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Please state your name and residernce address for the record.

My name is William Rorald McAfee, [ reside at Rt. 1, Box &8
York South Carolina 293748S.

Are you a member of Palmetto RAlliarce ?
Yes.

Have you formerly been employed by Duke Power Company at the
Catawba Nuclear Station?

Yes, ! was employed by Duke Power from March 28 1377, to March
16 1979.

Decribe the pcsitions you held with Duke at the Catawba Station
during the term of your employment their?

when I began work, I was corcrete pourer on a utility crew, we

also clearned concrete forms. After that I became a prepour
rurmer and helped ccocordinate the pouring of corncrete through the
paper work. After that [ became secretary of the utility

department office ard from there I was promoted to Electrical
Quality Control Inspector.

About wheri did you hold each of the jobs you just referred to?

Okay, I was, ah, I started the prepour rurnner jJob in December
1977 1 believe and I had that job about three mornths and in March
I begar secretary ard in either late May or Jure I went into the
Inspector Department.

So about how lorg were you o« QC i1inspector or working 1n the
inspection area?

Nirne months.

Mr. McRfee what 1s the purpose of your testimony in this
proceding?

During my work at Catawba I became very concerrned about the
integrity of the plant they were building and 1its ability ¢to
operate safely and without harm to public health. The purpose of
my testimony is to support Palmetto Alliance contention number
six in which we contend that systematic deficiencies in the
Quality Rssurance program at Catawba cast doubt on the
construction of the plant and its ability to operate without



erndangering the public health and safety. I want the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Licensing Board to know what I know about
how Catawba is being built.

What was your first contact with Palmetto Alliarce. How did you
come tc become a member of Palmetto Rlliance and get involved in
this case?

About ten days before the deadlirne for interverors to fiie for
irtervention, I found that out and 1[I contacted Robert Guild and
talked to him and he explained to me what we had to do to be

intervenors in the case.
How did you krow about the deadline and that sort of thing?

] knew about the deadline from reading a rewspaper article,
which basically stated that until July &3, I think it was, that
the intervercors were to file for intervention.

And did you Join Palmetto Alliance then?

Yes, 1 reguested Palmetto Alliance's help in fighting the
openirnpg of the plant arnd the licensing of the plant because of
safety cor~erns I had after having worked at the plant.

Mr. McAfee, describe yocur duties as an electrical aquality
control inspector.

As electrical quality control insoector, I was primarily
responsible for inspecting the cable tray hangers, cable tray
supports and cable trays in certain areas of the plant, rnctably
the reactor building orne pipechase and in several areas of the
auxiliary building.

Who was your immediate supervisor?

My immediate supervisor was Dick Harnay, who was supervisor of
the electrical quality contrel inspectors.

Describe how you came to transfer to the quality control
position.

I spent about 15 months in the utility departrent in various
capacities and I had been trying to pet into quality control for,
well, ever since I started work there ard finally Dick Hannay
stopped me in the office one day and said that he was going to
reed another inspector ard asked me to consider the position.

Why did you want to transfer to gquality control?

Because it was a jJob that required brains, I felt like I could
do it, its a challenge intellectually that I would be learning




something rew, 1'd be verifying that things were actually done
right. In my previous experierce 1'd seen in many cases that
things were not done right and were iet go by.

How did you make the trarsfer? Did you apply for 1t?

Well, as I said, Dick Harnay, my boss, stopped me in the hall
orne day and said he was going to need arother inspector and asked
if I would come by and talk to him, so I didn't have to put in an
application or anything, I just talked to him, he would put in
for me to be transferred from utility to quality control.

What had been your contact with Mr. Harnay before that?

Wwell previcusly I saw him whenever I was orepcour runner and I
had to get the preour documents signed SO we could pour the
concrete, ! had to go by the electrical OC office and get various
irspectors to sign the documents.

Explain what that means. Why would they sign”?

Well, if there was any electrical work in a concete pour then
an electrician did 1t and an electrical inspector had to inspect
or verify that the work was dore per print.

For example, electrical conduit that would be covered in the
cancrete?

Electrical conduit, electrical groundwires, that was basicelly
what was in the concrete.

Did you have contact with Mr. Hannay in getting QC approval for
those pours?

Yes 1 did.

You met with Mr. Harnnay and he said he would put in for your
trarsfer, what happened then?

Well, he put in for my transfer. In a matter of, perhaps a
week, two weeks, I was transferred from Utility to Quality
Control and I began working with the inspectors. Irnn basically on
the job training, I would go around with various inspectors and
watch them do their job and learn what 1 was supposed to do.

We also had three or four half cays of classroom training in
which Jim Allgood went through our inspection procedures and the
various things that we had to verify if we were looking at a
arnchor bolt or cable tray, there was a different set, a list of
specif:c things we had to verify in order to approve the
particular piece.



Who was Jim Allgood?

Jim Allgood was engineer for electrical quality control. He
was assistarnce engineer, that was his rank.

What were the duties oOf the different electrical (P
inspectors?

Most of the electrical OC pecople did the same thirng I did. We
had corne inspector who primarily worked in the fabrication shop
where tney fabricated the electrical parels for the control
Toom, And we had arnother electrical inspector who was primarily
dealing with the electrical instrumentation, but other than that
mnst of the other inspectors, 1f not all the other 1inspectors,
had the sawne respansibilities that 1 had.

As far as the parels go, Terry Coleman was the inspector, he
inspects the fabrication of the parels. That was basically all
the actual wiring that was being done while I was there and then
they started pulling cables into place arnd making corrnections
three or four months before I left.

Who inspected those cabl. pulls and the conrections?

I inspected some cable pulls. Various elec*rical irnspectors
inspected cable pulls ard several of us also inspected
terminations as they were beirg made.

So you did some of that as well, toward the end?

All I did was sit there and watch. I don't rerall having any
training in how to make termirations or if there was arny training
in the classroom training, it was not emphasized because that was
not going to be our primary respornsibility at that time.

My primary work was inspecting cable tray harnger supports and
cable pullirg, verifying that cables were placed in the correct
cable trays. When I first came to QC they had me doing
cbservation, At that time they were irnstalling cable tray
supports on structural steel bridges with uni-struts arnd orne of
the first thirgs I did was I tested the torgue orn some of the
electrician’'s connections, that they bolted the irnner strut down
with.

Ard this was before you were certified as a OQC inspector?
Yes this was before I was certified, I had about 4 or 4 1/2

months of on the )job training before 1 actually received my
certification.

Did you actually do any inspection work or sign off on anything
during your on the jJob training?



Well at that time we weren't signing off anythirg. wWe were
just verifying it so that they could go ahead and paint it or
proceed with the work. We had to verify things but no*hing had
to be sigred off.

Why was that?

Well, its just the way the system ias set up. We had to verify
it but we did not have to sign any documents.

So what happens if you fourd it wasn't right?

Well, if we found it wasn't right, if it wasn't according to
print, generally what we di ' was we went to the craft supervisor
ard told him the bolts weren't right or they were 1n tne wrong
place ard told him to get them right and fix them. And generally
they fixed them, sometimes we had to go back a second time and
tell tnem.

To your knowledge was anybody inspecting the unistrut
irnstallation? Inspecting them in the sernse that they perform a
OC irnspection where the inspection is documented, either on
process control or someother OR documentation? '

No, in the case of urnistrut on the structural steel bridge, we
didn't hang inspecticon tags or anythirg. Nocw on a single hanger,
we would inspect it, harng a tag on it, the tag said that rc work
was to be done on the harger because it is approved and the
irspector sigred it. In the evert that work had to be dore to
move tha harger in any way, they were to get in touch with the
inspector to sign the inspection part.

What part of the plart were jyou working in when you were doing
the onn the job training?

Working on the unit ore reactor building and auxiliary
building.

What cother irspection work was being done when you were
observing and doing on the job training?

It was basically Just verifying the position of cable tray
hangers and cable tray support systems, I will add that 1t was my
understanding that for rooms like cable rooms that had structural
steel grid with unistruts that the entire area would be sigred
off and while 1 was inspe-*- r both before I was certified and
after I was certified, we « re going through the process of
checking by the prints and marking them off on ocur blueprints
themselves and initialing them if a certain area was found
correct. If a section of the system was fourd to be correct, we
would initial it and go on.



What Quality assurance procedures did you employ in the
electrical QC irnspection you did perform? Do you recall?

I don't recall the exact initial number of procedures but we
had procedures for inspecting cable tray, cable tray supports,
inspecting cable pulling itself, we were inspecting fabrication
of the control parels. We had a procedure which had a list of
specifics that e had to verify. It said verify this, this and
this, A, B, and C, and so on. There was a different procedure
for every inspection that we did. And that's what we were told
was to be our Bible as far as going by on inspections, we were
performing the inspections by the procedures.

Arnd did those procedures have a form for documernting the
results of your inspection?

Not that 1 ever used. We were rot using them at the time with
ore exception, that was the cable pulling. Each time we verified
cable pulling ther we did sign that on. There was alsc, a little
tag we hurg on cable tray supports, cable tray hangers when we
verified that it was correct. Orce we verified that i1t was
correct and put a tag on 1t, rno work was supposed to be dore on
it without contacting the irispectcor to sign the tag.

Let's take that example, you were talking about a hanger or a
suoport. what if you fourd a construction deficiercy in the
process of your initial inspectiorn. How did you cdoc ment that?

Wwell there were a number of ways availble to us. We could
write R-ZA's, variation notices, we could write M4AC which was a
minor deficiency report, or we could write a 0Q-1R nronconforming
item report. Describe your urnderstanding of the procedures for
inspection of cable tray harigers.

We would verify that the hargers were in the correct location,
that it was made out of correct materials, that everything about
it was done according to the blueprint. In the event that we
fournd a discreparcy, we ccould write it up on the M4AC which was a
small oiece of paper in triplicate which we stated the problem
arid it wernt to our supervisor ard then the craft supervisor and
to technical support and technical support was supposed to give
us a way to fix it. Or get the craft to fix it. But most often
we just got the craft to fix it without documentation. Identify
the typical deficiencies that you would note in the process of
doing your inspection in your area.

The most typical deficiercy I noted would be that the cable
tray support, either on the floor, on the wall, on the ceiling,
was not in the correct place or that it was not siesmically
braced correctly. That was the most typically thing. Less
typical than that would be improper placement of unistrut.



What were your inspection responsibilities in regard to archor
bolts?

With regard to anchor bolts, the correct size, as far as
diameter, that it was the correct lergth and that it was torqued
to proper torque. Ard this was all contained ori the bludprint.
But these archor bolts were holding cable ¢ray supports either on
the floor, ceilirng, or wall.

With regard to those typical deficiercies, cutlire the cptions
that you understood were policy for you to follow, to identify
deficiercies and see that they were corrected.

well so far as 1 could tell there was rno real policy. One week
we would be told to write deficierncies up on M42C's, the next
week we'd have a lecture on how to use 0-1A forms which 1s a Non
Conforming Item report ard we were told that all deficiercies
were beirng documernted on NCI forms, So on the basis of my
experierce, there was no clear policy as far as which form we
were to use in any given instarnce. It seemed like they were

always chavging their minds as far as how they warnted to documernt
deficiercies.

Who would provide you the instructions on how it was to

be
and who told ycu of the charges and who explained
orocedures”?

—~
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Well, the procedures were explaired by Larry Daviscorn ard Tcammy
Barron who was mechanical COC ergineer and became my first lire
supervisor ard Jim Allgood.

What was Larry Davison's position?

Larry Davison was head of OC at Catawba. On ore occcasicr they
called us down to insnect 27 arigers and we fourd seven of them
to be faulty. The very day before we had received a lecture from
Tommy Barron on how to use the non conforming item report. We
wert bDack up to the office to begin documentirg them on the NCI's
and we were told, in rno urncertain terms, rot to do so. When the

day before we had received instructions to do that very thirnrg.
Who told you not to do it the rnext day?
It was either Jim Allgood or Dick Harnrnay or th.

And who had given you the instruction the day before on how to
properly use the Q1 procedure?

Tommy Barron. All the QC inspectors received the same lecture
that day.




They herded us all in there while everything else was going on
outside and gave us a lecture or: how to use NCI' s.

Basically Tommy Sarron went over the proceudre, read it to us,
explained it to us and told us that, try te clearify it for us,
what, in fact constituted a non cenforming item. So after giving
us this pep talk on how to do it, we all went out to do our job.
But in fact, what we found the next day Wwas that we were not
cupposed to do the job that way.

How do you recall him describing what a non conforming item was
supposed to be used for?

It was supposed to be used to document any discrigency. Or.ce
we were called down to inspect an item. If there was
discreparncy, if the item was not built as the blueprint had
called for, then we were to document it on a non conforming item
form.

Wwas 1t your urnderstarnding from Mr. Harmay's lecture that the Q1
non conforming item procedure was intended to be employed when
deficiercies were noted in the course of E preplarned
irspection?

Yes. In fact, only then. In other words we couldn't just walk
down into the field and see a hanger that locked complete, but
was not built as the plueprint called for it to be built, we
couldn't red tag 1t. We hed to be called in to inspect something
ard we were supposed to write a non conforming item on it 1f it
wasn't right.

So that craft supervision had to give you, in esserce,
permission to inspect before you had the right to nrnon conform
something?

That's the only taime. In fact Craft got rather berit because
s=me of us were going down pefore they told us to come down and
were findirg things wrorg. Arnd they got all bent out of shape
ahout 1&, S0 they came down on us. Our supervisors came down on
us and tcld us not to inspect arnything urtil kwe were called for
inspectior.

Were you allowed to do surprise inspectiors?
NO.

What happerns if you fourd a deficiency, like you say, when you
were walking thirough the plant?

Weli that o:ccurred on a couple of occasions. Wwe found cable
tray hangers w ich were not siesmetically braced right. They
already had an inspection tag hanging on them from another




inspector who said it was per print, he put the tag on it. We
hapoered to rnotice it was wrong.

How would you notice it was wrong?

It didn't look right. You know, it'd be running one way and
then have arnother harnger coming into it like this, there was no
way.

Explain what you said. Give an example.

As an example,there were two hargers for two separate runs of
cable tray where the'e was no way you could run the cable trays
through them without hitting each other. In o%ther words, ornce
you put the cable tray, you could put it in ore run or the
other. But if you try to put it in both then they would interfer
with each other by actually physically coming into contact.

So that the harger was physically in the way of where a cable
tray was supposed to run?

Right.
And you noticed it was tagged?

It had already been inspected arnd approved by ancther
electrical i1inspector.

What did you do?
Wwe wert out and told the cther electrical inspector about it.
The ore who sigred off on it?

The ore who sigred off on it. He promptly went down there and
removed the tag because the fact was it was not right.

Ard what happered with that particular piece of work?
To the best of my recollection he went and talked to the
foreman ard told the foreman he would have to put it in the right

place.

Do you know 1if there was any documentation of the deficiercy
that you identified?

There was no documentation of it, no.
You didn't write it up?

1 didn't write it up and I know the other inspector didn't
write it up since it was his mistake in approving it in the first



place. He wasn't about to write 1t up.

Did Craft write it up?

I'm sure Craft didn't write it up. They wert up there and
changed it. Because they had made the original mistake and the

inspector made the second mistake by saying that it was right.

Was it your understanding that you were allowed to have written
an NC1 for that, was that policy?

Wwell, as I said, the policy was rever very clear. PBased on
what the procedure, tne Q1 procedure itself said, 1 felt like I
could have written an MCI on that. The policy was very unclear
and the charnces were i1f I hac tried, 1 would have been stopoed.

where was this?

This was in auxiliary building 1in Unit 2. S€E0 elevatiorn, I
believe.

Who was the inspector involved in the hanger example that you
accidentally discovered was misplaced?

Bill Hefrer.

Arnd you went and told Hefrer about 1t?

Yes I told Hefrner immediately.

Arnd what did he say to you?

Well he got kind of bent because we had found his mistake but
he got ocut his cCcopy of prints down there and promptly took the
tag of f the hanger that he had formerly approved.

What happered after tnat?

I don't know, put I'm almcost positive that there was no
documentation.

-



Describe the alternatives that you understood were to be used
according to policy when you idenitfy construction deficiencies.

Well according to procedures, we had choice of basically three
different types. There's the NCI, there was the R2 variation
rotice and the M43C which was strictly electrical systems write
up and then there was also the fourth cption which was the one I
used primarily ard that was when 1 fournd a deficiency, I found
that it was much aquicker and more efficient to get the work
corrected you Just go to the Craft s.perviscor and relate to him
the problem and ask him to fix it. Having been written up a
number of times for other inspectors, most of the supervisors
were very cooperative and they would fix the problem rather than
beirng written up because if they were written uo it would make
them look bad and 1t I wrote them up it would mean a lot of
paperwork for me. And a less efficient job.

Urder what circumstarces did you urderstand Duke policy ¢to
authorize you to choose that alternative?

We were encouraged not to write a non conforming item, of
course, arnd we were told to work with the Craft, although that
was not the way the procedures were written. In other words the
way the procedures were writtern and as we nhad teen instructed and
urderstood them, we were supocsed to write non conforming item
reoorts on deficiencies. However, we were ercouraged not to do
this and were encouraged to go talk to Craft superviscor and see
if we could get him to fix it. Which I did.

When did you understand that you were supposed to use the Q1A
procedure, the non cornfirming item?

Well, it was covered in our basic in class training. But what
it was for, its purpose and the procedure itself, there was never
much emphasis on it until Tommy Barron's lecture cone day and they
seemed to be tightening down and saying we've got to get all this
stuff documented. If we have a problem we have to get it
documented ard as [ said the next dav 1 went and found seven
problem which by their inst.;uctions should have been document ed
on NCI's but which we were told not to document.

1t was supposed to be used if we were called down to inspect
scmething, an item and by the Craft supervisor and we found the
item not to be in conformance with the blueprints we have. If we
fournd an item not in conformance, we were supposed to write a non
conforming item report as the procedures was explained to us and
we were instructed.

When were you supposed to use the variation roctice for the M40
in those situations?

Well, there was never any clear policy on the use of variations



notices. It was almost a vague document that was rarely used to
my knowledge at that time. The M4dC was explained to us that
that was to be used for minor deficiercies. For something very
small. We were supposed to write it up on the M4QCs. And as I
said the policy was constantly changing as far as what we were
told to de and what documents we were told to use.

Did you have a clear understanding in the situation where you
were performing a preplanned inspection, Craft supervisor had
called for you and said the work could be inspected, called for
you to come down and perform your inspection? You found a
deficiency, Say a hanger was rnot in the proper place for you to
print. Did you have a clear uncerstanding of what situation you
were to use the non conforming i1tem when the RZA or variation
rotice or when the M42C?

Well it depended. From time to time. After cur lecture from
Tommy Barron, 1 had a real clear ungerstanding of whan we were
supposed to use the NCI form, 1 had a clear urnderstarnding when we
were th use the M42C. 1 never had a clear understanding of when
we were to use the variation rotice but as I said my
understanding changed as I was told from day to day what to do
and what nrot to do, SO whereas I may think 1 understood
something, [ came to fFind out that it wasn't done that way.

Wwhat did Tommy Barron say about when you used NCI or whern you
used M4eC?

His lecture dealt only with the M4dC. And he Just pasically
went over 1t, clarified for us what we were supposed ©2 do, that
we only were supposed to use it when we were called down to
inspect something and then if we found it not according to print,
we were to write it up on a non conforming item report. It was
very simple.

My urnderstanding was that apparently there were a lot of
problems which were getting by, they were not being document ed
ard there were, it almost seemed like an 2ttitude shift. They
wanted to make sure that if there was a problem that at least
they had 1t documented on paper and that attitude shift lasted a
very short period of time in practice because as 1've said, the
rext day they instructed us not to write them.

All the GC inspectors and foremen, 1 believe, were present for
the lecture.

And when do you think that happered? ?
1 would say January or February, 1979.

Let's talk about the next day. What work were you doing?

-l2 -



I was inspecting cable tray supports in the Reactor Building
Number 1 pipe chase area. There were structural steel hangers,
27 of them that we were called down to inspect. They were
supposed to be completeldy finished and correct accorging to
praint. We inspected all &7 of them and fournd 7 of them rot to be
built according to print. It was ei1ther the wrong place, seismic
pracing was incorrect or it could be scmething minor.

Like a nut missing off an anchor bolt which would be a simple
enough matter to fix. You Just put the nut on the arichor bolt
and torque 1t down. But we couldn't verify. We couldn't approve
it for irnspection with the nut missing. Even though it was 1n
the right place, so 1n fact, some of these hargers were rot
completely ready or were built wrong. Some of them were
mispositiorned by a foot or so out of place.

Well the most common error in this case was seismic bracing.
The seismic bracing ran in the wrong direction. Or it was
missirng Seismic Dbracing. Because we had cre set of prints we
built the hargers by and then a whole nother set of prints, 1n
fact two or three sets of prints, Just for the seismicC bracing,
which you had to cross reference i1n order to krnow where and how
to build the brace, what type of brace to use, whether i1it's
diagonal brace, whether its to be braced toward to @ degree mark,
180 degree mark, 99 degree mark, or 7@ mark. Directiconal
bracing.

So you were performing this inspection?

myself and Johnny Byers.

He was your partner?

Right.

And you noted these defic: .+ 1e8S. What did you do?

we went up and told cur supervisor, Dick Harmnay, that we found
severn harngers that were improperly built and that we intended to
NCI them because we nhad been instructed that was what to do. He
wert down and told us just hold on, Just don't do a thing urntil I
get back. He went down, we went down with him and looked at the
narngers. He said yes, they're definitely wrong. He talked to

Cecil Cox and Cecil Cox said just let him fix them.

Who is Cecil Cox?

He was the steel rigging foreman. His crew was responsible for
building them. So Cecil said he would get them right and he
called us down the next day and in fact, he had made all the
corrections, or his crew had.




What documentation exists of the deficiencies that were fourd?

As far as I know there 1S nNO documeritation. I wrote no
documentation, my partner wrote none and I feel sure that no one
else did as that was our area of responsibility.

And did you ultimately sign off on the as built condition of
those hangers?

1 believe we did approve all those eventually, ard tagged each
individual hanger we had to tag.

And as far as ycu know, nothing on the documentation reflected
that they were initially installed improperly?

I'm sure rothing - no documentation reflected that.

What did Dick Hanrnny say to you when you told him that you
thought tney should be ron conformed.

He was very surorised at first that we had seven hangers and we
would have to write, that we could have written NCIs on each arnd
every one of them as we understcod the proceudre and understood
the previcus day's instructions. Ard so he was rather alarmwed
apout 1t and he didn't want to see us write that many NCIs
because it would reither look good for him ror the steel pecple.
It wouldn't lcok good for him because Larry Davison was not real

thrilled about writing a lot of NCIs. Ard all of us krew that was
his attitude.

How did you know tnhat?

Just by things that had happened. Aand Larry expressing his
views about writing NCIs.

What did he say”?

He just, he encouraged us to get it reso!lved without
gocumentation. Without writing NCIs.

I overheard him say something to somebody else. He nrever
instructed me. I didn't talk to Larry that much. It was more
second hand you might say because he clearly conveyed his
philoscophy to Dick Hannay and Jim Allgood. Arnd Dick Hanney did
rot fully share his philosophy, by any means. Dick was a person
who believed 1n documentation, if there was E) sSerious problem.
Jim, on the othertiand, shared Larry's philosophy, SO far as 1

could tell, 120%, in that he did not want us to write non
conforming items.

Can you think of an instance where you overheard Larry Davison
communicating Hh1S philosophy to someone about not documenting




things? As clear &n example as you can?

Larry Davison and Dick Harnay got into a heated discussion on
occasion because Dick Hannay felt like the item should be non
conformed and Larry Davison felt like <there was no reason to
document it.

Did you have any packground 1in electrician's craft or
mlectrical engineering?

No.

Had you ever dorne arnd electrical work pefore your Job at
Catawba?

No.

How about the QC electrical pecple gererally aside from the two
who inspected wiring work?

Aside from them, I think two, two of the irnspectors were
supposedly, well ore inspector, Bill Roberts, transferred from
the Electrical Craft to DbDecome an irspector, so he was an
electrician of some sorts. At least he worked at Duke Power as
an electrician. The other inspector who supposedly knew
electrical work was Richard Bunton.

Let's talk some more about this Dick Harey lecture about NCIs.
Let's see if you can remember anything about circumstances. How
did you come to understard that he was going to give you this
lecture? How did you find out about it?

Tommy Barron?

Yes.

Well, we were )ust informed that we were all to meet, its like
a conference room there on the project, at a certain time period
ard Tommy Barron was going to give us instructions on how to

property use Q1 procedure.

Was this urusual for all the OC to be gathered together for
instruction like this?

There was only that cre time that I can recall when we were all
gathereed together.

Did you have any understanding of why this was happening?

It was my perception at the time that the company attitude or
the attitude of the QC department was that we were to do better
documentation on the non conforming items. In other words, we



hadr't been documenting discrepancies deficiences well encugh 1in
tne past. Scome of the documentation was not as good as 1t should
be. That was my perception of why we got the lecture.

Was that based on something Tommy Barron said to you in that
lecture?

Yes.
He stressed vetter documentation?

Well, he stressed better documentation, he said "Look, you kriow
if we've got a problem we've got to get it documented. We've got
to document that we've got a problem and put it on paper. And
that haan't been dore Just as I related the way I hardled maost
deficiencies - I'd go to craft supervisor, tell him and he'd fix
them. When in fact, according to Q1 procedure that's rot what
we're supoosed to do.

Why did you urderstand that it was important to document the
deficierncy?

It was my understanding that it is important to document so
that i1f thnere was a problem in the past or in the future they'd
be able to trace it back to an earlier problem, possibliy, or at
least that they woiuld have a record that there was a problem in

a certain area, which may or may rnot lead to ancther problem
later.

Did you have any urnderstanding of the NRC's involvement irn this
awuestion of documentation?

We rarely saw the NRC inspectors, we didn't have a resident
inspector when I was there, arnd Just very occcasiconally we'd see
an inspector come through, ard all he would do, basically, as far
as we could tell, was look at the paoperwork, and so perhaps the
NRC irspectors werer't seeing encough paperwork on non-conforming
1tems. Wwe, you know - clearly, 2r it was made clearly to us that
the main reason for the documentation was for the berefit of the
NRC. That was the main reason, if not the only reason, for
documenting problems, was for the berefit of the NRC.

How did you understand that?

Well, because that was just the prevailing attitude. It was
that, you know, if it wasn't for the NRC we wouldn't have to
document this stuff. It's only for them that we do it, because

they were tihe regulatory - uh, supposed to be watchdogs over Duke
Power and its nuclear construction program, and it was our
feeling and it wae Cuke's attitude that if they could get away
with it they'd just as scon riot document the problem. Because
they told us that every time we wrote an NCI, that meant at least



$720.00 in expense for the company == in paperwork shuffling and
people’'s time.

Who told you that?
Jim Allgood or Dick Harney, ong of the two..

And did you continue to write NCls for deficiencies that you
icentified in your _=spections?

No, 1 continued to harndle things the way 1'd always handled
them -=- by not using the NCIs, because . . . whereas the Company
says something orne day and turn around and say something
different the next day 1 figured the best thing for me to do was
just to handle things the way they worked out best

Everybody was happy because it saved the company experise, and
it got the job dore. Although it was not following the stated
procedures and the stated policies of the OC Department.

Are you aware of anybody else taking the Barron lecture
seriously and beginning to write non-conforming items where they
radr't done it before?

I'm rnot aware of it.
When you roted these deficiencies did you write them up?

I can't be sure . . « I know I went back . . . we went back to
the office with full intention of writing NCls, because of our
instructions the previocus day. And whether I had written the
thing out or not, I'm rot sure. As 1 said, Dick Harrey worked
the situation out differently, the way 1'd been working 1t out
all aiong.

If you wanted to write an NCI how would ycou have done it?

We would walk in, we'd go over arnd get a Q1A form, fill out the
appropriate information, that 1is, what system 1t was 1in, what
it's location was -- in the case of the hangers it would have
been the hanger number and the serial number desigrnating the
hanger arnd then we would designate the problem with each of the
hargers and we would submit that to the Senior QC engineer, Larry
Davidson, and then he would sign it and it would be sent the the
design engireer, supposedly, or to technical support.

And in this instance how far did it get if you wrote one?

If 1 wrote one it didn't get any further than me. Because we
were Just told not to do it.

We had everything already writter. down, and notes been taken as



far as hanger serial number and what was wrong with that harger.
And we went to the office intending to complete an NCI on it.

I don't know if we gave them to him or shared them with him.
as I said, he put on his mat and said "Let's go down and look at
them." And he went down and looked at them and verified that we
were right in that the nangers weren't right, and we taiked to
Ceci. and everything worked cut.

What did you do with the notes you had taken?
Thrown away later I'm sure.

To your knowledge did the other electrical QC inspectors follow
the same practice that you did i1n handling giscrepancies?

To my knowledge they did the same. There were a couple of
inspectors who did write non-conforming i1tems, put that was Dby
far the exception.

Would you likely have kriown 1f the practice was otherwise”?

I'm sure 1 would know if it was otherwise. 1 saw the
inspectors at leas=t two or three times a day, either 1in passing
or up in the QC shack. 1f they had been doing things differently
1 would have heard about it . « « I would Krow.

Would you have seen the NCI tags?

Right, well ornce an item was NCI'd then it either had a red tag
attached to it or if it was a large area the whole area was taoped
~ff with red tane, and said "NCI Area - Do Not Erter', or 1n the
case of the tag, if it was a red tag nobody was supposed to work
on 1t at all. In cther words, if the hanger was wrong and the
NCI tag on it was not supposed to be touched until a resolution
on the NCI came back and then the inspector was to go down with
craft. The inspector takes the red tag off and then the craft
was supposed to carry the work cut according to resolution.

Did you often see red tags on hangers for electrical work on
cable trays?

I can't ever rememeber seeing a hanger red tagged.
You worked with a partner - who was that?
My partner was Johrnny C. Byers.

he'd been an inspector for at least six months longer thnan I
had.



And, what was his work like?

He was a very good worker. He had more experierce than I did,
arnd he helped me a great deal in learning how to do the job
right.

And are you aware that he wrote scme NCI's?
Yes 1 know he had 4:1d write some NCI's.
Why aren't you sure whether you did?

I'm rnot sure that I did because I krnow Johrnny wrote some while
ne and I were working tcogether as partrers, ard I don’t kriow that
I wrcte any for sure because the problems terd to run together
when there's two of you working together.

He might have signed his name to it?

He may have sigred his name to a problem I originally
discovered. Or possibly vice - versa.

Ard were there other instarces where you inspected craft’s work
and fourd deficiencies but were discouraged from writing up NCIs
and instead ercouraged to work cut the problem with the craft?

Yes. Ore of our main areas of responsibilty was inspecting the
grid and support system in the cable room directly below the
control room Units 1| and 2. Bobby Land's crew was the crew doing
work there. Wher we first started working with him he was not
very cocperative in helping us with our i1nspections and letting
us kriow wnen thirngs were ready to irnspect, but as he became more
beligerant we became more steadfast in cour belief that he had to
do things ocur way, and he was very uncocperative until we
threaterned to Non-Conform some of his work, which he had told us
was ready to inspect.



We were inspecting the grid system that supports the cable tray
under the cable room.

Wa were finding a lot of deficient work. A lot of work that
was not anywhere close to being right, and he had already called
us down for the irnspection, mearning that 1t should have been
right. We threatened him with an NCI.

What did he say when you told him that it wasn't right?

First he wouid argue with us and say "Well I krow 1t 18
right." And we'd take out the blueprint and show him what the
blueprint said it was supposed to be and show him 1n fact it was
crudely done.

What kirnd of deficiencies are we talking about?

Basically unistrut and cable tray hangers put 1n the wrong
places.

And ther what did you do?

Well, then a little later on he called us - another day 1
should say = he called us down to inspect ancther section which
he said was ready, and he said just to mark whatever you find
that's not raight. Well wez took him quite seriously and we tied
yellow tape on everything that we found wrong. And literally we
found dozens of problems in this one sectic. of cable trays so
that the cable tray rcoom lcoked like somecne had tied a burch of
yellow ribbons around 1it. When he came in and when ore of his
over-superintendents, I believe, Max Davis came in and saw 1t he
just . . . they both became rather 1irate, anc wanted to know why
we had dore it. We explaired we had dorne it because Bobby wanted
us to mark the places we found deficiencies, or where there is a
problem and so we marked them, and they got a little upset
because each orne of their errors there was a yellow ribbon
harnging down where everybody could see how many mistakes they
mace , and so they both got upset and saic ok we'll get it fixed
and they promptly went to fixing 1t ond removing the yellow tape
which we tied on it.

Was arny documentation made of the deficierncies that you
iderntified.

No documertation was made.

So as far as the quality assurarce documertation 1is corcerned
all the work appeared acceptable the first time.

Yes., as far as the documentation goes it would appear that
most of the work was right the first time. In fact it was not



done right the first time quite often. It was called by ¢the
irnspectors. It was not documented by the inspectors although it
should have been. Instead the craft fixed i1t and on paper 1t
appears that the craft fitted right the first time, but in fact
what happened was that guite often the craft did not do it right
the first time and some times they didn't do it right the second
time, and still it wouldn't be documented as being an actual
problem.

Did you have occassion to attempt to NCI an anchor bolt during
an inspecticon?

Yes. We were called down to inspect a harger or a cable tray
support in the Reactor Building pipe chase on the floor, mounted
on the floor it was maybe 18 inches high, mounted on the floor
with concrete anchor bolts. We could not confirm cone of the
anchor bolts due to the fact that it had pbeen ground off by a
weldirg grinder. Ore of the points we had to verify on our
hariger inspection was the length of the anchor balt to insure
that 1t will be encugh for the bolt in the concrete to hold the
hanger in place. We went back up with the intention of writing
an NCI, because we didn't krow what else to do, that was the
correct procedures I should say. So we went up and Jim Rllgocd
said he would go down arnd check it, he down and checked 1t said
that he did see a marking on 1it. I told him if he did see a
marking to go ahead and sign it off, put his name on 1t, he was
certified. He objected ¢to that. He said that he would have 1t
x-rayed or radiocgraphed to determined the length of 1it. Well he
came in the nrext day, Jim told me they had x-rayed the night
before and that they determired that the anchor Bolt was indeed
long encugh. When I asked to see some eviderce or verification
of that he told me under rno uncertain terms that I was a smart
ass, arnd refused to give me any evidence or verification of
lergth of the anchor bolt. 11 did rnot sign hanger off. Whether
he did or not I don't know, but I refused to sign it all because
I couldn't verify all the inspection steps.

Wny you didn't handle this the way you would harndle other
deficiencies why didn't you jJust tell the craft that they had to
fix 1t.

Well because i1n this case to tear up or to take concrete arnchor
bolt out of concrete for is very slow and tedious process because
you literally have to tear the corcrete arcund the archor out and
so there was rno quick fix, you couldn't just move something. In
other words, if the harnger was in the correct place, the anchor
bolt was the prob.em so to move the hanger there would have to be
a design change from Erngireering even if you were just going to
move it over say 6 inches and leave the old anchor bolt in and
Just reinstall a six inch segment you would still have to have a
charnge from Desijn Engineering or Technical Support and we
urnderstood the correct way to do this and the most efficient way
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to do this was to write an NCI to document the problem and let
Design Engireering and Tech Support decide which way they wanted
to handle it.

According to your practice and the practice you understood
prevailed you would've had craft fix it without documentation iy
there would have been a way to have that done?

Correct. 1f there woulad've been a way to do 1t where the hanger
could still be installed by the print == according to the praint
-= then we could have done that. But we Saw no way where we
could fix the problem arnd verify the lergth of the arnchor bolt
and have it irnstalled according to prints. Either the print or
the hanger had to be chariged.

Ard where is this anchor bolt?
This is in Reactor Building One Pipe Chase.

Were there any situations that you ever saw —-— or that you Know
of -- where an NCI was recommerded by a QR/Q0C Inspector and
irstead of writing an NCI a Design Charge was written without the
NCl == irnstead of it ?

Yes. Now, that happered pretty regularly, as a matter of fact.
If there 's a problem -= for instance, Jjust take a hanger . Let's
say there was arother hanger or a pioe in the way of where the
blueprint called for a hanger to be, they would go up ard talk to
Technical Supoort pecple who'd usually call Engireering in
Charlotte arnd they'd say, "Well, we'll revise the print to
reflect that the hanger has to pe moved six inches.

But, in that instance was an . <I recommercea by an Inspector?

I can't think of any specific instarce. As I say, it's a very
common practice to change prints in the manner 1've said -- that
we'd talk to Technical Support, they'd talk to Design Evigineering
and they'd revise the print and that was the way they'd handle
it. Sometimes Variation Notices were written and the pr int would
reflect that. The print would be revised to yveflect Variation
Notice 1233.

An R-27

Right.

But sometimes not at all?

Sometimes not at all. The print was just revised =-- and you

krow on the print under each provision it's got reasons
supposedly and 1t would just say: revised to move harnger M13 All
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and if the need for such a revision were first identified 1in
the course of an inspection, as far as you know unless the R-2
procedure was used there would be rno documentation of the
deficiency that the inspector identified? It wouldr't be NCI'd?

In some cases, NCI rescolution would be reflected in the revised
prints. But what I'm saying 1S not necessaily. In other words,
some of these -- in some instances an NCI was written and a praint
was revised. In other instances the deficiency was noted but not
documented and the print revised.

In your personal experience, did ycu ident1fy situations where
the prirts ultimately ware revised ....

Yes

v..but where ro NCI was written...
Right

...and no R-2ZA was written?

Right.

And yet ycou discovered the reed for the revision in the course
of your inspection?

Right.
I1f you can give us an examole of that kind of situation...

Okay, we had 2 lot that happen 1in the cable room -- with Eobby
Lard's work ard that is that they had = un = either the computer
or the engineers had designed it where two items occupied the
same space -- which cobvicusly does nnt work. And when we
dis~overed that =-- or you know, when Bobby discovered it he'd
show 1t to us, he'd say, “"Listen, you krnow, I've got a cable
right here and ore 1s supposed to go right through here." And he
said, " we can’'t do that." And so proper procedure would be to
write Variation Notices or NCIs but instead he would talk to
Technical Support, we'd talk to Technical Support and Technical
Support would talk to Design Engineering and they would revise
the print. The were instances in which NCI's were written but as
far as with Bobby Larnd's work that we were inspecting, we never
wrote any NCI's of that nature. The most typical example of that
sort of thing in my experiernce was in the Reactor Building Number
Ore Pipe Chase. All hangers in this area were seismically braced
and according to the prints , the prints would say the seismnic
bracing would be a certain configuration of a certain type and it

would give you a direction to brace it -- torque zero degrees,
nirnety degrees, two hundred and seventy degrees, three hundred
sixty degrees. So what happered in a lot of cases w 3,



apparently the electricians or the steelworkers installing the
work misunderstood or misread the print and they would 1install
the seismic bracing in the opposite direction or perhaps ninety
degrees off from the direction it was supposed to be put in.

Is this incident that you're relating now, is that something
that you inspected-- that you saw yourself?

Yes.

Was that the only irncident that you came across personally
where the prints were changed to reflect the plant?

No. It pretty much occured here arc there. It also occured
with hargers that I inspected in the RAuxiliary Building. There
were hargers erected by the steelworkers -- again, the seismic
bracing was run in the wrong direction from what the print called
for. So what was dore was the print was revised to reflect the
way the workers built it instead of the was Design Engineering
desigred it.

Did you ever have any discussions with any OAR/GC inspectors
about that situation -—- where thirgs weren't being built per

print -- where orints were being chariged to reflect how thirngs
were built?

Yes, in fact it was almost like . nning Joke amcorng inspectors
~= it was we'll let them build the plant and then we'll draw the
blueprints to reflect how the plant actually locoked. It was-- we
Joked about it -- 1t was a very serious matter but that's the way
things often happeried -- as 1 said the half dozen 1+ tarces were
Just in my personal inspectiBon experierce. This happened to all
the inspectors. They waould find things that were built wrong and
they’ll turn around and jJust change the prints on them to reflect
how they were actually built. So 1t was a very common thing.

If a mistake is found by you as an inspector, do you write up
an NCI upon discovery of that mistake or do you call the craft
construction or design people arnd they rewrite the print with no
NCI ever written in most cases ? Irn what percertage of cases
would that have happened?

As far as rewriting the prints, I would say that probaoly
happered in perhaps twenty-five percent of the cases where I
found problems.

With no NCI's written?

With no NCI's written.

There were numerous irstarces in the Cable Room where we went
down and something was not as it should have been by the print.
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It was either Design Engineering 's fault or 1t was the
e4lectrician's fault. Either one of the two and they would go
out and make some phone calls to revise the print even though
there was a non-conforming item. A cable tray was not installed
in the right place. A unistrut or cable tray support was not
installed in the right place. Again, seismic bracing was
installed in the wrong direction, anchor bolts =- they didn't
charge the prints for arichor bolts.

Can you give me a detailed chronology of the events leading up
to your Quitting your Job there?

0.K., I had several run—ins as I've already spoken about. Jim
Allgood primarily, and Just a difference in attitude about how
the Quality Control program should be run. And ore thirng led to
ancther. The fact that I was discouraged from writing any NCTs
ore day and told to write them the nrext day ard tnen the day
after that I was told not to write them again. Their whole
program was not well put together and rot well managed. In
addition to that I had cone a lot of reading and studying on my
~wnn into the workings of a nuclear plant, ard the darngers
associated with them I came to realize the importarce of building
ore of these thirgs in a correct marnner. In a marnrner that we can
be sure will operate safely and will not come apart. We've got
to assure the guality above all else or else we'll have a very
urisafe nuke. And so one thing led to arcther between Jim ARilgood
arnd myself and finally came to the point where I couldn't take 1t
any longer and I told Dick Harmay, my first line supervisor that
Thursday, March 135th, that Friday, March 16&th would be my last
day.

All right, let's talk about pouring concrete in the rain. What
job did you have at the time?

At the time I witressed the concrete poured in the rain in
Rea-tor Building Number One I was a prepour rurrner. That is , I
helped ccordinate the actual r uring of the concrete by cetting
the paper work circulated in carly 1378. 1 had to go onto the
floor itself which is at the reactor puilding wall to give a
foreman a message from one of his gereral foremen.

The floor was part of the wall?

Yes, the floor was part of the wall.

In the containment?

Irn the containment. The outside wall of the Reactor One
containment in the area of the interior don house. I had to go
up and talk to the foreman and give him a message from the

gereral foreman. It was a total downpour of rain. I mean, it
was just very very heavy rain ard they were just pouring concrete



away. I got up there, there were several irches of water
standing on top of the concrete they had already olaced in the
forms. There was no rain protection while I was there. I don't
know that any was ever put in place. And there was no pump there
to get the water off the top of the corcrete.

Were they pouring more concrete on top there?

They were pouring more concrete on top of the concrete and
water that was already in the form. As I said they had no rain
protection, they had no pump to get the water cut. So I was
really troubled by that because [ know concrete has to have a
certain amount of water and you can go a little bit either way
and still be all right but 1f you get too much water then the
integrity of your cconcrete will rnot hold up.

Now I know you weren’'t a concrete inspector but were you aware
of the gereral process for inspecting the adequacy of the
concrete pours?

Yes, when I was on utility crew jJust after 1 started working
there, one of my duties was loading the shovels for the concrete
oours.

Orie of my resporsibilities on ore of my jJobs was I loaded the
concrete from the concrete truck i1nto the bucket which the crane
toaok to the concrete pour. Ard right there at that point was
where the inspection was dore on the concrete. A number of test
cylinders were made. Arnd the concrete was also checked for any
ertrained air by another procedure. I talked with the corcrete
inspectors ard Just kind of learrned what they were doing,
although again, I'm not an experienced corncrete inspector. But
the point that bothered me was these test cylinders would nave
been protected from the downpour of rain. Whereas the concrete
that was poured on the reactor wall was riot protected from the
rain. I understood the procedure to be that the test cylinders
were put under an extreme amount of pressure. If the test
cylinders failed, then the corcrete that had actually been put in
place with that pour would then be tested. So far as I know
there was no procecure for testing the concrete otherwise. The
concrete that was poured in place. Otherwise unless the test
cylinders showed a deficiency.

When you gerved as a prepour runner, did you have occasion to
observe the waiver of QA requirements?

Yes due to some technical consideration which was not clarified
to me or explained to me having to do with the pour, our Quality
Assurarnce Dzpartment wae refusing to go ahead and 0. K. for
construction to go ahead and pour.

Was this about a safety related pour?
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This had to be on a safety related pour because generally QA
was not concerned at all if the pour's not safety related.

It could have been in the auxiliary building or Reactor Orne.
Reactor Number Orne building, those were the two safety related
buildings where I had resnonsibility for prepouring.

Was the pour held up for a significant period of time?

He was held up for several hours before one of the QAs nrear
said well we can waive the requirements and they received a
waiver of requirements. They went ahead with the pour. They
allowed construction to be on the floor, I should say.

Could it have beern waiving the requirements for an electrical
inspection in a situation where there were no electrical conduits
in the pour?

No, it wouldn't be anything like that because that was normally
done. It there were no electrical conduits 1n a pour, then we
didn't have to get the electrical foreman or the electrical
inspector to sign on the pour.

And it wouldn't have taken several hours to riote that.

No, in fact, we knew right when we began carrying the prepour
sheet around we krew which foremarn and which inspectors we had to
get to sign 1it. Because it had been checked off on the form
itself. Whether we had electrical work in it, whetner we had
piping in 1t, whether we had to get a welding inspector which was
almost always we had to get a welding inspector approval because
there was almost always welding in the pours.

After you became an electrical QC irspector did you have
sccasion to observe water draining on to the control panels 1in
the reactor control room?

Yes I did. One morrning we went down and walked into the
control rcom and couldn't help but rnotice that the rocof was as 1f
there were a large cloud and rain droplets were just falling from
the ceiling all over the control boards. These were control
boards that had been prefabricated in the fabrication shop in one
of the warehouses. And moved into the control room. They
already had dials and other equipment installed, wiring
ircluded. And they were just getting just soaking wet. Because
like 1 said, the roof or ceiling was like it was raining. All
over. This persisted for several hours that I know of and we
went back up and informed the irnspector, Terry Coleman whose
responsibility the contreol boards were, basically, because he had
watched them in the fabrication state. We informed him of the
situation, ha went down and looked at it and promptly wrote an
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NCI on it and red tagged the whole area.

Do you have any information about the cause of the leak in the
control room ceiling?

I understood that the cause of the leak was the fact that the
concrete on top of the control room had not been sealed and as a
result we had a lot of rain, water stood on top of the concrete
roof and seeped through the concrete and right on down to the
control room,

What was the resolution at the NCI?

The resoclution was to place space heaters in the area of the
control room boards and also to cry out some of the ends of the
wires with hairdryer type instruments.

Did you observe any efforts being made to protect the control
panels from water while the rain was pouring down on them?

No, I cobserved no effort to protect them, the rain kept pourirg
orn them so far as I saw up until the time they oumped water off
tne roof,

Later in you work at the plant did you have respornsibility for
performing inspection of cable pulls?

Yes, cocnce the cable pulling started, there were irspectors who
basically took turns from week to week being cable pulling
inspectors we would witriess that the cable were pulled in the
correct trays and went to the correct points.

Did you have occasion to witress the improoer storage and
placement of electical cables?

Yes, both. Primarily storage. Once the cable is pul.ed to its
gestination, there was 2 certain extra amount of extra v.re which
would be coiled up arnd would be hung up ocut of the .. s where
people wouldn't walk on 1t and where it would be out of the water
in case there was an water on the floor. As i1nspector it was my
duty to verify that the cable when it was pulled, was protected
in this manrer or I could rot sign the cable off as being pulled
correctly. The problem was that once we left the cable pull
there was no telling what might happen to the cable. It may have
a walk board placed on 1t, and have a great deal of stress put on
it, it may be )ust cut down sc somebody else can use that piece
of rope and left to lay on the floor where it can be walked on,
of course can get wet. Several scaffolds were built on this
cable tray and the cables themseves were used as supports for
pipes, pipe anchors.

When you discovered cables that after the inspection, you noted
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cable ends that were not properly protected, what did you do?

I informed the cable pulling foreman of the problem and asked
that he correct it which he usually did.

Did you ever document the unprotected cables that you
discovered after your inspection?

No. We always worked with the craft people and told them about
the problem and them were very cooperative.

Do any records reflect that these cable runs were not properly
protected?

Norne that I'm aware of.
Why didn't you NCI the unprotected cable runs?

Eecause, again we were discouraged from writing NCIs ard
especially I krew Larry Davison and Jim Allgood consider this a
mirvor thing and somethirg we ought to take care of with craft ard
rot Qo through the expense of having the NCI and all the
paperwork.

Why not write it up as an R2R?

We were not instructed very thoroughly if at all. in the use of
an RZA. We were instructed on the Q1A and the M42C.

Let's talk about the welding inspectors.

Wwell, most of my experience with weliding inspectors was when I
was prepour rurrer. Because for almost every pour I had to get a
welding inspector to sign it off and they somtimes are hard to
track down. And sometimes you rever krnew which inspector was the
one that inspected the appropriate item. But in any case, they
were under a great deal of stress and pressure because they had a
very heavy work load. They had a lot of inspections to make and
the concrete people were pushing them to make them. The
carpenters were pushing them to make them, The piping people
were pushing them to make them. The steel riggers were pushing
them to make their inpections so that work could go on. And in
the event that they would turn down a weld, I have been told that
they were threaterned.

By whom?

They told me they were threatered by the craft people although
I never witnessed it.

Did you have personal knowledge in your area of pours being
held up because of these disputes between welding inspectors and
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the craft?

Yes. Work was held up because there was a great deal of discord
between the inspectors and the craft people. Because the welders
became very uncontent when the inspectors would turn down their
welds. They would get down right mad. And so would the welding
supervisor. So it worked to make things less efficient .

The pressure you saw then was from the craft who were rushing
to complete the concrete pours that you rneeded the sigroffs for.

Yes, most pressure that [ witrnessed as prepour runner for
welding inspectors was from, for instance, the gereral foremar.
The higher ups in supervision who were trying to meet schedules
and they didrn't really care if the weld got inspected or not,
their attitudes seemed to be that it's going to be covered up in
concrete and nrobody will ever see it, nobody will ever know the
differernce, Just sign the paper whether 1its right or not. Just
sign the paper so we can pour our concrete. Arnd that seemed to
be the prevelant attitude. Among some of the general foremen, 1n
particular.

In your experience, both as a craft worker and as a Quality
Control inspector, have you formed an opinion as to the existance
of systematic deficiencies in plant construction at Catawba?

My experience was only two years as a worker and nine months as
an inspector but I came to the conclusion that there was
defifnitely a pattern of systematic deficiencies. Just take for
instance the rain in the control rocom and corcrete  ured i1n the
rain. Those were things that shouldn't have happenec, that could
nave been prevented and simply were rnot due to the way the system
was run, And the same follows the marmer in which the nron
conforming items were documented. It was a8 systematic thing
whereas the work was done and eventually, hopefully, it was
correctly dore. But, if so it would rot be because of Quality
Assurance and would only be by accident or good luck.

In your experience as a quality control inspector, was there
systematic pressure from the OC and craft supervision not to
disapprove faulty workmarship that you detected?

Yes it was. As far as the craft was= concerened, they didn't
want us to write an NCl1 because it made them locok bad. It
documented their work as not having been done right. As far as
QC supervision, they didn't want the NCIs written because it made
it look like there was a lot of problems involved. Which there
were a lot of problems involved. But they Just didn't want it
documented because once they were documented on paper and in
files then it was a permanent part of the record. And therefore
they couldn't sweep it under the rug or they couldn't change 1it,
they couldn't alter it to reflect something different once it had
been written up. We had procedure to document deficiencies but
we were encouraged not to use that procedure. To me that's very
inefficient way of running any company - and a very dangerous way
of building a nuclea  power plant.
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