of it. There's more in here.
12 As an example, we reviewed the inspection

13 program implemented at Comanche Peak Station in Enclosure 3.
14 That's none of the licensee's business. And so, this is

15 provided to Mr. Johnson to say: "In many instances, report
16 documentation was not adequate to demonstrate the inspection

17 procedure was, in fact, inspected."

18 Now, that's what I would consider a weak area,
19 and then I would go back and-- I would consider that for
20 reinspection. Not that I would reinspect it, but I would

21 consider that for reinspection.

PENGAD €O BATORNE W 4 ereer

22 Percentage completion, there were some ques-
23 tions relative to that, you know, that wasn't there.
24 "The following areas may regquire additional

2 inspection effort because structual steel supports"-- There's
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report documentation that we looked at was weak. Now,

Shannon looked it up, and Shannon provided me with the
documentation. And so, it was a coordinated effort. But 1%
was a good effort., I'll stick up for Mr. Phillips. FHe gets
an "A" for this.

The reactor vessel, the module, additional
inspection needed. The reason is because that module probably
was signed off at 20 percent enclosed.

We used that criteria that we inspected that
the inspection program be signed off and documented. And if
we found out that it was signed off at a very low level, up
to and including zero, or that the documentation didn't
support the-- It was signed off at a hundred-percent enclosed
and there was no documentation to support that signoff, we
didn't-- we weren't criticizing peonle in the past. We
weren't even going to question whether or not they did it.

We were just going to repeat it just to make sure.

And really, there was only one, two, three,
four, five, six, seven areas here that really needed to be

looked at or considered for additional inspection.

It wasn't a big deal, but it certainly would
be conservative, and it would seem to me like it would be
constructive.

Q At this stage, getting back to that, would it

be possible to do inspections to get these modules closed?
L J¢ g

l
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(Whereupon, the proceedings were interrupted
by an incoming telephone call.)

A Your last question relative to doing post-
completion ingspections or post inspections in the area.
That's a very difficult question. 1In some cases, there's
no way to recover it, but there is generally a way to expand
the inspections, do more inspections, do more detailed
inspections. And, in fact, you can actually do concrete
testing.

1f you don't have the records to support
concrete structural strength, the test counons, you can go
to the field and take core samples.

1f you don't have records to support the
compaction of the soils, you can go to the field and take

core drillings and verify compaction.

Electrical separation, you can walk down

cables.

ves. We won't be able to recover the modules

exactly as they would have been done if you had have been in

the field observing the activity, but a program can be written

to re-establish quality.

So, no, we wouldn't be able to do the modules
as written, but we would be able to verify gquality in the
areas tocday. And that's what the verification or the quality

program-- the guality-- They use Comanche Peak response
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team. And to me, that doesn't-- That tells you what it is,
They're responding to somebody told them something is wrong.
What I want to call it is a quality confirmation program.

They are going to be able to verify gquality in
the areas that are identified. They'll either verify it, or
they'll tear it up and rebuild it.

Q Well, I understand, for example, that one of
the modules that wasn't completely done had to do with the
installation of the reactor vessel and some of the external
stuff. Now, that, I thought, had long been buried in concrete
or whatever.

A It's been set in concrete, but there are

| methods to check clearances to reverify the way it's sitting,

| to take measurements today in most cases. Now, there's some

? cases where we wouldn't be able to get the data, but manage~-

ment would have to decide what was acceptable at this time.

I don't know of any-- generally, any quality
that couldn't be verified, up to and including you asked about
the vessel.

Q Right.

A Say, that the problem was with the embeds.
In other words, steel embedded in concrete. Now, those kinds
of things give ycu a problem, but you could actually

hycdraulically load those and verify that they are, in fact,

capable of withstanding desiqn loading. A very exvensive
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evolution, but if an embed failed and a cable tray failed
during a seismic event and the core melted, management has
to decide what they want to do. And it can be done, up to
and including loading equipment up to its design load some

way. Tearing it apart and rebuilding it, that has been done.

I1f it's enough-- If it has enough safety significance, then
the NRC will have to decide, as a whole. That's why there
is a Comanche Peak project director under Vince Noonan, to

decide what needs to be done at Comanche Peak.

All I was doing, all our Region should be doing

is to supplying him information, verifying that that which
they are doing is what they said they were going to do, give
him any new information, and then assist in helping develop
the-- and establish the quality.

TUGCO says the plant's of quality nature.
Okay, that's fine. I would too if I had all that money
invested. 1It's our job to verify that gquality for the public
health and safety. We're not allowed to state whether or not
the plant is of quality yet, except in the areas that we've
verified or that we've established that the licensee has
verified. Because concrete testing happened to be done by
them and us both, then we verified that for that particular
area, quality is there.

The thing that we didn't do, as an example,

was for overall concrete where there was a mixing blade

N U Py R
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guestion in the 85-05/07 report, we did not, in fact,

verify all concrete out at the site, or wé did not verify,
based on the fact that there may be a generic problem with
concrete., We verified it, maybe, based on some false records.
And I understz d that the Comanche Peak
response team action plan item number umpty-sguat, you'll
read that, and you'll know exactly why they verified it. It
was verified for a svecific case, and they took samples of
specific concrete.
And I'm not saying that that's not adequate

to verify the problem with the batch plant or with the trucks,

but the licensee has to tell us that it was adequate or give
us additional testing that shows that it was adequate.

Q Okay. Getting to that issue of the concrete
verification and the truck mixer blades that was covered in
the last paragraph of the February 3rd, 1986 transmittal
letter concerning report no. 85-07/05, it talks about a
violation in the report, violation 2C.

A And that was one of the violations that did

remain, if 1'm correct. Okay, go ahead.

Q And it assigns it a severity level number 5.
And then it says, however, on the letter that, "No reply
to violation 2C is required."
Is this appropriate?

A I haven't reviewed it in detail. I don't
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believe that in that particular case it's appropriate because
1 know what the finding was. 1 don't believe it was appro- i
priate because the mixing blade problem affected all thee-~
could have affected a large number of concrete trucks over a
large period of time.

Thr reason they needed to resnond to that, it
would seem, is that they needed to evaluate that the test
program that was performed on concrete had, in fact, addressed
the impact of not having adequately verified the concrete
mixing blades, which is a reguirement of the code-- concrete
code, over an extended neriod of time.

In the notice of violation as it was written

in the draft, it would require that the licensee address the

corrective steps which had been taken and the results achieved.

That means that he has to assess the situation as it affected
imnediate site and the immediate-- and the past constructed
site and to assure that the guality of the item, in this
case the concrete, is, in fact, still valid.

The licensee i.wlib have to say, we have to
do additional concrete boring, testing dynamic-- static
dynamic testing. We may have to take concrete out and put
it back in today because there's no way of verifying it.

But by not requiring a response, Iy assumption
is that, in the report, that those kinds of items were

discussed with the licensee, and the licensee-- 3and we
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received the appropriate response to our inquisition.
I believe-- I think I can say that that's not
in the report.

Q It says on the cover letter-- To defend the
fact Chat no response is needed, it says that "Since the NR
procedures have been revised to provide documented inspection
of truck mixer blades, there was no abnormal blade wear
identified as a result of blade inspection, and there have
been consistent concrete strength and uniformity tests,
ne reply to violation of Point 2C is required."

That doesn't seem to address adequately the

historical problem that we're faced with now.

A I don't-- By looking at that, I don't know
that the test reports would substantiate that kind of state-
ment. The licensee needs to determine that and needs to tell
us that. And that's what the response would do.

We have had some special testing done, and
there are test coupons performed at the site. But the
licensee needs to review those and make sure that they are
inclusive of this particular problem. And they would answer
that particular safety concern.

The inspector has a concern in that area,
and it may be valid. It should be pursued.

Q Okay. Well, to summarize Inspection Report

85-07/05, the changes that were made to the inspection




10

"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

22
23
24
2%

63
report, the changes that were made between your draft and

the final report that went out were made without your
knowledge.

A I had not-- There was no questions asked to
me. To my knowledge, that's true. I did not know that

changes were made.

Q And you didn't discover the changes until some
time later when you were reviewing the report?
A Again, when I did finally receive the report--
And I don't know the exact date. It was in the-- probably
in the mid-February- ¢r, the second week in February by the
time I got the report from my secrétary. Then 1 specifically
reviewed the report in certain areas--
And again, what I thought as critical areas.
--and noted the differences. And at that time,
I commenced to-- I think around February the 21st, with
Eric Johnson verbally and ending up in a meeting in his office

on the 25th or February.

Q Were you given this report officially?
A The report was provided to me as the chief of
s
the reactor safety branch, not to me as / I think

————

that's officially. But it wasn't provided to me as me being

part of tie inspection team. I think maybe that's true. It
was provided to me generically the same as any other inspec-

tion report would be provided to the chief of the reactor
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Q Just for jinformation purposes.

3 Yes. It's for-- because the chief of the
reactor safety branch has some responsibilities relative to
review of inspection report findings, generic issues, that
type of thing. So, we stay cognizant as a b.anch of work
going on.

Secondly, a person in this particular report,
as an example,-- This or other reports, - j
happens to be out of the engineering branch. I reguire my
section chief, and that's what you'll find I did, I think,
in this case. I usually put my section chief's name up here,
and then he's to review .-‘work for consistency
and adequacy. Because he has to provide at least the

appraisal with the man he's working for now's input. So,

it's very important to look at the guy's work,

In this case, again, there was one engineering
support inspector on there, and that's-- you know, that's

the-- that would be our normal procedure.

(Whereupon, off~the-record discussion was
held.)
BY MR, MULLEY:
Q Do you have some other areas that you would
like to discuss?

A Right., I wanted to put two items on the record,
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And we looked at setting of the reactor vessel, and there's
a lack of records there.

And 8o, it makes it very important that the
licensee include the review of records in these two areas in
his quality verification program. And as it sits right now,
since that item was cleared, that particular item wouldn't

be the catalyst to bave that happen which, in fact, I felt

like it should have been.

Q Now, we earlier alluded to the people involved

in the overall review of this report as changing. Wwho, at

| that time-- What individuals were involved in reviewing this
report after you were pulled off the Comanche Peak project?

| Who replaced you and was responsible for reviewing this

| report?

A Well, I think the clearest path of that is

{ that in October when Tom Westerman took over the review path,

Doyle Hunnicutt and I basically left at the same time. He

ended up in the safety branch and then in reactor projects.

| And 1'd have to look at the specific dates. But basically,

Tom Westerman took over the project, and he worked for Eric

Sp— N’
Johnson. Mr., had left, and I don't know the

“ond ’
date. But he had left and Eric then became acting director

or director at that time.
Then the process would be the inspector, the

senior resident, the-- ever who the project manager of the
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and they're just items to make sure that the record is clear.
During the inspection at Comanche during the
85-07/05 time frame, we had identified twc items. And we
actually classified them as unresolved because we needed
clarification from headquarters, and those two items were
removed from the report. Orie was noted as clear, and that
had to do with a descrepancy between the commitments to the
ASME code and the FSAR and the actual purchase information on

the reactcr coolant system piping.

And at the time of the insmection, the purchase|

documentation and the FSAR did not agree, or there was a
discrepancy. And the-- It needed to be clarified, or it

needed to be straightened out.

Subsequent to the inspection, I believe like
in December of 1985 after we brought it to the licensee's
attention, they made a-- they issued a change to the FSAR
correcting the situation, and we attempted to follow up on
the basis for that change and weren't able to, to get a

basis for that.

That needed to be looked at further. It may
be appropriate, but the written basis for it wasn't easily
found by the inspector.

The other item was that-- concerned the

method of hydro of the reactor coolant system boundary--

piping boundary-- reactor coolant system boundary piping.

|
|
|
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we noted that the hydrostatic testing of the piping was done
at the site as a-- and included in the main hydro reactor
coolant system in the late~'70 time frame.

The piping subassemblies were fabricated in
the '76-'77 time frame.

The Code and our review of the Code indicated
that the hydros‘atic testing of the piping subassembly should
be done by the piping manufacturer when, in fact, it was
actually performed by the piping assembler, Brown & Root, in
the late-70 time frame.

We saw this as a questionable practice and
weren't really attempting to get a-- to say that we were
right or wrong or that we were the experts. But we had
carried that as unresolved to provide in writing to NRR,
the Staff, the guestion and let that be clarified as it nor-
mally would be on any question that the inspection force comes
up with.

That particular finding, unresolved item, was
removed from the report. Therefore, the guestion was not

going to be asked.

When this was discussed with my management,
the answer was that that practice is industry practice and
it's okay. Therefore, why bother to ask.

And that response was not considered adeguate

by myself because we asked the guestion: Was it industry
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practice to perform hydrostatic tests in this manner? And
the answer was: Yes, it's industry practice.
and then we asked the question: Was it in
accordance with ASME Code and could they indicate to us where
it was? And they said: Well, it's industry practice.
Therefore, we did not have an answer.
When I took this to my management, which I
did in a meeting in late February,--
Q Who is the management you're talking about?
A 1 went to Eric Johnson, and during the meeting
in his office with Westerman and Johnson, we discussed this
issue. And I was-- And we discussed the need to carry it

as unresolved in the insvection report as is normal practice

with the NRC until we get an answer from the staff. And if
the answer agreed with the wav the licensee was doing the
hydrostatic testing and we were provided guidance, then the
unresolved item would go away as an acceotable practice.
Thes we'd have in writing the way they could be performing

main hydrostatic testing.

1f, in fact, the NRC said that the way they
were doing business was not acceptable to the NRC and the
ASME Code, then, in fact, their main hydrostatic testing of
Comanche Peak Unit 1 was unacceptable-- it would be

unacceptable. That was the guestion.

When I brought that guestion to Mr. Westerman

i

|
|

i
|
|
|
t
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and Mr. Johnson, Mr. Johnson, in fact, indicated that I

should put those in writing in a memo to him and ask head-
gquarters' guidance in both areas regarding the discrepancy
between the FSAR and the purchase documentation for the
piping and the method of hydrostatic testing.

And those two particular memos are in draft

to be sent to the appropriate director in headquarters for

resclution of those issues. But both of those issues, as it

were, are no longer in that 85-07/05 report.
Q So, from what I understand, you‘re actually
following up on these items to get answers--

A Yes.

Q --except there's no track record to show the

public or anybody else that there was ever a question.

A That's correct.
Q So, the item is, in fact, unresolved.
; The item, in fact, is unresolved pending our

clarification of the issue with headquarters, but it has not
been, and as far as I know in my future dealings, it will not
be, with the practice that, if you find an issue at a plant,

you carry it unresolved at that plant . and—theR-you=- until

it's resolved. That's not congidered as -ore-wouid——as

one had indicated to me, holding the licensee hostageir;hose

types of words.

That, in fact, is doing the business that
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we 're supposed to be doing, verifying that the plant is,
in fact, constructed in accordance with the FASR and ASME
Code.

Q Well, isn't the unresolved item a way of
tracking and making sure that something does get followed
through with?

A 1f you don't carry it as an unresolved item,
there zre items in the Region which could fall through the
cracks. And Region IV-=- Mr. Martin, as an example, has, in
fact, initiated an action item track system which never
existed in Region IV to track anything we sent to headguarters
for a position. But that's really-- And that's good to have |
that because it makes us ask headquarters: What have you
done to this? And if they say they're going to do something
in 30 days, we're going to keep asking them and we're going
to track them.

The issue, really, is the fact that the
gualified inspector at Comanche Peak-- We had two specific
technical-- administrative, technical quality assurance
program guestions from his inspection at Comanche Peak. And
when you go to look for those, you won't f£ind them. They
have been purged.

Q And, if itAcomel back from headquarters that,

in fact, this is a violation of the ASME Code~-~

A 1f it comes back as a violation, then we would
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,ave to completely reinitiate the issue generally.

Q And there's nothing there to cause you to do

that.

; Not-unlese—headw= You knov, there's nothing

to follow up on.

In the report itself, by the way, the FSAR

discrepancy has been deemed acceptable by the management.

yet, that still exists--~ the question still exists. 1It's

a clear item. They didn't purge all of it: they just purged

part of it. It's still there. It's wrong. Okay?

And then the item on the performance of the

hydro, that was cleared. And the performance of the hydro-

static testing has been deemed acceptable.

And if, in fact, headquarters comes back in

| either of those two cases and says it's unacceptable, then,

in fact, it's just-- we've made a mistake.

But that's the reason to carry it unresolved,
so that-- Because, really, it wasn't acceptable to me and
the Staff at that time, the inspection staff, when we com-
pleted the inspection, and I don't know the basis for it
as far as I know, it's still

being acceptable. 1In fact,

unacceptable.

Until I get a response from these memos at
some time in the future, I'm still not going to perscnally

feel comfortable with those items.
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Q why couldn't somebody from the Pegion or
headguarters ccritact the ASME people directly and ask them
for an interpretation of that particular code?

P There's a protocol, you know, for doing that
kind of thing.

Informally, I have a man on my staff that's
a member of ASME for 32 years-- excuse me, for 25 years.
He, in fact, did call ASME, and it's not acceptable,

Now, for that reason alone, I had one more
point on the curve at least to ask the guestion. Now, it

may be acceptable to Staff and there may be a basis, but I

could not-- myself and my inspectors could not find a basis.

It's been accepted, as far as I know, right
now because it's industry practice. And I don't know what
that means. I don't know what industry ptacL»fJI don't know
what the definition of that is. Just because everybody's
doing it wrong, it's okay,

Q Seems like, to me, it's--

A I'm sorry. 1 don't operate in that ballpark.
That's not the right-- Not that there's anything wrong,
but that's just not the right basis. The ASME Code is the
basis, and that was our acceptance criteria. 1If everybody
speeds, then all of a sudden, it's okay to speed. I don't
buy that.

Q Right, you're still breaking the law.
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R 1 wanted to make sure that's on the record
knowing that 1 have been told to take care of it by my
management, but we are taking care of it outside of the
inspection report, which is not the normal way of doing
business. And that's what I want to make sure. I don't
recall that ever happening to me before, and 1 certainly

would not require an inspector to do it.

And, therefore, I obviously can't agree fully--

I1'm not disagreeing. I'm just saying I can't agree fully

with the way we're handling it. And I think that's something

that ought to be on the record and let management look at
it.

Q In your opinion, does there seem to be in
Region IV a tendency to be either an impartial regulator, a
pro-licensee regulator, or a regulator who is anti-licensee,
1 guess is one way of putting it. Which way do you thirk
Region IV-~

A I don't think that we're objective. 1In
Region IV, I think that we tend to be pro-licensce. I
think upper level management that I've talked to in Region
IV, meaning Bob mrtim(- Not Paul%b, And I'm not being
critical. I'm just saying Bob Martin tries to be objective.
I know Bob. I've worked with him before. And I'm giving
you my opinion. I don't know whether he's objective or not,

but he appears to be objective.

- ——————— S ——y | w— o on e e — -
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There are people below him that don't seem |
to be objective as they should beg- ,aa—ubjiézaft. I've had
guys make excuses to me why the licensees can't meet the
regulations. 1In fact, I carried that to Mr. Johnson and
indicated that I was tired of everytime I bring an issue up

that people make excuses for the licensee.

1f the licensee doesn't want to operate these

plants in accordance with the regulations, then they shouldn't |

kh.uw
be operating. Or hfh°“ld be doing something different.

But I don't want to hear the fact that they |
don't have enough money because, in fact, their license says j
,

they have enough money or they wouldn't have had the plant |
in the first place. i
I don't want to hear that they don't have i
qualified poeple or that they don't have a training program !
because they've committed to all of these things in detail in
some cases.

Now, don't get me wrong. If they don't have
a training program=-- Oh, I'd like to see, personally,~~-
Again, a personal opinion. =-is that they show me how they're
meeting their commitments and a schedule for getting ~dp—fubdes
to meet the regulations in full, a—beTTér meeting U reguie—
tions. -

I'm having trouble with that in this Region.

Therefore, my definition of the objectivity means the
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difficulty when you bring up issues of getting that issue

handled, whether it's on environmental gqualification or

training of personnel or followup of items of noncompliance.

|

I'm speaking somewhat generically, but it's really an overall

problem, not related to Comanche Peak but related tOXZLqL~4;_LJ

Comanche Peak is just part ¢. it.
85 -
Q Talking about, for example, inspection407/os,

what level do you feel these violations get dropped or changed

to unresolved and where, without bazis, things get done?

A I really don't know. 1If I had been involved,
I would know, but I'm not sure. Talking with Eric and
Westerman . they bothee—pri: JONNESH and Tom Westermam in the
e Hlusng 28 M
meeting’ okuy?-i;hey were both aware of it.
Now, I don't know what the means. You know,
who briefed who or who did what. But, yeu—kmow;—it*s--

1 didn'te= I'm not sure I could separate the knowledge level

that each of them had. Tom, obviously, may have been more

knowledgeable than Eric, but I can't say.

Q You have been with Region IV since 19....

A July the 8th, 1984. I came down here from
Region II1I from a section chief to a branch chief position.

Q Okay. Do you know-- Have you noticed any
change in regulation philosophy in Region IV in the two
years you've been down here? Has it been pretty much consis-

tent for the two years?
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1 A 1 think it's been pretty much consistent.

2 And then you ask a leading question like--

3 You didn't ask me whether or not it was good, bad, or

4 indifferent. But I didn't see 2 change.

5 and you can ask me what that means, but I

¢ | didn't see a change. I have personally had difficulty from
7 the day 1 got here with what 1 consider basic regulatory

g | type pursuits. |
- n, we in == An

10 You know, it may be me, I'm not sure. I don't think so.

1 But for some reason, Region IV has trouble addressing the

12 || issues. And the bigger the issue, the less likely it is to
13 be addressed. We sometimes find ourselves addressing little
14 issues and being happy, when the big issues are sort of, you

16 || know, left out.

16 I've always tried to address big issues.

17 some people don't believe that, and I think that's because

roew 88

18 they don't understand the issues.

19 sut again, that's my opinion. Nobody's ever

20 told me that, that I was wrong. S0, when they tell me I'm

PENCLE CO.. BAVORRE. @

21 e wrong, then I will readily accert the criticism. P pisr o
97 | “¥¥—hwe the=" And I'm not saying that Regions III, II, and Ir\*v
ﬂpb-k4~A.*iu.ﬂJUbUlpu4~ !Iﬁ ut4?vuiﬂbﬂ

23 *Athe reason that Brown's Ferry TVA 13"naybc;/that the
24 f NRC has that problem, not just Region 1IV.

25 So, I'm really not trying to say Region IV
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as much as just layi?‘nerically. Region II7 had that problem
to some extent. And because they end up with plants-- (Bnd
you can go back and review plants like Zimver having trouble
operating, and praidwood J(phonetieaddyd, the same kind of
operation generally as Comanche Peak.

And Zimmer, in a situation such that the
little power company lost. It's all the same. jJug= b £
could have been Waterford here, as well as it is Comanche
Peak.

Q 1s there anything that you would like to ad?
pefore we conclude this interview?

A Well, I guess I'd like to say that 1 appreciate
you calling me and asking my opinion, my input, my knowledge

of the facts and getting this on the record.

And 1'‘m here fweew=——ybl Know, ~f my own free
will.

I have concerns. My concerns are as a super-
visor and a2 manager with the NRC, not just Region IVybut with
the NRC, in that the way the findings hav? been handled in
these cases that I've described-- oOr tried to duscribe, the
way manaéement‘s handling findings could have, in fact,
and may have, in fact, directly affected the safety of the
plant. In this case, Comanche Peak. And that particular

area, 1 think, nee”. to be reviewed by the NRC upper level

management, or by somebody, and some corrective action may

|
|
|
|
l

{
|

!
i

|
|
|
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be in <Srder.

i yrmote=—Tn won't indicate »y position in
Region IV. The ricoxrd will show that, and that can be
reviewed by management. 1 think somebody couuld look at that
also.

As I indicated to you before, I came to
Region in '84 as a branch chief. I am now a section chief,
And I'll leave the rest out.

But I think there are specific reasons for
that, and I think somebody should look at that. 1It's not
something that I can sit and talk about very easily. But I
would appreciate somebody looking at that from a constructive
standpoint, and that would be the only reason I would mention
that.

I think tnat's all today.

Q Okay, thark you.

‘Whereupon, at 3:55 p.m., the proceedings

were concluded.)
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