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the architect engineer ag opposed to the utility?

A Well, there was an obligation to really all
the parties under the rules that any viclation of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or the Energy Reorganization
Act, as I recall, might constitute a need for a report
under Part 21. So, if, for example, an architect
engineer thought that something should be reported to
the NRC under 5¢.55(e) and the utility might choose not
to Lake that action, t“hen the architect engineer may
have to make that report under Part 21.

Q After coming to HL&P in October of 1980 and up
to May the 7th, 1981, did you ever make the initial
determination on whether to notify the Nuclear
Regul atory Commission of a potentially reportable
deficiency under 50.55(e)?

A I can't frankly recall.

Q Under the system in place at HL&P on May 7th,
1981, did you have the responsibility for making the
determinations on initial reportability of potentially
reportable findings?

A When you say you, are you referring to me as a
person, Houston Lighting & Power?

Q You, Mr., Goldberg.

A I had overall responsibility for the

activities in engineering and construction and the

11198
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might merit review, I would have initiated the review
itself. I would cali to the attention of the Incident
Review Committee the need to review that matter,

Q But you don't remember ever having done that
before May the 7th, 19817

A I just don't recall. I've initiated a lot of
reviews and I just would have great difficulty being
certain of what might have occurred in that time frame,

Q You are not a member of the Incident Review
Committee; is that correct?

A That is correct,

Q Did you ever have occasion to advise the
Incident Review Committee on notification of potentially
reportable items prior to the Incident Review Committee
deciding to make a notification?

MR. AXELRAD: Mr, Chairman, may I have a
clarification of the time frame of that gquestion?

Q (By Mr, Sinkin) Prior to May 7th, 1981,

A 1 recall in December of 1980 coming upon
information that purported the possibility that certain
radiological analyses may not have been getting
pecrformed properly. When the matter came to my
attention, I ordered a review in accordance with the

requitements of potential reportability, either 50.55(e)

or Part 21, 11{7"(]
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document, we have & memorandum from Mr. Barker to Mr,
Robertson dated June the 12th, 198l. Do you see that?

I would just call your attention to the first
sentence, It states, "The intent of this memorandum is
to outline those specific areas in which current
practice deviates from PEP-1l, Revision 1, reporting
design and construction deficiencies to the NRC due to
instructions from either Mr, Goldberg, yourself or I."

As 1 read that line, it means that PEP-1l,
Revision 1, is the current practice, it is in place as
of June 1981, And as I look at the first page of the
PEP itself, the date 5-15-80 is Revision 1. Now, that
says to me that this is the PEP that was in place in May
of 1981, Do you agree to that?

A I said it would appear so,

MR. PIRFO: Objection, Your Honor. I'm not
sure whether Mr, Sinkin is trying to refresh the
witness' recolleccion with this document or if he's
attempting to get it into evidence, he can offer it for
the witness' recollection. But he's doing a good deal
of characterizing the document, The witness has yet to
say that hiwe recollection was refreshed.

MR, SINKIN: I think the witness was about to

say that his recollection was about to be refreshed,

THE WITNESS: No, I haven't sald anything of ‘1]{j”

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442
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the kind,

MR. PIRFO: The question is objectionable.

MR. SINKIN: Rather than worry about the
question, I will go ahead and deal with part of the
objection and rove this into evidence as CCANP Exhibit
71.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Any objections?

MR. AXELRAD: Mr. Chairman, there's yet to be
any identification of the document as a document that is
actually taken from HL&P files or that is an actual copy
of whatever document Mr, Sinkin says it purports to be.
We will have & later witness who will be testifying with
respect to the procedures, both those that were in
effect back in 1981 and the procedures that are in
effect now, It would appear to me if Mr. Sinkin wishes
to get into evidence whatever the procedure was at that
time, that would be a more appropriate time to deal with
that subject,

MR, SINKIN: Well, are you challenging the
authenticity of the document?

MR. AXELRAD: I have not really had a chance
to look at the document,

MR. SBINKIN: 1 just want to know what you're
say ing.

Mr. Chalrman, the document, as clearly states {15579
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yet to say that his recollection is refreshed by this
document, He has not had an opportunity to read this,
nor has anybody else sitting up here., 1It's a lengthy
document, You cannot slip this document in front of the
witness and say isn't this the procedure that was in
effect without giving the witness a chance to look at it
or giving counsel a chance to look at it, for that
matter,

MR. SINKIN: 1I'm perfectly willing to give Mr.
Goldberg all the time that he needs to review this
document to satisfy himself that it is exactly what I
said it is,

MR. AXELRAD: Mr., Chairman, it is not possible
for an individual to sit there and try to recall whether
that was, in fact, the document that four years ago was
a procedure which was in use, particularly when Mr,
Sinkin has explicitly said that it is an excerpt,

My recollection is we have had this kind of
problem in the past, We have no desire to prevent Mr,
Sinkin in conducting whatever type of cross-examination
he bellieves is necessary to further his case., However,
to the extent that what we'te going to have in this
proceeding is an attempt -= not an attempt, but a desire

on CCANP's part to introduce a lot of exhibits which

(21 e |
presumably they believe are not controversial in any 115075
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A I've completed reading the PEP-~)1 Rev, No, 1
dated may 16, 1980,

Q Baving completed reading this, is your menmory
now refreshed that that was the procedure at Houston
Lighting & Power in May of 1981 for deciding on
notification to the NRC of potentially reportable items?

A I don't think it could have been

0 Why ie that?

A Well, it contains a number of organizational
discrepancies that don't match up with the organization
that existed in May of 1981,

Q Could you point those out?

A Well, the ones that come to mind, not enly the
organjizations but some procedural itemns. The ones that
come to mind, there is & feet of this procedure that
talks about notilying resident inspector.

0 Could you give us a page refecrence?

A Well, let's go back and find it, On page four,
it would be the second paragraph where it talks about the
project QA nanager or team leader of the ruclear salety
and licensing group shall notily the resident reactor
inspectors within 24 hourr of receipt of each incident
considered to be possibly reportable,

If av menory serves me cvorrectly, it was wy

view and the view of Nr, Reobertmon that notifying che

TATE REPORTING BERVICE, 498-8442 !11
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resident inspector could not constitute notifying the
inspection and enforcement branch, It was our
understanding that notification had to be made to the
regional headquarters in Arlington.

Somewhere along the line, we instituted that

change, But 1 don't see it in evidence in this document

Q Let me call your attention to the third page of -~

excuse me, you've got the ~- the third page two cover
lectters and then you have attachment one.
Do you see attachment one?
A I was reading from attachment two,.

Q Okay. I know you were. But now I'm calling

your attention to attachment one, Item 5.6 six, incident

notification.

h It appears that that idantifies the type of
procedure or practice that I recall.

Q Let me return you to the memorandum fcrom WKr.
Barker to Mr., Robertaon, the gecond document, And that
firet sentence that I ecarlier called your attention to.
Just ask you to read that sentence again, please.

How, you testified that you and lir, Robertson
believed that the regional office had to be notified and

thetefore, you instituted a procedure different from

what's in PEP-11., And that procedure i inceed reflected

i the attachment one, current practice description of

TATE REPORTING SURVICE, 490-8442
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incident notification,

MR. AXELRAD: That's a question, Mr. Chairman?

Q (By Mr., Sinkin) 1Is that correct?
A What is the guestion specifically, please.
Q You and Mr. Robertson discussed the fact that

it was your view that notifying the resident reactor
inspector was not gufficient, that Region IV neecded to be
notified, and you changed the procedure to include
notification of Region IV. Is that correct?

A That's my recollection,

Q S0 that your Page 4 representation in PEP-1l1 as
changed by the incident notification current practice in
attachment one would have been the current practice in
May of 1981. 1Is that correct?

MR, AXELRAD: H#r. Chairman, the witness has yet
to indicate in response to any question that he recalle
the particular document dated June 12, 1981, which is
inclusion one -~ or which ie & cover memorandum to this
material, or attachment one, per se, And before Mr,
Sinkin can guestion him as to whether or not that is in
fact the document which reflecte changes that he had in
mind at that time, I believe he has to lay the proper
foundation by asking him whether that is, in fact, a
document that he remembers.

MR, SINKIN: Well, I'm attempting to refresh

TATE REPORTIMG SERVICE, 498-8442
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Mr. Golberq's memory. He looked at the document, he said
it couldn't be the procedure for notification to the NRC
because they were discrepancies; we're now lcoking at
what those discrepancies are. And perhaps through the
process of looking at those discrepancies, his memory
will be refreshed.

MR. AYXELRAD: And Mr. Sinkin has properly asked
him about individual discrepancies but now he's asking
whether this specific document has done that.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Let me ask & guestion which
may foul everything up, Wiay is a June 12, 1981
memorandum, an attachment te a January 21, '81,
memorandum,

FR. AXELRAD: Tc¢ whom that's guestion, being
addregsed, Mt, Chairman?

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Anybody who can answer it.
Either Mr. Sinkin or Mr. Goldberg, if he knows,

THE WITNESS: I have never seen, to the best of
my recollection, this memo dated June 12, 198l.

JUDCE BECHHOEFER: My further question is maybe
one of the years is either 1981 or 1982 or 1980, as the
case may be, because normally a Januvary 21 transmittal
memo would not be sending a June 12 -~

MR. AXELRAD: Mr., Chairman, may I repeat the

suggestion I made before in this proceeding? This

11
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proceeding is going to take a very long time if we are
going to be faced with having to answer questions of this
kind without having seen documents beforehand.

If Mr, Sinkin is trying to surprise a witness
in cross-examination, he's entitled to do that in some
fashion. But if what Mr. Sinkin is trying to do is to
get some materials into evidence, and try and get their
authenticity specified, we would ask the Chairman to
instruct him at the next recess tc identify all those
documents for us, We could have the people who are
Eamiliar with these documents if they are here, look at
them, we wight be able to stipulate as to their
arnthenticity and gez them admitted.

Thiere are any number of ways thet this
proceeding can be expedited. And clearly, ny
recollection is that we had this kind of problem in the
first phase and that we decided the way to take care of
it was to have counsel cooperate beforehand,

In addition to which, it appeares to us that
even though there was no explicit orcder by the Chairman ==
by the Board in that regard, Ms., Sinkin did have an
obligation to preseat his direct case back in June 26
when all of us provided our testimeny and we identified
our exhibits., And if there were materials he wanted to

nake part of his direct case, it would have been

11
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appropriate for him to notify all the parties and the
Board back on June 26th what it was that he wanted to
introduce as part of h.s case.

MR. SIRXIN: This is hardly my direct case. I
believe I'm cross examining on your direct case.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Be that as it may, documents
of this type, I'd'be the first to admit that I would just
as soon know what the procedures were on May 7th, '8l.

So I think that it would be appropriate for some set of
procedures to be »ut into evidence, whether this is --
these are those procecures, I can't tell you. And for
authenticity purposes, it would be desirable to, if you
cou.d, contact the Applicant beforehand on this type of
do~ument, whica I would not think that whatever the
procedures were should be a controversial matter.

Q (By I, Sinkin) One last time, Mr. Goldberg,
have you recognized this document?

A I have 1ot --

MR, PIRIO: Objection, Your Honor he said he
never saw the June 12, 81 memo. Are we talking about
this docvment? There are a number of attachments, and
2'm no% sure where one document starts and another begins
and t¢he witness has testified he's not seen the June 12
1521 memo 3¢ 2ll.

Q (B ¥Mr, Sinkin) How about POP-11l, INr.

11513

Ti %% REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442







£ w o

@W N Oy

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

N
(3% ]

L [
B w

o
“

please. And I would represent to you that the excerpt as

I looked at the document, that the excerpt was the 50.

55

(e} section that was relevant, and was not included was a

larger part 21 section which I did not think was
relevant.

On any document where we submnit an excerpt,
Applicant cbviously that the option of completion, if
they wish.

JUDGE SHON: I think the problem that the

the

Chairman noticed with the dates on the memos stems from

the fact that what has been put on the top of this stack

is a cover memo for the auditors handbook which is at

bottom of this stack, a book that has apparently no page

numbers or anything. And it has got a cover nemo

transmiting the cecond memo down in the stack. In other

words, there's a page out of order, in effect., And I'
not suprised at that. The thing is 3 complex document
with many parts, and they don't seem to have been
assembled in necessarily the order that they were
produced, chronological or otherwise.

The January 21st memo -- t PEP-11; either
relates apparently only to the auditors handbook which

the bottom of this stack.

(==

MR. SINKIN: Exept that as I

-+

m

is

ook at the table

of contents of the auditors handbook, one of the contents

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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is section three, reporting of defects. 8o I suspect
that this is -- 'this is the actual order the document was
in when I got it. So maybe it is out of order and the
Applicants can cure that for us, too, in their checking
of the document.

J'JDGE BECHHOEFER: The Board thinks we will
defer admission of this document for the time being, MNr.
Sinkin. You may ask questions based on it. And subject
to authenticatine it later, we'll decide on whether it
goes in or not.

MR, SINKIN: I'm going to move on from this
documenbt, Mr. Chairman.

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Just refer to this one for
the moment amount CCANP 71 for identification.

0 (By Mr. Sinkin) UMNr. CGoldberg, turning in your
testimony to Page 4, you state that when ycu came to
Houston Lighting & Power, you learned that Brown & Root
had recently developed a system design assurance group.
Can you tell us when Brown & Root initiated the systems

design assurance group?

A I think it was sometime in the spring of 1980.
Q And what was the purpose of this group?
A My understanding was that the group was

oy jJanized to provide a further review of the design -~

the design of systems to assure that the various

11518
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i . 1 features, whether they been mechanical, electrical or
| 2 instrumentation, were ail compatible, one to the other.
3 Q What do you mean by compatible?
4 A That they got along well together.
5 ¢ I don't think this is a relationship we're
6 describing in the sense of a human relationship?
7 A They have a technical companionship that
| 8 mathces,
9 Q That were one system is required to enter act
10 with another system, the interaction take place in an
11 appropriate way?
12 A Or that the pumping horsepower is satisfied
13 with appropriate motor horsepower in the event of a motor
. 14 driven pump.
15 Q When you have something like this system design
16 assurance group, is one of the purposes, to give you a
17 view of *“he design and engineering without technical
; 18 boundries?
19 MR, AXELRAD: Can we have that question
| 20 restated or clarified? I'm not sure I wag able to follow
21 it.
22 MR, SINKIN: 1 will restate it. I think Hr.
23 Goldburg knows where I'm heading. I'll try again.
24 0 (By Mr. Sinkin) When you have a system design
25 assurance group like Brown & Root was setting up, isn't
=
1152
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that group's purpose to lcocok at the systems engineering
without being broken up intec particular disciplines, o
give an overview approach to systems?

A I think it's fair to call it an overview.
approach, yes.

Q Is it your view that having a systems group

such as this ig a good engineering techniqgue?

A It's a very efficient way of designing systems.

There are lots of ways it can be done; some ways clearly
give you more efficient results; you get the results you
want probably with the expenditure of a lot less
manhours,

Q Is it your view that good design can be
accomplished without such a group?

A Yes.

Q Is it not also your view, though, that in the
absence of a systems group, the design organization will
not tend to interface as well because they will instead
tend} to be porochial, they will tend to concentrate on
their own discipline rather than think of the system?

Y I'd say that that could happen with or without
a systems group. I think, you know, the interface from
one technical discipline to another to a large extent is
a function of the technical leadership of the project.

Paving a systems overview group is a tool that could

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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12

serve the head of that engineering project.

But I'm saying it's not essential that you have
that in place to have good system interaction and good
discipline interaction.

Q I guess I was seeking a comparison that you
would be more likely to achieve good egystems integration
with this broad overview group than you would if the
systemes integration was the responsibility of each
discipline, because the disciplines tend to be porochial
in their view.

MR. AXELRAD: lr. Chairman, I don't believe I
heard a question.

0 (By Mr, Sinkin) 1Is that correct?

»
ol
‘e

« AXELPAD: Could we have a repetition of
what "that" refers to et this point, it was a very
lengthy statement by Mr. Sinkin,

JUDCE BECHHOEFER: Do ycu want the reporter to
read it or do ycu want to repeat it?

MR. SINKIN: *1ll do it again, Mr. Chairman,
but I do have the feeling that if counsel would give the
witness a chance to answer the question, the witnes

understandé what I'm trying to ask.

w

MR, AXELRAD: HNr. Chairman, I think it's going
to be important for this proceeding that guestions be

stated succinctly and clearly so that whether or not the

11
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witness believes he understands it, the record that we
have established reflect:c something that people other
than the witness and the guestioner will be able to
understand afterwards,

MR. SINKIN: PFine,

0 (By Mr. Sinkin) Let me try it a different way,
Mr. Golberg. If you don't have a systems group, if
you're doing systems engineering by relying on the
technical disciplines to do it, aren't you less likely to
achieve perfection, or less likely to achieve your
overall goal, because the disciplines tend to be focused
on their own kind of wark, mechanical on mechanical,
electrica’ on electrical, and less inclined to look at
the entire system that a systems design group would?

MR. AXELRAD: There were two separate
guestions, one was with respect to achieving perfection
and the other one was with respect to achieve your goals,
I would like to be sure which cuestion it is that MNr.
Sinkin is asking.

MR. SINKIN: Either cne.

MR, REIS: That is not sufficient., We're
involved in a serious proceeding. And if that type of
guestioning is allowed, the staff objects to it.

MR. SINKIN: All I did was revise the question

as it was being asked, Mr. Chairman, I said "perfection"

1152
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and then I said, "Well, at least achieve your goal. We
¢an read it back if we want, I'll do the guestion again.

MR. AXELRAD: M¥Mr., Chairman, it would be useful
if Mr. Sinkin asked a shorter question and asked a number
of questions, if he has a number of objectives in mind,
Even if he rereads it, that is a very lengthy question.

MR, SINKIN: I'll try that, if 1t will make
things easier I'll try that.

Q (By Mr, Sinkin) Mr. Goldberg, do engineering
disciplines tend to be porochial and view their own
cperation be it mechanical, electrical, civil structureal,
whatever, as the main focus and tend to ignore systems?

A Partially correct., Whenever you organize a
technical project, clearly you do have individual
disciplines. Depending on how you organize a project and
where you tie those disciplines together, could nake a
difference in the effectivensss of their output in terms
of does one match the other. Your earlier question about
whether or not you would get something less, perhaps,
than desired quality level without a systems assurance or
integration group, it's clearly possible and it's been
demonstrated on many projects that you can get the
desired level of quality without such a groug

I said that it then places the burden on the

technical leadership of the project to meke sure that

1
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those elements come together.

Q Are you more likely to achieve the desired
level of quality if you have the systems group than if
you don't have it?

2 It is possible to get it both ways. I said
that you'll get it more efificiently if have you a group
designated to do the overview coordination,

Q Is the absence of the cystems group more
significant for a less experienced engineering
organization and I mean comparing one nuclear
organization to another nuclear organization, if you have
less experience in organization A than you have in
organization B? 1Is it more important to the less
experienced organization that it have a systems design
group?

A No, I don't taink so. Clearly an organization
that has less experience is lesgs likely to have the
resources to have systems integration group, However,
under strong technical leadership, you'll have a system
for getting your job done that will be adeguate. So the
chances are that you will be less likely to find a
systems engineering group in an engineering organization
that's relatively new, to this particular business,

0 But if the engineering organization is

relatively new, then the discipline engineere in that

1
TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442

"—‘I‘
s e




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

16

organization are relatively new, to this task. 1Is that
correct?

A May be, may not be. He may be a discipline
engineer with 30 years experience.

Q When you came to Houston Lighting & Power, did
yoa find that the Brown & Root design engineering
organization was characterized by experienced people?

A The man that was in charge of it was a very

experienced engineer, with many years of experience,

Q Who was that?

A That was HMr. EBugene Salterelli,

Q And he was there when you came in October of
19807

A Yes, he was.

e And within each discipline, was there an

experienced technical leacder?

A I would say it varied. There were some that
had some very seascned and experiences people and I'm
sure there were cothers that were not of quite that
caliber.

Q When you came to Houston Lighting & Power, did
you shortly there after insist that Brown & Root place a
systems engineer in each discipline?

A I don't believe that was the case at all. I

think when I came to Houston Lighting & Power, I insisted

TATE REPORTING SERVICE, 498-8442
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that we have a system engineer responsible for each
system, HL&P that is.

Q HL&P dia not have a system engineer in each
discipline at that time?

A No., We had discipline engineers. I did not
have an engineer called the cognizant system engineer. I
wanted the organization structured with that concept; I
felt that as the licensee with the responsibility to
overview the work of the contractor, that that would put
us in a more advantage us position to review his work.

Q Would that lead to improved review of the work
over what had been cdone before?

A I believe it would have be an improvement.

Q As far as the Brown & Root systemes design
group, was it was it your opinion that this group should
have been developed earlier in the project than it was?

A I'm not sure I can tell you whether that would
have been an opinion., I'd have to have had more personal
contact with the way Brown & Root was structured in years
earlier, It was in place when I arrived, and given what
other organizational entities existed, it struck me that
it was a good way of trying to do business.

Q Dic you look into when the grcup haa been
established?

A I think I answered that question earlier, I

11
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thought it was in the spring of 1980.
Q That was your answer. But today you remenbered
that it was in the spring of 1980, I'm really asking you

in October ¢f '80 when you came to Houston Lighting &

Power, did you inquiry as to whether Brown & Root had

estanlished a systems design group?

A I'm sure I inquired. Put as far as what I

8 received in response to that inquiry, it was sometime in

F ) the spring of 1980.

10 0 Do you feel that the development of a system
; 11 design group at Brown & Root in the spring of 1980 was 2
.
12 timely act or should it have been done earlier?
13 A ilr, Sinkin, I may have misunderstood your
]
. . 14 previous guestion but for some ctrange reason, I think
_ 15 I've answered that question., I told you I cannot surmice
16 whether it would have been prudent to do it earlier
- 17 without having known what was in place earlier. I did
:
3 18 not make a study of the evolution of Brown & Root's
.
i 19 engineering organization., I saw what was there when I
E 20 arrived and it seemed to me that having that systems
| 21 integration group was a good feature.
1 22 0 Mr. Goldberg, I'm going to show you & section
: 23 of your deposition give to the State of Texas and ask you
5 24 to read a guestion and an answer for me, please.
| 25 MR, PIFRO: We object., Can we f£ind out where

1152
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he's referring to?

MR, SII'KIN: I don't have & copy. But I'll be
happy to -~

MR, PIFRO: Can I get a pace, then?

MR, SINKIN: I can give you a page number, yes,
Page 16, 17.

MR. AXELRAD: Page 16, 17.

MR. SINKIN: This is a xerox of the State of
Texas deposition.

THE WITNESS: Could I see the whole document so
that I could get the context of the conversation before
we get to this question?

Q (By Mr, Sinkin) Let me get you to read the
question and answer, lMr. Goldberg and if you think you
ieed a context, I think the guestion and answer are
fairly discrete items, But if you think you need a
context, we will go back and look at the document and you
can review it for any contextual remarks you wanted to
make. The guestion that I'd like you to read is this
question and the answer that follows it.

MR, GUTTERMAN: I wonder if he could see it so

that we can understand
MR, SINKIN: The guestion I would like you to
read is question found at Page 16, Line 20, and the

answer as ending on Page 17, Line 7.

1
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THE WITNESS: "Q. Do you recall any particular
areas which were brought to your attention by your people
that caused you heightened concern about Brown & Root's
performance in the design area?

"Well, I was concerned about the relatively few
numbers of people that Brown & Root had which I viewed as
having adeguate experience. I was .uncerned about the
fact that they had very recently, at that point in time,
we're talking late 1980, they had recently instituted a
csystem engineering capability. That signalled to me that

there was probably considerable system design work that

lie ahead for the project.”

08 3442 11 i
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1

. 1 Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Now, do you feel the need to
2 see a context for that or --
3 A I don't -~ I don't know. Maybe I ought to
4 just look at a few questions before and make sure I
5 followed where the gentleman was going.
6 Q Do you feel the need for any contextual
7 remark?
8 A No.
9 MR. AXELRAD: Did you leave the guestion and
10 answer with the witness?
11 MR. SINKIN: 1I'll be happy to do that.

' 12 Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Mr. Goldberg, turning to a
13 different topic, was there an effective systems
14 integration and overview function =--
15 MR. AXELRAD: Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure I
16 understand., Was the purpose of reading that particular
17 question and answer to ask gquestions based upon that?
18 MR, SINKIN: The purpose was to put into the
19 record Mr. Goldberg's answer in his deposition in the
20 State of Texas and that's what I've done. If you'd like
21 me to ask some more gquestions =--
22 MR. AXELRAD: No, I just wanted to make sure I
23 under stood what the --

. 24 Q (By Mr., Sinkin) Well, all right, we'll go a
25 little further with it, Mr. Goldberg. We'll go a little 11734
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problems that the Quadrex report addressed was whether
or not Brown & Root had an effective systems integration
and overview function, Was there an effective systeus
integration and overview function within the Brown &
Root organization prior to creation of the systems
design assurance group or do you know?

A I do not know.

Q when the grown & Root systems design assurance
group actually began operating, did their reviews
disclose serious design deficiencies?

A Your question was when they -~

Q After they began to perform, did their reviews
disclose serious design deficiencies?

A I'm trying to recall whether there were any of
those that occurred before the change of responsibility
for the engineering of the plant,

MR. AXELRAD: Mr. Chairman, may I get a
clarification of the guestion as to what time frame Mr.
Sinkin is talking about, as to whether it's before Mr.
Goldberg came on the job in April 1980 or after October
198072

Q (By Mr. Sinkin) It is entirely possible to
me, Mr. Goldberg, that you would know if the systems
design group had found something before you arrived and

that you would also know after you arrived. So, maybe

11534
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we'll divide it that way.

Were you aware of any serious design
deficiencies found by the systems integration group
before you arrived in October of 19882

A I was aware of some problems that were found,
but I have no way of knowing if they were found by the
systems integration group. I'm not even sure in the
time frame of wher they were found. But they were
problems that my engineers brought to my attention that
were there prior to my arrival, so -~

Q But you don't know if they were found by that
particular group is what you're saying?

A 1 have no way of knowing if they were found oy
that group and I have no way of knowing when they were
found.

Q Af ter you your arrival?

A After I arrived, I was think -- that's the
context I was seeing your question. 1I'm not sure I can
recollect with confidence whether we found any major
problems during that period from late fall 1980 through
late summer of 1981. I know that subsequent to the
change of contractors we did find some problems.

Q Was there an effective systems integration

group at Brown & Root at the time Quadrex did the study?

A The systems integration group was in place and 11 'jjq

TATE REPORTING (713) 498-8442




sg-4

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

the characterization from my engineers at The Light
Company was that they felt that it was an effective
group. I had no reason to believe that what was in
place at that juncture was not adequate.

Q Did you later have reason to gquestion whether
they had an effective systems engineering group?

MR. AXELRAD: Mr., Chairman, at this point I
will object to the line of questioning as being beyond
the scope of this hearing and the scope of the testimony
that was given here. The only reason that particular
sentence appears in that answer is it's obviously a
response to the question why HL&P decided to initiate a
Brown & Root systems integration group in 198l. 1It's
put in as a technical matter as to why the Quadrex
review was initiated.

At this point Mr, Sinkin is seeking to go into
additional views of the witness with respect to
effective engineering of Brown & Root after this
decision was made and that has no relevance to the
matters before this Board at this time,

MR. SINKIN: Well, Mr. Chairman, obviously it
has relevance if the Quadrex review itself raised a
gquestion in his mind as to whether they had an effective
systems integration group, so let me ask that question

instead.

11 ZBq
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any concerns, doubts -- do you have any doubts about
whether there is an effective systems integration
program at Brown & Root?

A Our review of that particular finding
indicated that Quadrex had not been exposed to the
systems integration group and therefore we felt that
that finding was not based on complete information. 8o,
we did not believe that that in itself constituted an
indictment of systems integration, but rather a lack of
having and identifying all the activities that were
going on,

Q But wasn't it a fact that Quadrex did have
present at some of their meetings representatives from
the systems design assurance group?

A I wasn't there., I can't comment on that.

Q At the time Quadrex did its study, was that
systems design assurance group totally integrated with
the ongoing design and engineering process?

A As far as I know, it was,

Q Such that there would be daily interactions
between disciplines in that group?

A You're getting at a level of detail which I'm
not personally familiar,

JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Mr, Sinkin?

MR, SINKIN: Yes.

11538
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11
. 1 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I don't know if you're at
2 your next topic yet, but we are going to take a morning

3 break at some point,
4 MR. SINKIN: One more. One more qguestion I

5 think and then I'll be --

6 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: Okay.
7 MR. SINKIN: Actually, Mr. Chairman, it is

' 8 going to take me a few more questions to finish this

9 line, so 1'd be happy to --

1@ JUDGE BECHHOEFER: That's okay.
11 MR. SINKIN: All right.
. 12 JUDGE BECHHOEFER: I figured when you get
13 to when your subject matter changes.
14 Q (By Mr. Sinkin) Well, is it your testimony,

15 Mr. Goldberg, that in the period of time that these

16 hearings were held in 1981, let's talk about May, June,
17 July 1981, the summer of 1981, during that period of

18 time was there an effective systems integration at Brown

19 & Root?

20 A As far as 1 am aware, yes.
21 Q Between that period of time and the time your
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