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PROCEEDTINGS
Whereupon,
ROBERT D. SCHULZ

a witness called for examination by counsel for the
Intervenor, and having been previously duly sworn by the
Notary Public, was examined and testified further as follows:

MR. GUILD: This is the continuation of the
deposition of Robert D. Schulz, that was held initially
Friday, November 1lst, 1985, on notice from the intervenors
Rorem, et al.

Mr. Schulz, we've met. My name is Bob Guild for the
record, and I'm counsel for the intervenors Rorem, et al. in
the Braidwood licensing proceeding. And I remind you that

you're still under oath from the previous session
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EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR THE INTERVENOR

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, I want to talk to you about some of the
matters that were still pending at the time we last spoke that
were assigned to you either for closure or further follow-up;
matters that had been identified as items of noncompliance, or
open or unresolved items at Braidwood.

But first, I'd like to either congratulate you or
otherwise -- it has come to my attention, as the basis for
this deposition, that you informed your management recently
that you intended to leave the agency:; is that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q Now is it sort of like Martin Luther King? 1Is it
one of these "free at last, free at last" approaches? Or is
there some other circumstance that make it less than a matter
of choice on your part to depart?

A No, it was a just a career enhancement move from my
point of view, I guess. I don't know what else you'd like to
know.

‘ Well, let me ask you a few questions about it. Can
you tell me, first, when you informed your management that you

intended to leave the agency?
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A I can't remember the exact date. I think it was a
week ago Thursday or Friday. A week ago Wednesday, now I
remember. I think it was a week ago Wednesday.

Q Can you refresh your recollection --

[Corunsel handing document to witness.)

Q Mr. Berry has handed you a document. A 1-:ter from
counsel, I assume, to the parties. It may reflect a time when
he learned of -~

A It says on Thursday, January 30th. So that would be
pretty close to my time frame, I guess. You know, I knew it
was in the Wednesday to Friday of that week.

Q All right. And what are your plans, Mr. Schulz, if
you have any?

A I got an offer from a utility outside of Region III
to be a manager at an operating plant. And I'm looking
forward to it.

Q Good. Can you tell me who your prospective employer
is?

MR. BERRY: Objection, on the grounds of relevance.
It doesn't appear that that answer would lead to the discovery
of admissible or relevant evidence.

One thing I would note, that Mr. Schulz is available
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for a deposition. I understand the Staff will always know how
to contact him, and that should either of the parties desire
to have Mr. Schulz appear at the hearing, that provisions will
be nade so they will be able to contact him.

At this point Mr. Schulz has expressed an interest
in not having to reveal the name of his prospective employer.
But I will not instruct the witness not to answer the
question.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, I appreciate that there are matters here
that would otherwise be perfectly private. The circumstances
of your departure, and what your employment is now and will
be in the future. Given your knowledge of evidence that is
relevant to the Braidwood licensing proceeding, unfortunately,
it becomes of interest to the parties.

And as a matter of discovery, representing my
clients' interest, I'd like to have that information. It's
not out of a desire to pry into your personal matters, but
to determine whether there is anything that's relevant to the
licensing case. And so I must ask you, if you would, to

please answer the question. And that is, to identify your

prospective employer.
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A This was my personal decision not to identify it.
It had nothing to do with the NRC advice or anything.
Mr. Wallace asked me the same question, of Edison. I have not
told Edison either. Just a personal decision, my policy. I
believe that's my personal business.

It has nothing to do with the hearings. It has
nothing to do with CECo. 1It's not tied to any CECo
contractors. 1It's just an offer from a utility outside of the
Region III. And it's just a personal decision, and was my
decision. I mean, it wasn't an NRC-advised decision. It's
just my personal policy.

I don't know my permanent address yet, where I'm
going to be. Immediately when I find that out, I will notify
my boss right now, Mr. Gardner, who is the section chief, Ron
Gardner. And that information, at that time, after I begin my
job, will be immediately be made available both to CECo and to
yourself. And that information will be, again, made
immediately available to you after I begin my employment,
which will be a week from this Friday.

So it's nothing I'm trying to hide or anything that

has anything to do with CECo or its contractors or anything in

that matter. 1It's just that until I begin my employment and
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know what my permanent address is, I believe that's my

personal business. But I will be glad =-- I will tell

Mr. Gardner. And if you wanted me to drop you a card, you
want to give me an envelope, I'll be glad to tell you where
I'm going immediately after I start.

Q Let's see if we can address this point by point. I
understand then, that as your ~ounsel stated, that you would
be made available, if necessary, for further deposition or
testimony in the Braidwood proceeding should that become
necessary?

MR. BERRY: Well, what counsel represented is that
Mr. Schulz's whereabouts will be -- the parties will be kept
apprised of Mr. Schulz's whereabouts, should the parties
choose to subpoena Mr. Schulz, so they'll be able to do so.
It may well be that the Staff will call Mr. Schulz as its
witness, as its own, in which case the parties will know about
that as well.

But as the Staff indicated in the letter to the
parties on January 30th, that after Mr. Schulz leaves the
agency, the Staff is in no different position than that of the

other parties with regards to making the witness available

voluntarily. The Staff as well would have to resort to the
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subpoena process to secure his attendance, and that's what
we've indicated to the parties.

So what I represent is that the Staff will share
with the other parties the information that it has regarding
Mr. Schulz's whereabouts. So should either of the parties
desire to further depose Mr. Schulz or cal! them as their own
witness, they will be able to do 1o.

MR. GUILD: Well, let's try not to get too far
afield here. I would like the question answered,
nonetheless. And answered by the witness and not by his
counsel, particularly in the circumstances where, as you
state, Mr. Berry, the agency will no longer be representing
Mr. Schulz nor have him under the agency's control.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q So the question, the last I had for you, Mr. Schulz,
was would you voluntarily make yourself available for further
testimony or providing further evidence in the Braidwood
proceeding?

A I would have no objection to coming back and
testifying. But the fact -~ it will not be voluntary. T vill
have to be given a subpoena to come back by whoever wants me.

My whereabouts will be well known. As I said, if Mr. Gallo or
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yourself wanted to give me an envelope, besides contacting
Gardner, I'd be glad to notify you as soon as I have my
permanent address. I'm not going into hiding. 1I'd be very
well known where I am.

Q Well, my point is, aside from knowing where you'll
be, you're not prepared to voluntarily make yourself available
for further testimony?

A No, I am not. And the basis of that is just, I have
a new job, a new responsibility, and I'm looking forward to
that, and I will be committed to the company I'm working for.
And so it will have to be by the subpoena basis.

Q Okay. Now let me ask you again the previous
question, and that was, respecting your views, nonetheless, I
must ask you if you will identify your prospective employer?

A No, I will not. VYou'll have to wait until a week
from Friday.

Q Do you intend to identify him at that time?

A Sure.

Q Okay. And would you tell me what position by title
or description of your duties that you'll be taking with this
employer?

A My offer letter offered me a supervisory position in
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an operating plant. The basic duties will be investigating
safety concerns, any problems with the plant; looking into any
corrective actions; the root causes; items I can find to help
prevent happening again, so to prevent recurring problems;
1y investigation and inspection work.

Q Is there a title which you anticipate?

A I've just been given a supervisory -- the offer just
said supervisor.

Q Okay.

A Identify the problems before the NRC finds them.

MR. BERRY: If any.
THE WITNESS: 1If any.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, when did you -~ describe for me
generally the process that led to your seeking that employment
and receiving that offer.

A I guess what you're asking me is, what caused me to
test the waters, as I might put it?

Q Yes.

A Basically, I would say that I felt I had done what I
had set out to do at this site, and the job was somewhat

losing its challenge for me. That's about as honsest as I can
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put it. Based on that, I sent out a few resumes. I think
about six, to be exact. And prayed about it, and the good
Lord opened the door for me, and I felt that's where he wants
me to go, so that's where I'm going.

Q All right. And when did you do that? When did you
send out the resumes and test the waters?

A I can't give you an exact date, but I would guess it
would be some time in October.

Q Of 19857

A Yes.

Q Did you inform anyone else in the agency that you
were testing the waters, you were seeking other employment, at
that time?

A I don't believe so.

Q We may have talked about this before, Mr. Schulz,
and I apologize if I'm plowing a little ground. You were the
senior construction resident -- are the seni-r construction
resident at Braidwood, correct?

& Yes, sir.

Q And had you considered a position in operations,
either at the Braidwood facility or otherwise in the agency?

A Yes. In fact, before I finally accepted this offer,
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I talked to the region and asked them if they would consider
sending me to an operational site. And they said yes, and
they would get back to me.

That was actually -- I think it was just recently.
It was like the Tuesday or so before I accepted the offer on
Wednesday or Thursday. I don't remember exactly.

But basically, the utility that made me the offer
sweetened the pot, as you might say, or sweetened the offer of
what I originally thought the offer would be. And when they
sweetened the offer from what I originally thought it would
be, then I felt that was where I needed to be.

And I called the agency back, either the same day or
the next day, and told them, thank you for their
consideration, but I was going to take the offer. I believe
they were going to offer me one of the operating plants as a
resident or as a senior. I don't know, though.

Q Okay. Who is left, will be left as resident at
Braidwood?

A Well, my job will be posted. We post jobs. And
that's, of course, NRC-wide that can apply for that position,

Mr. Kropp is still at Braidwood as tiie resident inspector

right at the moment. I believe he'll be applying for the



senior position, as he's qualified for it.
And he'll be the construction -~ whether he'll be

the senior or the resident, I'm not -- you know, that's an

open bid process. And Tom Tunn will stay as the senior

operating. And I believe my job is posted right at the

moment.

7 Q Mr. Kropp is presently a construction resident?

Yes, sir.

3 Q Have you discussed with your management the question
10 of your testimony in the Braidwood proceeding since you've
11 given them notice that you intend to leave the agency?
12 A Not to a great extent, but we've mentioned it.
. 13 Q Who have you talked to about that?
14 A I've talked to Mr. Berry. 1I've talked to
15 Mr. Little. I think I talked to Mr. Gardner, who is my
16 present =-- right now is an acting section chief. There's a
17 section chief position posted for Braidwood that will be

18 filled in the very near future. Mr. Ron Gardner is the acting

19 section chief right now.
20 Q Okay. Who had held the permanent section chief
21 position before Mr. Gardner?

22 A We have not had one. Mr. Little was branch chief,
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was handling the supervisory roles on the site.

Q And is he still in that position?

A Yes, sir.

Q Back to that question of testimony. What did you
discuss about your prospective testimony in the Braidwood
licensing proceeding?

MR. BERRY: With Mr. Gardner and Mr. Little?

MR. GUILD: Let's talk about Mr. Gardner and
Mr. Little first.

MR. BERRY: The question doesn't encompass the
conversations with counsel.

MR. GUILD: Well, it may or may not, but let's first
talk about =--

MR. BERRY: I just want to know so I can object.

THE WITNESS: Basically, I just asked if they
thought I'd have to come back, and that I hoped I wouldn't.
Not because, you know -~ just for the reason that I had a new
job that I was enthused about that I wanted to get involved
in, and I'd prefer not to come back, you know.

And I asked them if they thought I would have to
come back, and they said, probably not, but they couldn't -~

they didn't know, you know. They couldn't guarantee a yes or
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a no. And I said fine. And it was just more, you know, do
you think and they said, well, probably not, but we don't know
for sure. We'll just have to leave that open.

And I asked =~ I think I asked if they thought
anyone else would call me but the NRC, and they said, they
didn't know. And again I said, I prefer not to come back, and
that if I would come back, it would be by subpoena, by whoever
would give me a subpoena. And I said, fine, and we left it at
that.

It wasn't a lengthy type discussion, you know. A
matter of maybe a minute.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, when you originally were given notice to
appear for a deposition, the notice asked you to bring with
you documents that were the basis for or were relevant to your
testimony regarding quality assurance at Braidwood. And I
reiterated that request to your counsel when I was informed
about your departure from the agency.

Have you brought any such documents with you today?

A I brought one document that I gave to my counsel.

MR. BERRY: I relayed your request to Mr. Schulz and

asked him to search his files to see if any documents
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responsive to the matters, subcontentions which he's
responsible for. He indicated to me that he had one document
that he'd received recently from the Applicant.

It's a document, it appears to be a memorandum =-- a
two-page memorandum that was provided to him in connection
with subcontention 6(b)(1). I believe that is referenced in
83-09 and 85-32-31. The Staff will not object to producing
this document.

MR. GUILD: All right.

MR. BERRY: I should also add that the document
appears to have marginalia on there. I believe it's
Mr. Schulz's marginalia.

MR. GUILD: Let me ask that this document be marked
for identification as a Schulz deposition exhibit.

(The document referred to as
Schulz Deposition Exhibit No. 1
was marked for identification.)

MR. GALLO: 1I'd like to get a look at it,

MR. GUILD: Sure.

Off the record.

[Recess. )
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, we've had marked a document as Exhibit 1
to Schulz deposition, and it's entitled, Evaluation, Hardware
Impact of ECNs and FCRs Not Being Stamped on Phillips Getschow
Company Controlled Drawings. This is a document that you
produced responsive to our document request, correct?

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me what it is and where it came from?

A Well, this issue was originally item 83-09-02(a).

It involved two drawings I identified during that inspection
report, which is 456-83-09 and 457-83-09, where the FCR number
was not stamped on a controlled drawing.

And Edison presented that item to me for closure.
They felt it was ready for closure. But as I investigated,
followed up on that item, I found that both CECo, Commonwealth
Edison and Phillips Getschow had identified quite a few other
drawings that didn't have FCRs or ECN stamps on them. My
original finding was just FCRs, but they identified other ones
that didn't have FCRs or ECNs on them.

50 to me the problem =~

MR. GALLO: Let's go off the record.

(Off the record.)
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q All right, Mr. Schulz, if you could continue.

A To me the problem, since there was additional
drawings identified without these stamps, was expanded now and
it wasn't just corrective action for the two drawings.

S0 I basically made the statement to them that I
didn't believe the item was ready for closure, and they would
have to investigate to see what impact the lack of stamping
these drawings had, if it had any impact, on installation
activities. And that was documented in a report. I don't
know the report number right off the top of my head, but that
was documented in a report as the item -- is it 85-032,
85-0317

MR. BERRY: It appears to be.

THE WITNESS: And I kept that open. So that item
remained open based on report 85-032 and 031. And
Commonwealth Edison was reviewing the evaluating that -- you
know, based on the other drawings.

And this was part of the response that they had
given to me was this document, which we are in the process of
reviewing. And based on the fact that I am leaving the

agency, this item, I think as of last week, was turned over to
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Mr. Kropp. And Edison and the NRC is still reviewing and
evaluating this issue.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q All right. And this issue that you've described
that's reflected in the document, Exhibit 1, has been
identified as subcontention item 6(b)(1)?

A Yes, sir.

Q Are there any other documents that you've brought
with you, Mr. Schulz?

A No.

Q While we were off the record, I told you that I
intended to examine you about inspections you conducted

sulsequent to your November lst deposition when we spoke

last., And I identified one report that I had identified with

your name on it that closed or addressed contention subitems.

And that was 85-52 and 50, dated December 6th, 1985,
And you conducted that report, didn't you == that
inspection?
A I think myself and Mr. Kropp. I believe both our
names are on it.

Q Yes. And you told me that you believed there was

one subsequent inspection that may or may not have resulted
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yet in a published report that addressed contention subitems.
Could you state for the record the number of that report,
please?

A It was 456/85-058 and 457/85-054. And that period,
I believe, continued from the ending date of that -- whatever
the ending date of that report is -- November 30th. So if
that was a Friday, it would have been picked up on the
following Monday, which would have been the 2nd or 3rd of
December, and running until the 21st of January. I believe it
ran until the 21st of January.

Q All right. And you weren't sure whether that had
been published yet; is that right?

A I'm not sure.

Q And what subpart of the contention or what item of
noncompliance did that address?

A I believe it addressed the in-service inspection
drawings, which is item 85-007-08.

Q And what subpart of the contention, if you see it
there?

A 6(c).

Q All right. And what action did you take on that

subject? Did you close it or ==



A I closed it, vyes.

Q And we're at this point looking to see whether that
report is actually on the street, available to =--

A Yes, sir.

Q Before I address the -~ turn your attention to the

subjects that you treated in those inspection reports, let

you to explain generally what's been done with matters

/hich have been assigned to you previously for follow-up or

closure but have not yet been closed?

doing with

those items when you leave the agency?

oy The contention items -- I'll address the contention

ltems listed. I think there's two of them that have not been

closed out. And one of them is 6(b)(1).

Q I'll sh('v you -- this is a listing that yvou prepared
Y g Y prep

earlier, if it would help refresh your recollection

il

(Counsel handing document to witness.)

A Right. One of them 1), which has to do with

wltnh

the FCR stamping, which refers to the document we just entered

into the record. That 6(b) (1) item has been assigned to

Mr. Kropp.

The other item which I have not closed is item 6(d4d)

1

know, it still remains open -- 6(d). And that has
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to do with the containment spray pumps and the violation we
had against them for basically improper setting of those
pumps. That is not closed. That is still open, as far as --
and again, I'm addressing the contention items now.

Q And it's still open. And who has it been assigned

to?

A Mr. Kropp also.

Q How about other subjects that are not contention
items?

MR. BERRY: Objection, irrelevant.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q I'd ask you to answer, anyway.

A Basically, I guess we're talking about open and
unresolved items. I don't believe, at this poeint in time, to
my knowledge, that there's been exact assignment of those
items yet.

Q Mr. Schulz, do you maintain any files or documents
that relate tc the items of noncompliance that you've
addressed at Braidwood?

A The items that were applicable to the contentions.
This item I brought in. I do have a file of inspection. You

know, when I do my inspections. But there's nothing in there
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== .t's a large drawer. When I say -- it's one bottom file
cabinet.

There's nothing in there that I could see that
related to the contention items, other than normal, you know,
inspection activities.

Q "hat do you mean by normal inspection act ‘ities?

A Like it'll document I picked 12 hangers and I looked
in them and what 12 hangers, what 12 pipe supports I looked
at, that type of thing.

Q So your working notes that you use when you perform
your inspections?

A Right.

Q Have those been previously been made available to
the parties in discovery, do you know?

A I don't believe so. My notes are not that neat.

Q I sympathize.

A And basically, like there might be the drawings I
use to inspect, as an example. They might be down in the
bottom file, and so on.

Q Mr. Schulz, I'd ask you to secure those documents
and to maintain them in your possession, subject to your

control, to not destroy or throw those away. They may be the
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subject of a request for production, if they're not already
the subject of request for production. I ask you to preserve
them.

A Well, they are in the file cabinet at Braidwood. I
will not have any control of them. To me, those are agency
documents. If they want to keep them or throw them away,
that's up to them. I have kept them. So that will be -- you
know, I don't even know if I'll be back at the site. 1It's
very possible I will not return to the site.

And I told the site people, it's up to you what you
do with them. I felt I wanted them kept there. 1It's just my
policy. I went through them and I, as I say, I pulled the
document I thought was relevant to a contention. If the NRC
desires to keep them or throw them out, that's out of my
control.

So leaving, I'm not -- you know, they're there now
is all I can tell you.

Q All right.

MR. GUILD: 1I'd ask your lawyer then, Mr. Berry, if
you would see that those documents are preserved. They may be
the subject of a request for production, if they have not

already been asked for.
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, let's talk about the inspection work y u

did that led to inspection report 85-52 and 50.

[Pause. ]

Mr. Schulz, you and Mr. Kropp conducted this
inspection between October 21 and November 30, 1985, correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q All right. If you could, as we go through the
report, I'd like for you to identify those portions of the
report for which you're responsible. And to the extent that
Mr. Kropp was involved with them in the matter. If you could
identify the nature of his involvement, I'd appreciate that.

A Sure.

Q Page 3, licensee action on previously identified
item. There and in following pages you close a number of

items which are subparts of the intervenor's QA contention,

correct?
A Yes, sir.
Q All right. The first of those is identified as

82-05-01. It relates to the steam generator =--

A That's mine.

Q == support column bolting.
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I closed that one.

All right.

And appears to be subcontention 1(a).

Now as I recall from your previous deposition, you told me

there was some division of responsibility on the contention

subitems.

You were handling the bolting issue, per se. Ard I

think you said Mr. Muffett or others were dealing with the QA

violations regarding lack of installation procedure, or lack

of installation inspection procedur=. Does that basically

summarize ==

A

item.

screws.

Basically, I was identifying -- handling this whole

I say this whole item, just having to do with the cap

And Mr. Muffett was handling the QA violations and

any other problems with equipment that might exist from that

violation.

Q

Including the general subject of the corrective

action program having to do with safety-related mechanical

equipment, Mr. Muffett's work?

A

Q

Yes, sir.

All right.

You reviewed the installation of the

steam generator cap screws to the currently applicable

Phillips Getschow construction procedure, correct?

A

Yes.
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Q Did you review or reach any conclusions about the

previous installations or installation conditions of those cap

screws?
A No.
Q Did you review and reach any conclusions on the

circumstances of the identification of the cap screw
installation deficiencies?

MR. BERRY: Do you understand the question?

THE WITNESS: Yes. Basically, my inspection was to
see that the cap screws that were installed now were adequate,
not what was the cause of the original noncompliance, which
evidently was -- from just my reading -- was a lack of
adherence to procedures. I think I saw one bolt that they had
taken out where they put the alien wrench where it had been
like gouged out. And I think I saw one of those bolts.

But my basic responsibility was to look into them
and see if they were done right now, rather than what caused
the problem in the »ast.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q €~ you didn't review the circumstances of the
original identification of the problem?

A No, I did not.
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Q And when you say you looked at one of the bolts, one
of the cap screws, and the socket was gouged out, you're
speaking of the allen socket on that bolt?

A Yes, sir.

Q And was that damage that appeared to be reflective
of use of improper installation techniques?

A I would have to say from the one I looked at, yes.

I only loocked at one.

Q Right. I can find the document if you need it, but
do you recall the inspection report 82-05 where Mr. McGregor
described the condition of the st»am generator cap screws that
he observed at the time of his inspection?

A I vaguely remember reading it, yes.

Q Do you recall generally his description of the
observation of those cap screws to be in a damaged condition
where the allen sockets were distorted and peened, I think was
one of the words? Curled and peened?

A In my knowledge, I don't think there was a question,
even -- I mean, by even the licensee that the sockets were
damaged and needed to be replaced. I think that's why the
replacement job was done.

Q And the one example of a cap screw that you observed
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was in a condition as described by Mr. McGregor in that 82-05
report?

A Basically, I would say yes.

Q Where was that cap screw that you observed? It was
not installed in the steam generator support column, was it?

A No, it was not.

Q Where was it maintained?

A I believe the millwright supervisor showed it to
me. Either he had it on his desk or -- I don't remember
exactly where I looked at it. But I just remember looking at
one.

Q Who was the millwright supervisor?

A Bud Willoughby.

Q What was Mr. Willoughby's responsibility, if any,
for the installation of the cap screws?

A I don't know if he was there for the whole
reinstallation process or just part of it. He's in charge of
equipment and correcting deficiencies. But I don't know what
time frame he was there, as far as what I would call the
reinstallation process.

Q You don't know if he was responsible in any degree

for the actual reinstallation?
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A I think he was responsible at the final end to see
that it was done. Now whether he actually =-- I think he
looked at it when the job was done. Now whether he was there
when the corrections were made, I don't know.

Q All right. When was the final installation done?

A When I looked at it, the work was completed.

Q And when was that? During the time =--

A During that time. I don't have -- during the
inspection period of the report. When I looked at it, the
work was all completed.

c And that was between October 21 and November 30 when
you looked at it?

A Yes, sir. The in-process removals, which is
documented in the section was actually looked at by
Mr. McGregor.

Q That's on page 3, sort of below the middle of that
large paragraph, "In-process removals and reinstallations were
monitored by the inspector"?

A That was done by Mr. McGregor. I talked to him
about the item before I closed it.

Q So when it says, "observed by the inspector," it

means Mr. McGregor?
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Q What did Mr. McGregor tell you about his observaticn
of the removal and reinstallation?

A That he found the in-process removals and
reinstallations to be done correctly, in accordance with their
procedures and requirements.

Q Did he tell you when they removed and reinstalled
them?

A I didn't go through the dates.

Q You don't know when they removed and reinstalled
them?

A I probably did when I closed this item, because I
looked at the documentation. But I don't .emember now what
the dates were off the top of my head.

Q Well, let's focus first on what Mr. McGregor told
you, if anything. Did you ask Mr. McGregor when they removed
and reinstalled?

A I don't think I was so concerned with the date. I
was concerned about the -- if it was done right. And I asked
him if he looked at the removals and reinstallations and he

said he did, that he witnessed quite a few of them. And he

was satisfied that they were doing the job correctly.
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1 And that basically was the basis of our
' 2 conversation. I didn't really get down to a date and time.
3 Q Was it about to the extent that you just related it
B now, the conversation?
5 A Yes.
6 Q You asked him that and he said yes?
7 A Basically, it was around that, yes.
8 Q In order to determine whether the removal and
9 reinstallation was, in fact, proper according to
10 specifications and requirements, you'd have to know what
11 specifications and requiremernts govern that activity, wouldn't
12 you?

‘ 13 A I wouldn't have to. If Mr. McGregor said he looked
14 into the requirements and the specifications for that aspect
15 of it, that would be satisfactory to me.

16 Now when I went back and looked through the

317 documentation, I would -- yes, in the documents, I would --
18 before I did my final inspection, I would have to know the
19 requirements for installing the bolts, the cap screws. And
20 based on the requirements, I would have to look then at the
21 documentation and the bolts. But at the initial -- when the

22 inspection started, I mean my first step would be -- before I
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And then Mr. McGregor said the actual work was done
fine. Now I wanted to go back and not only look at the bolts
in the field, which I did, but I wanted to look at the final
document package. So to determine that that item was done
correctly I would have to know the requirements, yes.

Q And Mr. McGregor would have had to know the
requirements for him to reach a judgment about the in-process
removal and reinstallation?

A You bet.

Q But you don't know what those requirements were that
he reviewed when he reached a conclusion about the propriety
of that work?

P\ I don't think we got into a detailed discussion on
the requirements at that time, no. I'm familiar with
Mr. McGregor and how he works, and he's very thorough. And if
he told me he felt that the installations were correct, I
would have no reason to question him on the installation
requirements.

Q I appreciate your comments. I'm just trying to
establish what you know and what somebody else will have to be

asked in a -- you don't know, for example, how mary of the
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bolts that he observed being removed required replacement
because of physical damage to the allen socket?

A I don't think we got into the exact numbers, no.

The documentation would have gotten the exact numbers, that I
reviewed.

Q Do you know, if any, how many of those bolts were
damaged on initial installation or on removal or on any
effort, an attempt at reinstallation?

A I would -- from what I looked at, in my memory, I
remember the bolts being -- the majority of the bolts being
damaged on the original installation.

Q From the documentation?

A Yes. There would have been a documentation, an
acceptable documentation package for reinstallation on all the
bolts. 1If there wasn't an acceptable documentation package on
all the bolts, the item wouldn't have been ready for closure.

Q I see. And in that package, the best of your
recollection would be, a documentation of a condition of the
bolt on initial installation?

).} Yes, sir.

Q And similarly, condition of the bolt on removal?

A Right. Yes, there was a detailed procedure both for
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removals and reinstallation.

Q And the condition of the bolts on attempted
reinstallation?

B Right.

Q Including any damage done to the bolts in the
efforts -- in the unsuccessful effort to reinstall them, if
any?

A Off the top of my head, I don't remember the
packages that I looked at being unsuccessful. I was =-- my
main concern, again, was not the original problem, but if the
bolts were installed correctly now. By looking at the new,
completed documentation package, and by physically inspecting
the final condition of the bolts that were installed. I mean,
that was the main point of my inspection. It was not on the
original problem what caused it, but was it right now.

Q Right. Well, again I'm focusing on language that
appears on further explanation to reflect an inspection that
was done by Mr. McGregor. And that's the observation of the
in-process removal. So I'm asking you questions that you may
not know the answer to, and I'm just trying to establish --

A There's no problem. As i say, I can only answer

what I'm aware of and what I looked at.
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1 Q Now how about the final inspections, which were
‘ 2 performed. Were those inspections observed by you or by
3 Mr. McGregor?
4 A The final inspections =-- we have to divide this. I
5 did not witness the final inspections that the QC inspectors
6 performed. 1I'm talking about Phillips Getschow QC
7 inspectors. I did not my own final inspections of the bolts
8 by myself. And that's the 102 cap screws in Unit 1, and the
9 96 cap screws in Unit 2. So those are =--
10 Q Those are your inspections?
11 A Those are my inspections. The QC inspectors
il actually inspected all the bolts. And there would be
. 13 documentation packages on all the bolts. So when I talk about
14 final in this report, it's what I did.
15 Q All right. 1It's not the witnessing of a QC
16 inspector's final inspection?
17 A No.
18 Q All right. And that was you that did that?
19 A Yes, sir.
20 Q All right.
| MR. GALLO: Excuse me, off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Schulz, I may have asked this -- let me try one
more time. Do you know how the original steam generator
bolting deficiencies were originally identified?

A I believe Mr. McGregor identified them. That's all
I know.

Q Do you know how they were identified, if they were
by Edison or its contractors?

A No, I don't.

Q Do you have any knowledge about efforts to identify
any craftsmen or quality control personnel who may have
expressed concerns about the installation of steam generator
bolts?

A The only thing I know is what I read in the report.

Q Which report are you referring to?

A 82-05.

Q You haven't heard anything since then about Edison
or Phillips Getschow attempting to identify concerned workers
who were involved in identifying the bolting installation
problems?

A I thought you two were mentioning something this

morning about it. But that's all --
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Q Other than that? Other than our conversation?
A No.
Q The inspection report on page 3 identifies a drawing
S1112. 1Is that the applicable drawing that provides for the
installation of steam generator bolts?
A I believe so, yes.
Q And whose drawing is that, do you know?
A I would believe, an S drawing, that would probably
be a Sargent & Lundy drawing.
Q Do you know what revision, if any, that drawing
bore?” The one that you reviewed?
A I may have it back at the site, but I don't know
what it is.
Q Do you know whether that drawing had been revised
subsequent to the initial installation of the cap screws?
A I'm sure that drawing had been revised since the
initial installation of the cap screws.
Mk. BERRY: Excuse me, did you say had or had not?
THE WITNESS: Had. I believe it had been revised,

yes. I believe the licensee made the drawing more specific.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q In what regard?



10

11l

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

A In regard to the installation process.

Q Can you tell me in any of the degrees in which it
specified the installation process?

A I can't give you an absolute answer, but my thought
is, I think for one thing, I think the torque values might
have been different than the original method.

Q Were there torque values specified in the original
specifications?

A I don't remember now to be honest with you,

Mr. Guild. I think I remember from this that the torque
values were different than the original.

Q Do you know what the torque values were on the final
that you inspected the bolts to?

A No, I don't.

Q Were there torque values specified in the final

installation specifications that you inspected these bolts to?

A I believe there were torque values, yes.
Q Did you measure those torque values in your
inspection?

A No, I did not.
[Pause. ]

A Let me qualify that. There's documentation on the
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torque values, which I reviewed. My inspection basically, I
felt the bolts to see if I could turn them because, you know,
at other sites -- and even before these bolts were
retightened, I think I remember doing a normal inspection
where I could turn them with my hand. And I've done that at
other sites, you know, turned bolts with my hand that were
supposed to be torqued.

And so basically, just a policy, when I inspect

bolts, I'll see if I can turn them with my hand. And I
couldn't turn any of them with my hand.

Q It's a pretty good indication that a bolt hadn't
been torqued if you could turn it with your hand?

A That's right.

Q Do you know if the drawing or bolt installation
specifications, if other than a drawing, changed in any other
material respects from the original specifications?

2 I remember reviewing the -- I think there's an S&L
specification on this. I remember reviewing that, but I don't
remember if it changed or not.

Q Have you retained any of the documentation regarding
this item, 82-05-01 in your file, Mr. Schulz?

A I may have normal inspection notes on -- I looked at
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just what this report says, 192 and so on. But, again, that's
in that file drawer that I mentioned earlier.

Q Would you have maintained a copy of the
specifications or drawing?

A I may have. I'm not -- you know, I'm not trying to
evade your questions. I just don't know. Sometimes I take a
copy with me, sometimes I review it there and I don't take it
with me.

Q You may have?

A I may have. It depends if I wanted to sit there in
their office and review, or take it back to my office and
review it.

Q Did you review any rework to the support columns or
the bclt holes?

A Well, basically, what the report says, I reviewed
all the documentation for bolt hole size, bolt length and so
on. And when I did my inspection I, you know, looked at the
heads. I looked at the condition of the bolt. I looked to
see if, you know, there was any abnormal hole size, and so on.

There is another report where I think I have an open
item on some bolts associated with the steam generators that

were loose, but had been identified by Edison and would be
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tightened, I think, vrior to the hot functional test. And I
had that as an open item, but I don't know what report that's
in.

Q Okay.

A And those I found just by doing what I said, going
around and feeling bolts.

Q With your hand?

A Yes. And I found out they had been identified and
they were on a nonconformance report to be tightened, I
believe, prior to hot functional.

Q One portion of the corrective action for the bolting
installation problem was to elongate bolts where necessary --
bolt holes where necessary, correct?

A I believe so. I don't remember exactly, to be
honest with your right now.

Q Do you recall reviewing the condition of the bolt
holes to determine whether any elongation of the holes had
been accomplished, and whether that was per drawing
specification?

A When the head's in there, to the best that I could
see the bolt hole. Now the bolt hole is covered

predominantly. Unless, you know, the hole was expanded to a
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great extent, you wouldn't be able to see it. That would be
done during the in-process installations that Mr. McGregor
locked at.

Q So for the most part, the condition of the hole was
obscured by the bolt head and you couldn't review it in its
final condition on your inspection?

A The only way I could really see if the bolt -- you
know, if the hole was -- if it was really enlarged, you know.
I couldn't see inside the hole. I couldn't see the heli coil
insert or anything like that, because it done. The work was
finished.

Q All right.

A I did have an added deg: ~:, what I would call, of
confidence in these because I had known the millwright
supervisor and his work at LaSa.ile, ané 1 believed -- I knew
he knew equipment and what he was doing since they had
transferred him from LaSalle. And he wasn't there when they
originally put in the bolts.

And so, I had an added degree of confidence because
he was in charge of assuring that job was done right. And
that's just, I guess, what you would call professional

respect, which many times in our inspections has a certain
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degree of, you know, how we do our inspections. You know, as
an inspector you follow your nose. And if I don't have
confidence in a supervisor, or an inspector, I'll dig into an
item much, much more thoroughly than I might if I have a --

Q You're referring to Mr. Willoughby?

A Pardon?

Q Mr. Willoughby, is that the supervisor you're
referring to? The millwright supervisor?

A Right, Mr. Willoughby, yes, sir.

Q Had previously been at LaSalle?

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you observe any holes in an elongated condition
when you did your final inspection?

A No, I did not.

Q Did you observe any modifications to the steam
generator support themselves in your inspection?

A The only thing I really observed was the replacement
of the bolts. I mean, replacement of the cap screws. I
didn't observe any structural changes like added welds or
added pieces or anything like that, if that's what your
question is referring to.

Q Well, do you recall that one possible cause of the
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installation difficulty for the steam generator bolts was a
potential misalignment of the support columns? Do you recall
that?

. Yes, I think I recall that, yes, sir.

Q If they were out of specified incline, the alignment
of the holes might make installation difficult, if not
impossible. Do you recall that generally?

A Yes, and I didn't notice any alignment probleme,

The bolts seemed to -- from what I could loock at, again =-- the
bolts seemed not to be wedged, not to be stressed. They
seemed to be installed correctly.

And the condition of the bolts seemed to imply to me
that there was no additional impact that had to be put on the
bolts to get them to fit correctly. They seemed to be a
normal installation to me. I didn't notice any alignment
problems.

Q My question is focusing slightly differently. And
that is, did you review any changes to the support leg
inclination or the legs themselves?

A I don't remember, to be honest. That's as honest --
I don't remember.

Q Okay.
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A There was quite a lot of -- I mean, there was
documentation on this reinstallation that was yea thick
[indicating], and I don't remember.

Q Do you recall, aside from the documentation you
reviewed, Mr. Schulz, did you perform any inspection of the
installation of the steam generator support legs? Make any
measurements of degree of incline, for example?

A No, I did not.

Q Now the documentation that you reviewed, can you
tell me what the form was of the documents?

A If my memory serves me correct, there was a
procedure for removal of the bolts, and a procedure for
installation of the bolts. So the documentation I reviewed
had to do with both steam generator bolt removal, and steam
generator installation. It included things like are in the
report, the bolt thread condition, the bolt length, the heli
coil insert condition, the bolt hole size, the bolt head
condition, the bolt torque, and so on.

Q All right. Now were these documents maintained in
packages that related to specific bolts?

A There were documents that related to each steam

generator, and they were identified that way. They might be




1C, 1B, 1A.

\
\
. 2 Q You've got four steam generators?

3 A For each unit, right.

- Q Okay, two units, eight steam generators?

5 A Right.

6 Q And was there a package for each steam generator?

7 A Yes, sir, a very detailed package.

8 Q And you say the records were humongous, you spread

9 your hands a foot to two feet.

10 A It was a very large effort.

11 Q And would that be a document for a steam generator?
12 B I can't tell you the exact =-- I would say, maybe

. i3 each book was an inch or so. I don't remember exactly, but I

14 remember for a specific job, based on my experience in

15 industry, I felt the documentation was very complete.

16 Q Right. I'm just trying to identify what that

17 documentation was, so that we might want to review it and try
18 to find it.
19 For each steam generato:" there was a separate book?
20 Is that your recollection?
21 A Yes, sir.

And within that book there was do:zumentatior of the
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bolting removal and installation?

A Yes, sir.

Q As you've testified. And was there a separate file
or a subsection of that package for bolts, in particular? How
were bolts documented as compared to other aspects of the
setting, installation of the mechanical equipment?

A I'm trying to remember how many bolts were for each
unit. I think there were 16 support columns. I guess there
were 16 bolts for each column, I believe. Again, to be honest
with you, I don't remember the breakdown. You know, if they
identified each column or -- I would imagine there was a
package for each column.

Q Okay. Do you recall whether the document packages
retaired historic documentation on the bolt. Aside from
removal and reinstallation to current procedure, did they
maintain historical installation =--

A Historical documentation was maintained. I don't
remember if it was in the same book or not.

Q Who maintained the documentation? Did Phillips
Getschow or Commonwealth Edison?

A Phillips Getschow had it when I looked at it.

Q Okay. Where did you look at it, Mr. Schulz?




In the Getschow office.

Q QA office? Just general office?

A It was actually the engineering -- well, it was
where Mr. Willoughby is located, because I qguestioned him
his people on the bolt removal and installations the same
or days I was reviewing the documentation, because he was
one I wanted to talk to.

Q And did he maintain those documents?

A Yes, he did. He got them for me. Now whether he

them in his files or --

Q Okay. Do you know where the damaged steam generator

SCrews are maintained, aside from the one example I asked

about earlier?

A I believe they probably =-- they have a warehouse for
removed material. And I believe they're probably in that same
warehouse, for instance, where the corroded pipe is. Where
they have samples of the corroded pipe.

Q What warehouse is that?

T

I don't know what the warehouse number is.
Is it an Edison warehouse?
Yes.

It's on the site?
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I They'd have bolts to show you if you wanted to see

the bolts. I'm sure they could provide the bolts to you.
MR. GUILD: Off the record.
[Discussion off the record.)
BY MR. GUILD:

Q Page 3 of your inspection report of December 6th,
the 85-52-50, you close a second item 83-09-02(c), having to
do with failure to document calibration instruments for the
cold bending of pipe.

Now, how is the pipe in question cold bent,
Mr. Schulz, if you know?

A Well, that's one of the issues that I still have a

concern with. There's an open or an unresolved item in this

report also, 83-09, which has to do with wall thickness of the

piping bends. And it remains -- I don't remember off the top

of my head whether it's open or unresolved. I believe it's
unresolved.

But there was not a procedure that they had to
follow in bending the pipe. And because there was not a
procedure to follow in bending the pipe, I still have an open
item on the wall thickness of the pipe, because the code

basically says, the ASME code, if good practices are used in
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bending the pipe, the wall thickness of the pipe -- and you
follow a certain radii =-- the wall thickness of the pipe
should meet the requirements of the code.

And because there was not a procedure that was
required to be followed for bending the pipe, I have not
closed the wall thickness issue out. The ovality issue -- and
because there were not measurements done of wall thickness.

The ovality issue has been closed out, basically,
because measurements were done on the ovality, where the
inspection -- hole points were signed off by the inspectors
based on a procedure that required them to take measurements.
And also on the visual examinations that we've done. I have
not seen a problem in ovality of bending.

So I closed the ovality issue out based on what it
states in here, that the calibration records were adequate on
the calipers. The inspectors had signed off that the ovality
was done and accepted. And the values in the samples that
Edison performed proved to be within the design limits of the
ASME code, and based on our own examinations. The wall
thickness issue is still open.

And that's why, when you asked me that question, was

there, you know -- how did they bend the pipe, there is not a
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requirement -- there's not a procedure to say how they bend
the pipe. Now they were required to use a bender, but there
was not a -- in other words, the proof of the pudding was the
ovality measurements and the visual inspections.

So I still have an open issue on the wall thickness
requirements, based on the fact that there was not an approved
qualifying procedure to bend the pipe.

Q Okay. How does the bending of the pipe affect,
first, wall thickness?

A Your wall thickness -- now, I don't claim to be an
expert on bending of pipe. I want to state that straight
out. The wall thickness of the pipe, if you bend pipe, you
can -- it can become elongated and you can reduce your wall
thickness.

Q On the outsid: of the bend? The wall on the outside
of the bend?

A Well, wall thickness is wall thickness. I mean,
it's -- if you're going to reduce your wall thickness, you're
going to reduce your wall thickness.

Q Right. What I'm saying is, you elongate the pipe on
the outside of the bend; the wall of the pipe on the outside

of the bend, correct? You compress the wall on the inside of
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the bend?

A Basically.

Q And so the wall thickness problem, if there is one,
arises on the outside of the pipe?

A Again, I don't claim to be an expert on bending.

Q Me either, Mr. Schulz. I'm just asking.

A No, my concern came from the code. And the code
basically stated, if good practices are used in bending the
pipe, you can be assured that the wall thickness will fall
within design limits.

And because there was not an approved procedure for
bending the pipe, I had a question on -- and basically, that's
what it is. I'm not stating that the wall thickness is below
design limits. I'm just stating I have a question. Since you
didn't have an approved procedure on bending the pipe, how do
you know that the wall thickness is within acceptable limits?

And that was the item in 83-03 that is still open,
or still unresolved. And it was -- my concern came on what
the code stated. And based on, for instance, other sites I
had been on, usually the bending procedure was qualified.

Q Okay.

A The code doesn't say it has to be qualified, but it
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was qualified on other sites I've been on.
Q Can you give me an example of another site where --
A LaSalle.
Q They had a qualified bending procedure?
A Basically, what they would do, they'd qualify the
ocedure originally for bending, and then every so often =--
don't know what time duration -- they would go out and make
sure that the benders were still within the tolerances.
In other words, they would take a piece out to that
bender, bend it, measure the ovality and the wall thickness,
to see that the bender was still meeting its -- within

tolerance -- for making that bend.

Q The term bender refers to a machine or device that
bends.
A A machine, right. One common =-- a Greenlee bender,

for instance, is a machine that bends a pipe.

Q That's a trade name?
A Right.
Q Greenlee?

A I think it's called Greenlee, yes. 1In other words,
there practice was not that you measured every bend, but that

you qualified the procedure. And then on a certain time
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frame, went out and saw that the bender was still meeting its
requirements.

Q And when you qualified the bender, did you take
measurements of wall thickness?

A Yes.

Q And ovality?

A Yes, sir.

Q And who was the contractor that did the pipe bending
at Lasalle?

A Morrison. Morrison Construction Company, I believe.

Q Do you know who the architect engineer was?

>

S&L.

Q And the licensee?

A Commonwealth Edison. Now there may be a direct
relationship between ovality and wall thickness. That's just
not my field of expertise. And I believe this item will be
followed up by our engineering department to determine, you
know, is there a direct relationship between the ovality
figures, for instance, in this closed item and wall
thickness. I can't answer that.

Q Who's going to handle the unresolved item from 83-09

with respect to the wall thickness?
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I don't know.

Do you document the status of this issue in the

forthcoming inspection report, the one that we're trying to

track down? The one that was =--

A
Q
A
Q
item?

A

Q

The wall thickness issue?
Yes.
No, it's still open from 83-09.

You don't document any further follow-up on that

No.

Do you know whether or not Phillips Getschow or

Edison have sirce qualified a procedure for pipe bending?

A

I don't believe so. I believe Edison's basis i8: it

the ovality is acceptable, and the pipe was received with

adequate

the wall

Q

the wall

question

wall thickness, and your ovality is acceptable, then
thickness is acceptable.

Okay.

MR. BERRY: Could we take five minutes?

MR. GUILD: Sure.

THE WITNESS: Just let me comment. I'm not saying
thickness is below. I'm just saying I have a

on it. Understand?
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MR. GUILD: Yes.
THE WITNESS: Just for the record.
[Recess. )
BY MR. GUILD:

Q The inspection report, Mr. Schulz, page 3 again with
regard to 83-09-02(c), the pipe bending issue, references a
Phillips Getschow procedure entitled, cold bending of t-'o-inch
and under pipe and tube. Did that procedure or that revision
== or those revisions -- actually, you speak to a change. Did
that revision specify a means for bending pipe?

A I believe it mentioned, for instance, the radii the
bending should be done to. You know, you have five radii, six
radii, and so on. But I don't believe there was a specific
bender mentioned or any verification by quality control or
quality assurance that the bend was done in a certain manner.

Rather, it was said, a bend should be done on this
radii. And if the radii meets is, for instance, then it would
be --

Q So you were aware -- when you were answering
questions earlier and describing, for example, the LaSalle
procedure as an example of a qualified bending procedure, you

were making those comments in light of Phillips Getschow
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procedures that you identify in your inspection report?

A Yes, sir.

Q They are not qualified bending procedures, in your
opinion?

A No.

Q Okay. Now what's the significance, if any, of
ovality to the functioning of a piping system?

A I would imagine it would have something to do with

the stress put into that pipe, and the loads the pipe could

take.

Q How about flow rate of the fluids or whatever in the
pipe?

A I would imagine that would have an effect on flow

rates also.

Q All right. And as a layman, does it seem correct to
you == me, the layman now -- that you bend a pipe to a point
where ovality increases and the flow rates are reduced in
direct relation to the degree of ovality?

& I don't know the direct relationship. I believe you
could definitely bend a pipe and affect the ovality where the
flow rates would be affected. Now what degree they would be

affected, how much that would affect on the design, I don't
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MR. BERRY: I would just note my continuing
objection to this line of guestioning. The witness,
Mr. Schulz has indicated on several occasions that this is not
in his area of expertise, that he is not an expert in this
area, and he's not really qualified to speak on it.

I will not instruct him not to answer, but I will
just note my objection.

MR. GUTLD: Well, that may short-circuit a lot of my
questions.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Is it fair to say that you don't have an expert
opinion on the acceptability of the pipe?

A Exactly. I'm not involved in it as a design
engineer in this aspect of it, and I couldn't give testimony
as to what effect it might have.

Q When you state your conclusion on page 4 of that
inspection report, that you reviewed calculations and you
reviewed piping bends and found them to be acceptable =--

A Those calculations were reviewed by Mr. Muffett,

Q Okay. Well, let's -- one at a time then. Did you

do the visual review of the examination of piping bends?
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A Yes, I've done visual, and Mr. Kropp's looked at
visual, and so has Mr. McGregor.

Q All right. So when you say,"numerous piping bends
have been examined by the inspector," you're referring to
yourself, Mr. Kropp and Mr. McGregor?

B Well, I wrote that. I'm referring, when I say
"inspector" I'm referring to myself, or else I would have said
inspectors. But we've all looked at bends. I've not seen --
from the visual eye point of view, I've not seen a problem
with ovality.

Q When you say visually acceptable, you're not
expressing an expert opinion about the effect of ovality on
the performance of those pipes?

A No. Just from a visual, from an eye point of view I
did not see where the pipe appeared to be outside ovality.
And I mean, I've seen pipes that were -- you know, where the
ovality had been affected. And I had not seen any evidence of
any ovality problems.

Q And when you say acceptable, is that with respect to
the acceptance criteria of 8 percent approximately?

A It appeared to me visually, again, as I stated, that

that ovality was within the 8 percent tolerance.
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Q And that's based on eyeballing? Just a judgment
that it's less than that?

A Yes, that's all it is, exactly.

Q All right. 1In the body you refer to a licensee

random sample of piping bends?

1
|
A Yes, sir.
Q What was the documentation, if any, that you
reviewed that reflected such a sample?
A 64 and 100, licensee presented me with documentation
in the closure. But the actual figures, and accepted on a

design basis was reviewed by Mr. Muffett, the actual calcs.

Q Mr. Muffett reviewed the calculations?

A Right.

Q The engineering calculations?

A Yes, sir.

Q Are the results of his review documented in any

other report other than the one in front of us?

A I don't ==

MR. BERRY: Excuse me, I didn't hear that last

question.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q Is Mr. Muffett's work reported elsewhere other than
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in this inspection report?
A I don't know.
Q And who reviewed the sample and the rample results?
A As far as that 64 and 100 were looked at?
Q Yes.
o I believe I reviewed that in the documentation.

|

|
Q And how about the ovality conditions found in that

|

|

sample?
A That so many were above?
Q Yes.

A I reviewed that package, and I believe Mr. Muffett
probably did also.

Q Whose observations are you documenting here, yours
or Mr. Muffett's, when you talk about the results of the
sample in terms of the percentage --

A That was information that I reviewed that six of the
bends were above 8 percent, and four of the bends were above,
but below 9.3.

Q Okay. And again, what was the documentation that
you reviewed that reflected that sample?

A It was documentation presented to me by the licensee

that S&L ~-- this was basically S&L documentation. In other
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words, Sargent & Lundy reviews.

When we're given an item for closure, that item --
that documentation is either in the package or its told where
we can get it.

Q Okay. Have you retained that package for ihis
item?

A I don't believe I have. I believe I reviewed that
in either the CECo office or in S&L's shop. I didn't take
that back to the site with me, back to the office.

Q Do they present you with a package for closure?
When you say package, what do you mean, Mr. Schulz?

A They have what they call green folders. And green
folders have the original documentation of the problem, and
the corrective action that was done to correct the problem,
and the corrective action to prevent the problem from
recurring again. And all tha* is in a package.

Now sometimes the documentation -- the applicable
documentation like maybe this on the 10 percent is not there.
And we will say, we want to look at that, where is it? And
they'll say, we'll get it for you, or vou ~an go over here and
look at it. And you know, each one is sort of done

separately.
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Q Do they send you this package when it's ready for
closure, in their opinion?

A No, we get a list, a computer printout, what's ready
for closure. And we'll lcok at that, and then we'll go over
and pull that folder, and do whatever inspections we need to
do from that folder.

Q And where did you review the green folders for this
item -- the green folder for this item?

A I would imagine it was probably a combination, in
the Edison office and in the S&L. I think S&L had their
folders over in the S&L building.

Q Which Edison office are you referring to?

A Well, there's a main -- I think at that time =--
they've moved since to a trailer -- but that was right where
Mr. Wallace's office is, right in that area.

Q The project manager office?

A Yes, sir. Well, not in his office, in the building

near where his office is.

Q Do you know where these documents are maintained

now?

A They're maintained in a trailer right next to

Mr. Wallace's office.
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Q Do you know whose -- what's the identification of
the trailer? Whose office is that?

A Well, it's Perry Barnes. It's compliance. I
believe he's compliance supervisor now. He took over from
Chuck Schroeder.

Q Is the memorandum that has been identified as
Exhibit 1 typical of a review documentation +-at Edison would
make available to you when an item is proposed for closure?

& I guess I'd call it typical, yes. This is from,
basically, Mike Gorski. I believe this document is from Mike
Gorski who's a construction engineer. Depending on the issue,
a < ocument might come from QA and QC, or whatever, and it
could take on a different form.

So I don't, you know =-- but research like that into
an item, yes, would be documented.

Q All right. And that's a typical format for
documenting that research to you?

A Sure. Or they may -- you know, each one is
different. They may say, the corrective action for this is,
see audit and field problem report such-and-such. And then
you'd go grab that audit and that field problem report.

So I can't say, each one is spelled out and in the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

L7

18

19

20

2l

22

68
folder. They might say, you know, tha corrective action was
documented in an audit. And then as an inspector, I'd go pull
that audit and that field problem report as an example.

Q Okay.

A Each problem, of course, would be different
depending on the depth of the issue, you know, the extent of
the issue, and what departments were involved.

Q All right. Page 4 of the inspection report, "The 10
bends that were above 8 percent met the requirements of the
stress report per Sargent & Lundy analysis." 1Is that
Mr. Muffett's opinion, or his conclusion?

A I believe that's probably the conclusion of S&L.

Q So you were simply reporting =--

A What S&L found, yes, sir.

Q Is that your report on S&L's analysis, or
Mr. Muffett's report?

A I would say that's S&L's report.

Q Did you review that analysis?

A No, that's what Mr. Muffett did.

Q Okay. And he reviewed the -- he made the selected
sample of the calculations?

A Yes, right. That's why it says per Sargent &
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Lundy's analysis in there.

Q Can you tell me as a matter of approach, generally
why Mr. Muffett's name wouldn't appear, as it doesn't, on the
face of this inspection report if he did analysis or performed
inspection activity that's contained in the report?

A I believe he did this inspection under a different
report number. I don't know what that report number is. We
got together and talked about it and he said, I've reviewed
the calcs and they're acceptable. And I said, well, should we
== you know, what do you think? Can I include that in my
report? He said, fine, and I'm sure he reviewed this report
also.

So, I don't know. I suppose it could be done that
way. He could have put his name on there.

Q I'm just questioning, generally as a matter of
approach, there might be inspection activity performed by
another inspector that's not necessarily indicated on the face
of the inspection report?

A Well, normally an inspector's name would be on
there. But since he did this at a different time under a
different inspection report, it just wasn't included.

Q Okay. Do you know whether the inspection activity
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performed by Mr. Muffett was documented in another inspection
report?

A I believe it probably was, but I couldn't give you
an absolute answer on that.

MR. BERRY: I understand that there has been an
inspection report issued recently by Mr. Muffett. And I would
expect that, intervenor being on the service list., would have
received a copy of it. I believe that it's 85-61/57. That
may well be the inspection report. 1If it's not those exact
numbers, it should be something close to it.

MR. GUILD: Thanks, I'll check it out.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Let's look at the next item, Mr. Schulz. It appears
to bc 85-15-01. 1It's the unauthorized holes in the structural
beams.

The licensee concluded that this problem was likely
limited to the drain system, correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q And you didn't explicitly review or analyze other
systems for this problem in your inspection activity that's

documented in this particular report, did you?

A Well, I put in there, "Numerous structural steel and
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piping inspections by the licensee, contractors, and NRC have
been performed, and similar problems have not been
identified." Now we crawl all over that plant, you know. And
we haven't identified or seen other holes, other than the
drain systems.

So based on that, I felt pretty good about it, you
know.

Q I read that statement, and I think I understand what
that stands for and what it means. But you didn't do any
additional looking for this particular inspection. And I
think you explained why you didn't do that in that statement,
but --

A I wouldn't say we didn't do any looking. We're
locking all the time. You know, if you want to pinpoint it to
exactly this one -- during this inspection period, during
every inspection period we, as I say, we climb all over that
plant. And we look generally for anything, you know, that's
== in fact, that's how a lot of problems are identified, just
taking a walk-through. And we didn't see the problems in
other areas.

You know, I mean, our pants get holes ~- you

know, my pants get worn out and get holes in them -- and I'm
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not trying to pat myself on thes back. That's my job. But we
walk all over that plant. And I didn't feel that was a
problem, other than the drain system.

Q Right. I guess I'm just trying to establish what
you did or didn't do. You didn't make a specific analysis of
other systems or inspection of other systems looking for holes
in structural members, did you?

& The best way, again, that I could answer that is, we
walked through the whole plant. And that's -- I feel pretty
good about that. I mean, if there's a hole in the bear, I
think we're going to see it, based on our walk-through, you
know.

Q If the beam is accessible?

A Well, I can't argue with that.

MR. BERRY: Again, I would register objection to
this line of questioning. The matter in which counsel is
directing his questions is item 456/85-015-01; 457/85-06-01,
It doesn't appear to be a contention item, and I would object
on grounds of relevance.

MR. GUILD: I hate to bring the bad news, but I'm
afraid it is.

THE WITNESS: I think it is. VYes, it is.
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2

GALLO: Yes, that is a contention item.

2

BERRY: Which contention?

2

GUILD: I can't recall the number. I can dig it
out if --

THE WITNESS: I can find it in there real quick.

MR. GALLO: You can accept my statement.

THE WITNESS: Yes, I know it is, too.

MR. BERRY: 1I'll withdraw the objection.

THE WITNESS: Go ahead.

MR. GUILD: My idle curiosity about problems at the
plant has its limits, and today it's limited to contention
subitems.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q I understand that one explanation for the -- by
licensee for the assertion that the problem is likely limited
to the drain system is that the drain system requires a degree
of slope to the piping to enhance drainage, and that likely
accounts for interference with structural beams, the need to
maintain the proper slope?

A I don't know that I could comment that that's the
actuzl reason for the interferences. From my point of view,

it we: basically class ~-- nonsafety-related piping. And it
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wasn't safety-related piping. And the nonsafety-related
piping, you don't have the same controls over. So to me, that
was the cause of the problem.

Q Those who installed the piping didn't -- there were
not sufficient controls on those installing the piping, and
therefore, they performed these unauthorized beam
modifications?

A At that time in the job, when installing the drain
piping, yes, I would have to say that.

Q Okay. Can you tell me again the statement that you
made that gives you the confidenc~, Mr. Schulz, about the
scope of this problem, "Numerous structural steel and piping
inspections by the licensee, contractors, and NRC have been
performed," et cetera. Can you identify those piping and
structural steel inspections?

A Basically both by the licensee and the contractors.
We review constantly nonconformance reports. We again, do
numerous inspections by ourselves looking for any hole tags or
any problems. And I just didn't feel it was a problem, other
than the drain piping system.

Q Okay.

A This problem was originally identified by
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Mr. Gardner. I don't know if you're aware of that fact. And
then I got into it and identified a couple more beams in the
drain piping system, you know, that had holes in them. He
identified one and I think I identified a couple others.

A hole is a beam is pretty -- fairly easy to see. I
mean, it's --

Q Again, assuming it's accessible?

A Yes, I guess. But when you say not accessible, you
know, most of the ones, I mean, are covered with installation,
but if there was a hole in it, you'd still be able to see 3%,
you know.

Q Well, this drain system, was it accessible?

A Sure.

Q All right.

A There's not that many beams that aren't accessible.
When I think of beams and columns that aren't accessible,
they're in walls, you know, supporting beams and columns would
be supporting walls. And they wouldn't have pipe running
through them, you know.

In other words, they're usually put up first, you
know. The beams, you know, and then the pipe comes, and

they're not accessible. The pipe -- you wouldn't be able to
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run the pipe through them. You follow me?

Q I think so. There are beams that are ir-.ccessible
that also have piping adjacent to them, aren't there?

A But structural usually goes in first, is what I'm
saying. So, you know, if they're inaccessible and the wall is
covered, usually the piping goes in after that. So, I mean,
if it was inaccessible, it would be inaccessible to the piping
contractor to cut a hole in it in the first place, unless they
knock down a concrete wall or something.

Q Right. I mean, youv pour walls that have piping
penetrations that go through them, don't you?

A Sure.

Q And they have structural beams in them, don't you?

A Yes.

Q I mean, they're -- you can't say whether or not
there are interferences that were solved properly or
improperly by running a pipe through a ==

A But normally those are pipes that are called out for
on the drawings as being a penetration, where these were not
called out on the drawings as being =-- you know, they weren't
supposed to be penetrations.

Q I don't mean penetrations of the beam now. I mean
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penetrations of the concrete. There are piping that runs
through concrete walls?

A Yes, definitely.

Q And there are beams that are imbedded in concrete
walls?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And these drain pipes were not called for
interfering with the beams. They were called for running --

IS Called for running through the beams. I mean, the
pipe was running through the beam and it shouldn't =-- per the
drawing, it shoulcn't have been running through the beam.

Q That's wha* I mean to say. The drawing called for
the pipe and the beam to be separate. And the installation
was inconsistent with the specification to the extent that a
hole was cut in a beam to a.low the pipe to run through the
beam.

A Right.

Q And such an installation could be in place in an
inaccessible location?

A I would say normally that would be picked up by
whoever is doing the concrete pour. I mean, if they're doing

A concrete pour and a pipe is there, they should pick that up.
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Q They should have picked these up, too. These were
visible ==~

A There was no concrete pour, though.

Q I know, but these were visible in the plant.

A Yes, but what I'm saying is -- you're saying if it's
inaccessible. The concrete -- whoever is pouring the concrete
should pick up that pipe is not supposed to be there. Where
in this case, there was no concrete pour. The error was not
by the beam installer, the error was by the piping installer.

Q Right.

A So when you say inaccessible -- that wasn't picked
up because there was no concrete pour. It should have == I'm

not saying they shouldn't have cut the holes in the beams, but

normally the inaccessible ones would be picked up as being

incorrect by the guy that was pouring the concrete.

Q Right. Well, you say that, but -- and that's what
I'm directing your attention to.

A I don't feel that's a problem, I guess is what I'm
saying.

Q Right, I understand your opinion. But does the

pre-pour inspection call explicitly for identifying

interferences between pipe and beams?
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A I believe it does. I believe any unauthorized holes
or modifications are to be called out.

Q All right. And your opinion is that the pre-pour
inspection would specifically call for looking at that
attribute, and would provide the pre-pour inspector with the
drawings and specifications that would permit inspecting to
that attribute?

A Yes, sir. That's standard inspection point for
pre-pours.

Q And what exactly is that inspection point that would
have caught this?

A Look for anything that's a modification or a hole.
I've seen that standard in industry =-- any modifications or
holes that are not supposed to be there per the drawing.

Q Modifications or holes to what?

A Well, just for instance, if a guy sees a hole, many
times you're not supposed to cover the hole up, so you're
going to have to take precautions that that penetration is
left open. You don't fill it up with concrete.

Q Right. Well, I guess what I'm focusing on here is,

the problem you identified, and Mr. Gardner, was a drain pipe

running through a hole in a beam, right?
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A Right.

Q Now I'm not talking about a hole that doesn't have
anything in it now. We're talking about a guy getting ready
to pour concrete or wall, and there's a structural member
that's got a hole in it, that's got a pipe that runs through
it. And your testimony is that if that pipe were not
authorized --

A I believe he'd pick that up and identify it in a
nonconformance report, yes.

Q And that's because he would have that as an
attribute to inspect to, and he would also have all the
specifications and drawings that would identify that as a
nonconformance?

A Yes. Concrete pours for -- what do you want to call
it -- the technical aspect of the pour, have more procedures
and hole points and inspections than you could believe as
compared to, you know, an instrumentation or a -- they appear
to me almost to be amore than necessary. You know, I mean, for
a concrete pour, the inspections are, and the amount of
procedures are tremendous.

Q Okay. Did you perform any review of the cause of

this problem, the unauthorized cutting of beams for routing of
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this piping system?

A I believe the cause was, at that time there was not
an adequate craft training program for nonsafety-related work
to tell them to not just go and cut the beam area out, but to
document it, for instance, on the field problem report and get
engineering approval. And it appeared to me that they did not
have the adequate training back =-- not at the time of the
report, but back when these installations occurred.

You know, in the past the fitter's work is fitter's
work, and they're concerned with the fitter's work. And the
structural is concerned with the structural work. And there
has to be this training process for them to understand other
contractors' obligations. And this -- obligations to, in
regards to the structural did not appear to me to be there.
And that's why this additional craft training was instituted
== in this field problem report, training was instituted.

Q Okay. And what time frame are you referring to when
the original installations were made?

A I don't remember, but the drain system was -~ I
don't know -- back, '79, '80.

Q Early on the job?

A Yes, sir.
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Q Who were the craft that did the drain system?

A Phillips Getschow would be installing the pipe.

Q And would it be the same craft that would perform
safety-related installations?

A Yes, sir.

Q And those craft would be trained to adherence to
standards and requirements for safety-related work that they
performed?

A What crafts?

Q The crafts that did the piping installation, the
drain piping installation.

A Well, it was nonsafety-related work, so at that
time, I don't -- if I remember, I don't think =-- that was one
of the problems. The training wasn't adequate for
nonsafety-related work.

Q Right. I'm not being clear in my question. To the
extent that they performed safety-related work, those same
craft wo'ld be familiar with the requirements for performing
that safety-related work?

A Yes, sir.

Q And they'd be familiar, for example, with the

requirements of Phillips Getschow and Edison's quality
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assurance program?

A For safety-related work, yes.

Q For safety-related work.

A Well, basically they'd be knowledgeable in their own
program, not necessarily Commonwealth Edison's, but in
Phillips Getschow's approved Q2 manual and program.

Q Right. At that time, do you know whether or not
Sargent & Lundy and/or Commonwealth Edison reviewed the
requirements, specifications or procedures for the
nonsafety-related pipe work?

A Way back in the time frame?

Q Yes.
A I don't know. That was before I was on-site.
Q Did you review Commonwealth Edison Company's failure

to have previously identified this problem?

B They didn't -- I mean, we identified it and they
didn't. That's about all I can say about it. I don't know
what you would want me to review.

Q Do you know why they didn't identify the problem
before you did?

A No, I don't.

Q Did they ever explain why they didn't identify the
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A Well, again, we do a pretty detailed walkdown of the
plant. And I mean, these beams were up in, what I would call,
the rafters. You had to do a lot of crawling and looking.
And you know, it was not in a -- you know, you just wouldn't
see them by walking around on the floor of the -- whatever,
you know, the basic floor, whatever floor it was. We got up
and climbed ladders and crawled under pipes and noticed them
that way.

Q Help me understand where they wou'd be. Tell me
where the improper modifications typically occurred.

A They would be in the auxiliary building where we
saw some. The auxiliary building, I believe, Unit 1. And I
think we saw some in the fuel building area. And that's the
area between the two containments. I believe that's where
they were located.

Q Now you said they were up in the rafters. What does
that mean?

A In other words, let's say your main floor is 406,
and the next floor level is 434. These would maybe be at 428,
429, 432, just in the ceiling below the next floor level. So

you'd have to get up the ladders, climb among the pipes and
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the scaffolds, and get up there and look up high, you know.
And there may be HVAC work there. There may be electrical
work there.

Q Okay. So these are relatively inaccessible is your
point, to someone walking on the floor, in any event?

A I would say they would be inaccessible to one
walking on the floor. They wouldn't be inaccessible to one
walking in those areas.

Q All right. Were these vertical beams or horizontal?

A These were horizontal.

Q Were there any drawings that reflected the as-built
condition of the beam modifications before you identified the
problem?

2 No. We checked the drawings to see if that hole was
supposed to be there, and we determined that hole was not
supposed to be in the beam. And there were no as-built
drawings of the drain system, to my knowledge.

Q Did the as-built drawings of the -- were there any
as-built drawings that included the drain system as designed
or installed, before the problem was identified by NRC?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q So a drawing you reviewed showed the beam but didn't
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show any =--

A Piping penetration.

Q Didn't show any piping at all. Drain piping, for
example.

A There was no drain piping shown that was supposed to
pass through the beam.

Q I guess what I'm focusing on, did it show the drain
pipe in question running above the beam or below the beam? Or
did it just not show the drain pipe at all?

A It wouldn't show it.

Q Did not show it at all?

A Basically, it was a structural drawing. . -
structural drawings, where there was a penetrat ... would
identify that hole or that penetration that needed to be
made. And by getting the location in the building and
exactly what that beam was and where it was and going to the
drawing, there was no hole on that drawing. Or in other
cases, where there were supposed to be holes, they were shown
on the drawing.

Q Okay. So there was no drawing that showed both the
structural member and the drain pipe together, correct?

Before the problem was identified.
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A Again, for those where there were supposed to be
holes in the beams, the structural drawing would show the hole
in the beam that the piping would penetrate.

Q Other than those, there were not drawings depicting
both the drain line and the bean.

A Right.

Q Was there any drawing at all reflecting where the
drain line was supposed to go?

A Not to my remembrance.

Q What specification --

A There would be a general nonsafety-related Class D
drawing where the pipe was supposed to go. We were basically
concerned with looking at the safety-related beam drawing,
rather than the nonsafety-related piping drawing.

Now, I'm sure there was a general S&L arrangement
drawing that showed where the piping was supposed to go. That
was not our concern. Our concern, as the NRC is concerned
with safety-related applications.

Q Right. That's what I'm focusing. You had a
drawing, nonsafety-related although it may have been, that
was produced by Sargent & Lundy that showed where the lines

were supposed to2 run, correct?
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A Right.
Q That show where they're supposed to run in relation
to structure?
A I don't remember focusing on that aspect. I just
focused that the hole was not supposed to be in the bean.
Q So you don't know whether there was a drawing which

showed a pipe which supposed to be six inches above or below a

bean?
A I don't remember.
Q Okay.
A You know, our basic concern was whether the hole was

supposed to be in the beam and, you know, whether that was
structurally adequate.
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