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PROCEEDINGS
10:10 a.m.
Whereupon,
EDWARD M. SHEVLIN,

called for examination by counsel for Intervenors, after

being sworn under oath, was examined and testified as

follows:
EXAMINATION
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr. Shevlin, would you state your full name and

your business address for the record, please?

A .My full name is Edward M. Shevlin, and my
business address is Braidwood Nuclear Station, Braidwood.

Q And by whom are you employed?

A I am employed by Daniel International Corporation.

0 And in what capacity?

A I am currently working as a consultant in the
Phillips-Getschow Mechanical Contractors organization.

Q You submitted an affidavit in this proceeding in
support of Commonwealth Edison Company's Motion for Summary
Disposition regarding a portion of Intervenors' quality

assurance contention, and I want to show you a document
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that is entitled "Affidavit of Edward Michael Shevlin on
Rorem QA Subcontention 12J, and it appears to be your
signature. 1Is that your signature?

A Yes, it is.

Q And is that your testimony, a document of 30
pages with attachments that follow that affidavit?

A Yes.

Q For the record, my name is Bob Guild. I am
counsel for the Intervenors Bridgette Rorem and others,
in the Braidwood licensing proceeding on the quality
assurance contention, and I have got some questions for you
concerning your affidavit, Mr. Shevlin.

Before I begin, I understand that you may have

some corrections to your testimony.

A Yes.
Q Could I ask you to make those at this time,
please?

MR. STEPTOE: We sent a letter out last week,
but why don't you go ahead and do it again just for
completeness.

MR. GUILD: I would appreciate that.

THE WITNESS: Okay. There are, first, a number




of typographical errors.
MR. GUILD: Why don't you just leave off the
typos unless they change the meaning of the testimony.
THE WITNESS: No, they mean nothing.
Second, on Answer 26, page 20, the second line

from the bottom, the number 20 should be 21. Oh, excuse

me. The second line from the bottom on page 20, the figure

0 foot, 0-3/8 inches should be 0 foot, 0-3/4 inches.

BY MR. GUILD:

0] I am looking at the last line. 1Is that what your

reference is? There is one word on the last line. I

apologize. Thank you. That should read 3/4 inch; correct?

A Right.
Q All right. Thank you.
A Answer 35 on page 26, the second lire from the

bottom, 20, should read 21.
0 All right; sir.

A On Exhibit E, the page numbered E-521, in the

right-hand column, top, the number "7" should be number "8."

And the bottom number in that column, "12," should be "13."

o) All right, sir. Are there any others?

A Yes. Answer 13, page 11, the fifth and sixth
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lines from the top, in both cases the word "bottom" should

be "top."
Q And how should the sentence read?
A It should then read, "In the other case, the

BCAP Task Force recorded a 10-inch dimensional difference
from the top of the slab to the bottom of -- to the top of
a riser."

On the same page, the bottom line and the second
line from the bottom, "lower" should be "upper," and
"bottom"” should be "top."

Q Could you tell me how the sentence should read
as corrected?

A It should then read, "The 10-inch dimensional
difference noted by the CAT was a simple error on the
inspector's part. She measured from the top of the slab to
the weld at the upper end of the riser."

MR. STEPTOE: Bqgb, if I can interject, the
correction which Mr., Shevlin made to his own affidavit
substituting "21" for "20" also has to be carried over, as
I indicated in my letter last week, into Mr. Kostal's
affidavit at page 6, line 2, and I believe it also appears

in my statement of material facts on page 7, the sixth line

PR e S [ TSRS -
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8
from the bottom.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Are there any other corrections that are a part
of your testimony?
A No.
Q Mr. Shevlin, I want to show you a document that

has been marked for identification as Gieseker Deposition
Exhibit 1. It is entitled, "Intervenors, Rorem, Et Al,
Notice of Depositions," dated 1/30/86. It is directed to
you, among others, and I ask if you can identify that
document.

(Witness reviewing document.)

A I have seen it.

Q And what I would like to do is provide the
reporter of this Gieseker Exhibit and ask that it be marked
as the first exhibit to Mr. Shevlin's deposition.

(Shevlin Deposition Exhibit No. 1
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. GUILD:

8) Mr. Shevlin, the second page of that notice asks

that you and the other deponents bring with you documents.

Have you brought any documents responsive to




9
that request?
A The copies of the drawings which you were
furnished.
r Are there any other documents that are responsive

to _he request that you bring with you, all documents in
your possession or subject to your control which are

the basis for your affidavit in support of the December 20
Motion for Summary Disposition?

A In my affidavit I quoted Juran, the quality
handbook. I have the handbook with me.

Q Are there any other documents that are the basis
for your testimony? I believe your counsel before the
deposition identified additional documents that he has a
copy of that are responsive to that request.

A I used or referred to a number of papers that
are in the BCAP files.

0 All right. What I would like you to do, Mr.
Shevlin, is to identify those documents for the record,
and we may want to copy them and have them made a part of
the record in this deposition; but if I could ask Mr.
Steptoe to make available to you the stack of paper.

MR. STEPTOE: Why don't you take a lock at that
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stack of papers and see whether you used any of those
documents.in preparing your affidavit.

(Witness reviewing documents.)

BY MR. GUILD:

C I'1l tell you what, Mr. Shevlin. Before youn do
that, let me get you to identify the drawing that you just
had reference to first. 1If you could take the stack of
paper that was made available first and tell me what those

are, please, if you would go page by page and identify

them.
(Witness reviewing documents.)
A Identify these drawings.
Q Yes, please. "ell me what they are.
A Okay. The top page is a copy of Phillips-Getschow

construction piping drawing lAAFS.
Q All right.

A A copy of the Sargent & Lundy support drawing

1Cs03029V.

A copy of a Westinghouse support drawing 1CS04002S.

A later revision of the same drawing.
Q Can you identify the revision?

A Revision D.
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Q To the Westinghouse drawing?

A Yes. The difference being that with Revision D
it has Sargent & Lundy's title block on it.

Q What was the revision of the first document you
identified, the first Westinghouse document?

A Okay. The same drawing, 1CS04002s, 1It's

Revision *1, which has to do with engineering change notice

152471,
0 And is the Rev. D a later revision?
A Rev. D is a later revision.

Another copy of the same support drawing with
a Westinghouse title block, Revision *2., And the *2
relates to engineering change notice 16959.
Q And is it, Rev. *2, before or after Rev. D?
A Rev. D is the later.
Q All right.
A Now, the next one is Westinghouse drawing
support 1SX06028R.
And the final drawing is a blowup of one portion
of the nne I just mentioned.
MR. STEPTOE: One portion of the what?

THE WITNESS: Of the Westinghouse drawing I just

|
|
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mentioned.
|
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Okay.
A It's just an enlargement of one corner of the
drawing.

MR. GUILD: I would like to ask that the
reporter mark the drawings, to begin with, as the first

portion of Shevlin Group Exhibit 2, and we may add some

documents to that as we go forward. |
(Shevlin Deposition Group Exhibit
No. 2 was marked for identification.)
BY MR. GUILD: 1
Q Mr. Shevlin, I interrupted you when you were |
beginning to look through the stack of papers that Mr.
Steptoe made available to you.
(Witness reviewing documents.)
MR. STEPTOE: Bob, what I did in compiling the
stack was I just got all the reference documents that
were included in Commonwealth Edison's response to your

Interrogatories 58 and 59 with respect to Contention 123.

Based on the previous conversations with Mr. Shevlin, I had

reason to believe that those were the documents. At least




20

21

22

13

those included the documents that he had relied on other
than the ones he brought today.

I asked our paralegals to copy these documents,
and that's Frow we got this stack. Now, the paralegals did
not find in our files three of those documents, and there-
fore, Mr. Shevlin has not looked through those three
documents. They are listed on the front of the report, and
maybe Mr. Shevlin could look at them. They are items 6, 7

and 8 in our reference list dated November 22, 1985,

which was included with our response to your Interrogatories

58 and 59. He might be able to tell just by looking at the
brief caption whether or not he relied on those documents.
THE WITNESS: I don't believe I did. I don't
recognize them.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q Mr. Shevlin, you have had an opportunity to
review the documents that Mr. Steptoe just described, and
can you tell me, of those documents, which were the basis
for your affidavit? Can you go through the stack that you
have found, please?

A This one.

) Can you tell me what it is?




It's a summation, pages E453 and 454.

A memo from Clinton to Byers, page E458. An
attachment to that memo, page E459. Another attachment,
Attachment 2 to the same memo, page E460.

MR. STEPTOE: Excuse me, Mr. Shevlin. 1Is that
a two-page attachment?

THE WITNESS: Well, page E460 through E465.

An analysis sheet, pages E466 and 467.

A memo to Byers to Orlov, page E468.

A memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E469 through

Summary sheets of the pipe support reverification. |

BY MR. GUILD:
Do those bear Bates stamp numbers, Mr. Shevlin?
I don't think they do.

Well, how many documents are there, how many

pages?

A Well, some of them do and some don't. Oh, there

it is. Okay. One stamp is illegible. It would appear that
it's probably 474.
Q And the letter "E" to start? Well, I will buy

that it's illegible.
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A Sequentially it would be 474.
Q And the rest of them all have "E"? You can make
out the "E" on the pages?
A Yes. I would say it's E474 through E482.
A stack of BCAP observations, page E483 through
E507.
An analysis of the new observations for the
reverification plan, E515 through E521.

Q Let me stop you. The BCAP observations, E483

through 507, are they the observations from the reverification

program?
A I believe they are. At least some of them are.

Memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E523 and E524.

Attachment 1 to BCAP Memo 530, page E527 through
E533.

BCAP Memo 593, which is page E536.

A memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E537 through
E539.

A draft reverification plan, page E717 and 718
and 719.

Memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E722.

Memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E723.




Employee evaluation forms, page E724 through

Memo from Shevlin to Clinton, page E730.
And a couple of statements or some figures
from the Braidwood -- from the BCAP report, which the cover
is page 731.
Q And you have the entire report there in front
of you?
A Yes. I didn't use much of it.
Q All right. That report has been filed in the
proceeding and it's a little bit voluminous. Let's leave

that out of the stack, and if in the course of your

deposition you need to make reference to a particular page,

if you could just identify that page; but other than that,
I would like to ask that the documents before you got to
the BCAP report be included within the Shevlin Group
Exhibit No. 2.

And if we could borrow your copy, Mr. Shevlin,
and make a copy of it.

MR. STEPTOE: That's no problem, Mr. Guild. I
did notice that as the witness went throuch those documents,

in some cases he did not identify all of the documents that
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were stapled together, if you want to address that.

those that

afternoon.

appears =--

testimony?

lady?

Q

A

Q

A

Q
A
Q

MR. GUILD: Yes. I would like to only include
he has identified.

MR. STEPTOE: Okay. Shall we unstaple them?
MR. GUILD: Yes, if that's okay.

MR. STEPTOE: We would be glad to do that this

(Shevlin Deposition Group Exhibit
No. 2 additions were marked for
identification.)

BY MR. GUILD:

Mr. Shevlin, who prepared your testimony that

the 30 pages behind your affidavit?

I did.

Did you have any assistance in preparing that

Editorial.
And by whom?
By one of my supervisors.,

And who was that, please, tnat gentleman or

Mr. Marquardt from PGCo to read it for editorial
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comment, language, English, spelling, punctuation, that

sort of thing.

Q

name?

L]

o

Q
A

And who is Mr. Marquardt? Do you have his full

Gary Marquardt.

Do you know how to spell his last name?
M-a-r-gq-u-a-r-d-t.

And what is Mr. Marquardt's position?

I don't know his position title. His position

is a lead over a small group of guality consultants.

o » O »

>

Q

And you are among that group?

Correct.

Is he employed by Phillips-Getschow?

Correct.

All right.

Did anyone else assist you in your testimony?
No.

How about your counsel? Did you work with any

of the lawyers in preparing your testimony?

A

answers.

Q

They furnished the questions; I furnished the

Did they participate in the editing process?
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A Possibly for editorial.
Q And who was that, by name?

A Phil Steptoe.

Q All right, Mr. Shevlin. Can you go through your
testimony, please, and identify any changes that you made
after the draft answers that you prepared to the questions
that were submitted to you by your counsel?

A I don't think I understand.

Q Can you identify any changes that were made to

your testimony?

A In substance?

Q Any changes at all, sir.

A I don't really understand what you are trying to
get at.

Q Is this testimony that has been filed, Mr.

Shevlin, identical to the testimony that you prepared?

A Except for grammar, punctuation, spelling and
the changes that we discussed earlier.

Q Can you identify any of those changes, any
changes at all that have been made to your testimony in
the drafting and editing process?

A I doubt it.
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Q Take a moment and review the testimony, and if

you can identify any, I would appreciate it, please.
(Witness reviewing document.)

A Some asked me to explain --

Q Where are you at, Mr. Shevlin?

A The top of page 12. Someone asked me to explain
what I meant by the term "takeout." I remember that.

Q All right.

And you prepared Exhibit A in response to that
question?

A Right. And the handwritten sketches, the hand-
prepared sketches shown as exhibits, I was asked to prepare
those as a visual aid.

Q And you prepared those?

A I prepared those.

Q Those are Exhibits B through --

A I think A through E. No, A through D,

Q All right.

Any other changes?

A I think that's all. At least that is all I

recognize.

Q Okay.

Tt el




Who prepared your attachment =-- it doesn't

appear to have an .dentification. It follows Attachment D,
and it has the Bates number of E521.

That is part of the BCAP files.

who prepared that; do you know?

No, I don't remember.

What is it? Can you identify it, please?

It's a summary of the findings of the support

verification program that we did about a year ago.

Q And Exhibit E, can you tell me who prepared

A I prepared that. It was recovered from the BCAP
file. It's my analysis of the findinges that occurred during
the support reverification program.

Q All right. And those are your comments that
appear in the right-hand column?

A That's correct.

Q Mr. Shevlin, I am referring to the documents

that you reviewed that your counsel made available to you,
and I would like you, if you can, to help me identify some
of these, please.

Who prepared the document that you described as




[
E
| Summation, E453 and 4542
? A I don't know. It would have been someone in the
CSR Assistant Director's Office, probably.
Q And who is the CSR Assistan* Director?
A Mr. Byers.
‘ Q Is that Bob Byers?
\
! A Yes.
| Q How was it made available to you?
} A It is part of the BCAP file.
; Q Who is Mr. M.A. clinton?
j A He was my immediate supervisor during the BCAP,
E Q And what was Mr. Clinton's position?
E A His BCAP title was inspection supervisor, and he
| is a contract employee with Daniel International Corporation.
; Q Is he currently employed at the Braidwood site?
i A He is currently employed as the Director of
i Quality Services, Daniel International Corporation,
|

Greenville,

Q

A

22

South Carolina.

Is he still at the Braidwood site?
No, he is not.
He is in Greenville?

Greenville.

————— e ——




Q The memorandum, Clinton to Byers, January 22, 1985f

BECAF memo 530, with attachments E458 and following, was

that prepared by Mr. Clinton?

A it is signed by Mr. Clinton.
Q Do you know whether he prepared it or not?
A It is just an internal office memo advising

Byers what we were doing at the moment.

Q Did you have occasion to prepare memos for Mr.
Cinton?

A For his signature?

Q Yes.

A No.

Q So as far as you know, he prepared it himself?

A Yes.

Q All right. That appears to be workpapers, one

entitled "Piping Support Reverification Plan, Analysis of
New Observations by Attribute versus Population," page

E466 and 467. Do you know who prepared that document?

A It was prepared by people working under my
control.
0 Can you identify who those people are, please?

A T can't tell you for sure who prepared that one.
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Q Well, who worked under your control onthis

task, or on the task of the analysis of the reverification

observations?
A David R. Walker.
Q Who is Mr. Walker?
A Walker is a certified lead quality inspector

who works for Daniel.
Q A BCAP inspector?
He was a BCAP man.
Who else?
Howard M. Sigrest.
How do you spell it?
S-i-g~r-e-s-t.

All right. And who is Mr. Sigrest?

>0 P OO P O

Certified lead quality inspectorwith Daniel
working for BCAP.

Q Were either of these gentlemen BCAP inspectors

who were performing the inspection work that was the subject

of the reverification?
A They were performing special duties during that
reverification. They didn't actually do any of the

reverifications.




Q Did they do any of the initial BCAP inspections
that were the subject of the reverification?

A Probably.

Q They are among the BCAP inspectors who were under
your supervision?

A Correct. Walker probably did. Sigrest may

Q Gkay. They were BCAP inspectors in the mechanical
area, mechanical welding area?
A Correct.
Toward the end of the end of the plan, I used
some of those guys to help just tabulate the information on
those spread sheets and things.
Q All right.
I am looking at a stack of papers that begins
with E483. It's a BCAP observation record, Mr. Shevlin.

ME. STEPTOE: Could ynu read that number again?

MR. GUILD: Sure. It's E483 and following
pages through 507.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Can you identify some of the names on this, please,

for me, Mr. Shevlin? 1It's difficult to read, but under
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A Thomas R. Young, a BCAP inspector.

Q E495, Block 117

A Frances I Starr, BCAP inspector.

Q E500, Block 11, please?

A Phil S. Jones, BCAP inspector.

Q Document numbered E715 and 16 appears to be from
Clinton to -- I can't make it out.

A I did not use that.

n

-

A

Q

A

OO P 0O O » 0

Q

Is that Mr. Clinton's handwriting? Can you

identify that?

Yes.,

E717 and 18, titled "Reverification Plan." Whose

handwriting is that?

I wrote that.

And 719. 1Is that your handwriting?
Yes.

7207

It's not mine.

Is that Mr. Clinton's, if you know?
I doa't think I can say for sure.

Mr. Shevlin, have you had occasion to

review

the affidavits by Mr. Smith and Mr. Kaushal that were filed
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in support of the Company's Motion for Summary Disposition
along with your own?

A Yes, I have.

Q Mr. Smith in his affidavit page 18 refers to
a performance evaluation program employed for use with the
reinspectors, the BCAP QA overview inspectors. Are you
aware of that evaluation program?

A No.

Q Was there an evaluation program for the BCAP
inspectors that you supervised?

A Yes, there was. That's pretty well described in
my affidavit.

Q All right.

And documents that you identified earlier, E724
through E729, are they the product of the evaluation
program for your inspectors?

A They are a partial product of it.

Q What else is there that is a product of that
evaluation program?

A Cevtification examination.

Q Was there an industrial psychologist involved

in the design or implementation of the evaluation program

]







SRS

A

Q

component identification, one or more component identifica-

30

Correct.

Under the "Remarks" section, the notation of a

tions. What is the significance of the notation in the

"Remarks"

A

that this individual performed, and then at my direction a

section?

It's a number of component support inspections

lead quality inspector went out and reinspected them.

Q

A

Why was that?

In this particular case because a question had

come up about some of this person's work during the CAT.

Q

>0 P 0 P

Q

A question by whom?

The CAT inspector.

By an NRC CAT inspector?

Correct.

With respect to those specific components?
No.

What is the significance of the identification

of those specific components?

A

They are randomly selected pieces of work that

the individual did.

0

Is that a part of the reverification program?




A No. They are part of a follow-up action that
is described in my affidavit.

Q After the reverification program?

A That particular item has nothing to do with the
support reverification program,

Q All right.

Well, a follow-up to what, then, M:., Shevlin?

A It's a follow-up -- that particular individual
is one that was involved in the CAT finding on the piping
configuration. After I was satisfied with the resolution
of the piping configuration, I directed two lead inspectors
to separately and independently go out and look at some more
of this person's work.,

Q All right. And instead of in the piping configu-

ration area, you looked in the component support area.

A Specifically, configuration, which is the same
ID.

0 But configuration of supports instead of piping?

A Configuration of whatever the inspector happened

to be looking at.
Q By the inspector, you mean the subject of the

review by the lead?

|
|
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A No, by what the inspector was working on.
Q The original inspector?
A Correct. The original inspector would be '

assigned a piece of work and then randomly the lead
inspectors would pick up some of that work and go back out
and look at it, overinspect.

Q And you directed the lead to do that?

A Correct. They were designees or delegated.

Q And did you direct the leads to look at a specific
type of work?

A Specifically, to go after that inspector's work |
on configurations, which would include dimensional verifi-
cations, location orientations and such as that.

Q Did you as him to look at configuration other
than piping configurations for that inspector?

A I asked them to look at several of the next
pieces of work that that employee had completed. As it
happened, as it turned out, the next several pieces of work
happened to be piping supports rather than piping.

Q You didn't specify the type of work, though, just

the next work that he did?
A The next work. I specified the type of informa-

tion or the type attribute or the type of operation.
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Q And that was configuration?

A Configurations, dimensions.

Q And were there any adverse findings by the lead's
overinspection?

A No.

Q There appeared to be six separate employee

evalutions, five other than the ones we have just
spoken of, and were each of those inspectors subject to an
overinspection by a lead at your direction?

MR. STEPTOE: Objection. May I see that for a
moment, Bob?

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. STEPTOE: On the record.

Mr. Guild, my problem is that on those forms,
some inspectors are listed more than once, and I'm afraid
that your question implies that there were six inspectors
that were overinspected.

MR. GUILD: Oh, I didn't mean to mirstate it.

I stand corrected.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Let me see if I can claiaty. Maybe you can help

me clarify it, Mr. Shevlin. There are six evaluation forms,



and it appears ‘hat they do cover several forms for the

same individual. I see an inspector P.J.T. You use the
initials to identify these inspectors in your testimci.y, do
you not? Are the initials that appear in your testiriony =--

A In my testimony? I don't remember using any
initials.

Q Well, perhaps it was Mr. Smith's, but there are
references to inspectors. 1 am just trying to use the same
form of reference that was employed. If it wasn't in yours,
it was in one of the other affidavits.

This is an inspector, Pam J. Thompson, and
that's the inspector who is the subject of the overview by

the lead at your direction.

A Correct.
Q And for that inspector, which appears on E724,
there is -- and E727, another employee evaluation listing

the same inspector.
Why is there more than one?
A I asked that an effort be made that more than one
lead inspector do it. I think you will find that the lead
inspector doing the overinspection is not the same person

in each case.




Norris?

O »P» ©O P
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All right. And 724 appears to be Mr. -- is it

Right.

And 727 is Mr. Norris again.

Okay.

Are those two separate overinspections?

Yes.

By the same lead, though.

Yes. I had two guys doing that,

The second document, E725, is Mr. Jones, the
and the evaluator is Mr. Sigrest?

Yes.

MR. STEPTOE: 1It's Mrs. Jones.

MR. GUILD: Mrs. Jones.

Phil 8. Jones?

MR. STEPTOE: Oh, I'm sorry. I have confused
thing. i'm sorry.

BY MR. GUILD:

Phil Jones, by Mr. Sigrest, and then the 726 is
by Mr. Norris; yes?

Yes.

728, Phil Jones by Mr. Sigrest.




A Right.

Q 729, Phil Jones by Mr. Norris.
A Right.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Mr. Shevlin, the series of documents that begin
with E483 and the following documents, they appear to be

BCAP observation records, and I believe you stated that

some of these were records of the observations resulting from

the reverification program?

A I believe so.

Q Now, there appear -- the documents are headed
"BCAP Observation Record," page 1 of 3, and suggest that
there are additional pages to the BCAP observation record
form? 1Is that correct? 2 and 3?2

A Well, partially correct. The page numbering
system is part of a format. Page 1 was always prepared
by the inspection group. Pages 2 and 3 were never prepared
by the inspection group. They were subsequent actions.

0 All right.

E483 1is page 1 of 3, as is 484, 485, 486, 487,

489, 490, 491, 492; 493 happens to be page 2 of 3, and that

bears the title at the top that says, "Evaluation and




Determination of Validity."
By whom is that portion of the observation

record prepared?

A That portion was prepared by the Engineering
Department.
Q Whose Engineering Ccopartment?

A BECAP's?

Q There appear a series of initials on this page
E493, page 2 of 3 of the BCAP observation record. Do you
know who that is? It appears to be initials "BWG."

A I don't remember. It's not anyone from the
inspection group.

Q All right.

ho are the engineering people that perform the

evaluation and determination of validity, the BCAP observa-
tions?

A I don't think I understand?

Q Well, who are they employed by?

A Primarily they were employed by Stone & Webster.

Q Were there any Sargent & Lundy people performing
evaluations and determinations of validity?

A I don't know.
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Q You are not aware of any?

A Not in the areas that I dealt with, I don't
remember any.

Q Was Stone & Webster under contract to Edison to

perform the engineering evaluations of validity for BCAP

observations?

A Yes, they were part of the BCAP organization.

Q How many Stone & Webster people were doing that
work?

A I don't know. A fairly large number.

Q More than ten?

A Yes.

Q How about in the welding and mechanical area?

A Our engineers were primarily Stone & Webster.

Q Yes. And how many Stone & Webster people in the

welding and mechanical area that performed the evaluations

and determinations of validity?

A I don't know.
Q Do you have an estimate? More than ten?
A Yes. Way more ten.

More than 1007?

2 0

No.
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Q The pagre 2 for that observation reflects a
determination that that's a valid observation, and then
below that appear to be the initials "BWG." Would that be

the person who made the evaluation?

A Yes.

Q And you don't know who that is, by name?

A Not by those initials.

Q W.1ll you describe the process of determining

the validity of a BCAP observation?

A It was a number of steps. When the inspector

prepared the observation, either myself or one of my desig-

nated lead inspectors reviewed it to determine its
suitability for further processing. If it was determined
suitable, it would go to the engineering group. They would
review 1t for validity, wvalidity meaning that the

observation described was, in fact, a violation or a failure

to comply with the inspection instructions given to the .
inspector.

And item could be deemed invalid by the enqineerinq
group coming up with additional information, For example,
if the instructions said everything shall be painted green |

and we found something painted red, we would prepare an




a |

: . \ observation. The engineer, then, might say, ah, but here i

E 2 | is something that came out that the architect engineer
3 i issued or something that changed that re, uirement, and

| 4 | therefore, what you found is acceptable, your observation
SL is not valid.
6 If they determine that our observation is not

' 7 valid, it had to be returned to us for our concurrence.
) Q Whose concurrence, Mr. Shevlin?
9 A Inspection. Generally the original inspector.
10 If he was not available, then it was my responsibility. |
1 Q Lid the BCAP procedure specify that the original |
12 inspector concur or have an opportunity for concurrence in |
13 validation of an observation?

. 14 | A If it was valid.
H ;5 Q And did the procedure specify that in the

16 absence of his availability, that would be your task?

17 A His immediate supervisor. Yes, that was clearly

18 defined in the procedures.
19 | Q How do you use the term "suitability" that you

20 employ when you describe your review of the observation that
21 was written by your inspector?

?2' A My general approach there was an outright

1 comparison of the requirement against the finding to assure




that the inespector was not reporting something that did, in
fact, meet the criteria he was given up front. So, unlike

the enginee: g evaluation, my evaluation was straightfor-

ward. Yes, what is written here does violate these

instructions.

Q Well, in your example about the green and red
paint --
A I would have made that observation suitable

because the instruction in my had says everything has got
to be green. I did not pursue it any further to see if
there was some other document that made it all okay. That
wasn't my business.

Q Even if you knew that there was another document?

A It didn't make any difference. It wasn't
part of my inspection package. I would hav: made it
suitable.

Q Well, how is the judgmerc that there was some
further direction that said that, yes, a color was
acceptable =-- green or red, or red or green, whichever was
the case in your example -- how was that an engineering
evaluation?

A They were responsible to assure that what we
wrote up was, in fact, a deficient item. They were

responsible to go research all of the deficiency documents
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or design changes or wnat have you that might make that

item unique instead of part of the general population.

Q

Well, in your example, shouldn't any change

in the specifications, such as an instruction by Sargent &

Lundy that a green was acceptable or red was acceptable,

shouldn't that have been included in the package that was

used by your inspector?

A

Q

A

Q

If it was known up front, it would have been.
Known up front by whom?
By the engineer who prepared tne package.

Shouldn't that engineer have made sure that the

BCAP inspection was to a current revision of the drawing or

specification?

A

No. It was to the revision at x date. Subsequent

developments might have changed the requirement for that as

a discrete item as opposed to the rest of the population.

Q

Well, let's be clear, then. BCAP was inspecting

to requirements as of a particular date?

A

Q

The physical inspection, ves.
As opposed to current specifications.
That was a subsequent step.

And that subsequent step, determining whether a
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failure to meet historic acceptance criteria was, noncthe-
less, acceptable given subsequent revisions to those
acceptance criteria, that was made by the engineering
evaluation of validity?
A Correct.
MR. STEPTOE: Objection. I'm sorry. I couldn't
follow the question.
MR. GUILD: I think the witness followed it.
BY MR. GUILD
Q Is that an accurate statement?
MR. STEPTOE: Well, I couldn't follow it.
Would you read back the question, please?

(The reporter read the record as requested.)

MR. GUILD: Mr. Steptoe, do you have an

objection?
MR. STEPTOE: No.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q You heard the question the first time and it was

reread, and your answer is still yes, that was correct?
A Yes.
Q Did the BCAP procedure, Mr.Shevlin, specify your

role in making suitability determination?




A Yes. |
Q Did it use that term, "suitability"?

A Yes, |
Q Did it define the term? ,
A I don't remember. _
Q Can you give me a reference? Do you recall the ;

procedure citation describing your role in making a suita- i
|
bility review? It will not be held agai st you if you cannot

recite chapter and verse, Mr. Shevlin.

A It could have been either of a number of
procedures. There was a procedure that dealt exclusively
with processing observations. There was a procedure that |
dealt with performance of inspections. It may have turned up
in either of those. I don't remember which. '

Q How about the procedure as it detailed the

concurrence of the original inspector in the validity ?

determination by the engineering people?
MR. STEPTOE: Objection. 1Is your question can
he identify that procedure?
BY MR.GUILD:
Q Sure. /es. Can you do that?

A I think it is in the observation procedure.




Q What is the practice if the original inspector

declines to concur in the invalidation determination?

A That was provided for procedurally.

Q In the observation processing procedure?

A I don't remember. I am not prepared with this
much L. e elapsed to state what provision was in what
procedure. It has been too long.

Q All right, sir.

A I do know that it was in the procedure manual.

Q All right. And what did the procedure manual

specify in the event that the original inspector declined to

concur in the invalidation?

MR. STEPTOE: I will impose a general relevance
objection. I'm not instructing the witness not to answer,
but I think this is far afield from the contention without
some sort of foundation that that occurred in this case.

BY MR. GUILD:

Can you try to answer the question?

Would you repeat it, please?
Sure.
What did the procedure call for in the event the

original inspector declined to concur in the invalidation of




his observation?
A Some series of tiered evaluations, with the

ultimate decision by the director, I think.

Q And the director of BCAP, Mr. Kaushal?
A Yes. I believe that's what it said.
Q And the procedure also provided the same process

in the event your inspector was unavailable and it was you
that declined to concur?
MR. STEPTOE: Objection. Lack of foundation.
THE WITNESS: We are getting too far into the
specific procedure requirements, which I have not looked at
in gquite some time.
BY MR. GUILD:
Q Okay. Just tell me that if you don't recall.
A I'm not able to gquote what is in the BCAP
procedures at this time.
Q All right.
Did you ever decline to concur in an invalidation

determination?

MR. STEPTOE: Continuing objection to relevance and

lack of foundation.

THE WITNESS: I don't remember.
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BY MR. GUILD:

Q Did any of your inspectors ever decline to
i concur in an invalidation determination?
A Not that I recall.

MR. STEPTOE: Was your question directed =-- 1
didn't mean to interrupt the witness' answer.

Was your question directed to an observation and
validation made in connection with the reverification of
' pipe supports and restraints which are the subject of the
witness' affidavit?

MR. GUILD: It was a general question,

BY MR. GUILD:

! Q And the answer was you don't recall?
A I don't remember it happening.
Q Would you have known about such an action if it

l had occurred?
| A Yes.
Q Do you know whether it ever occurred, whether a
i BCAP inspector ever declined to concur in an invalidation
determination?

MR. STEPTOE: Objection. At this point we are

really going far afield, not only from the contention but




from the agreement that you had with Mr. Gallo that you
would limit your questioning to the subject of the
witness' affidavit. This witness did not come prepared to

talk about BCAP program in general, nor did I come prepared

to represent him in the deposition in which things like this

would be gone into.

MR. GUILD: All he has to do is answer yes or no
if he does or doesn't, and I would like an answer to the
question.

MR. STEPTOE: So is your representation that you
will move on after that and not go on?

MR. GUILD: I don't know what the answer is, Mr.
Steptoe, but I believe that the matter is obviously relevant.
It is relevant to just not this contention; it is relevant
to the quality assurance contention generally. I am
entitled to ask the question, and I would like the answer
of the witness.

MR. STEPTOE: Mr. Guild, do you deny that you had
an agreement with Mr. Gallo?

MR. GUILD: I don't want to get into a fight with
you about it. My time is valuable. I intend to press on

and get the deposition done as quickly as possible. But my
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notice of deposition asked the witness to be prepared to
respond generally on the subject of quality assurance at
Braidwood. The obvious focus of the examination is on the
subject of his affidavit, but I don't waive any right to
ask what is an obviously relevant question.

If you want to instruct your witness not to
answer the question, I would be more than happy to take it

¢
to the Chairman and get it resolved. I just think that if
you intend to interpose objections on what are obviously
unsupportable, narrow grounds of relevance, then perhaps the
most efficient thing to do is to get a Board decision on
the guestion.

I think you will find, Mr. Steptoe, that the
practice in these depositions has been to recognize that
the rules of the Commission permit discovery deposition
questions that are calculated to lead to the identification
of relevant evidence, and I represent to you that the last
question certainly was designed to do that.

MR. STEPTOE: I have no difficulty about
discovery which is intended to elicit information relevant
to the quality assurance contention; however, I asked you
a question, whether you deny that you had an agreement with
Mr. Gallo that the questioning in these depositions would

be limited to the subject matter of the deponent's affidavit.




MR. GUILD: And I am not going to be cross

examined by you, Mr. Steptoe.

MR. STEPTOE: Do you refuse to admit or deny that
you had such an agreement?

MR. GUILD: I am not going to be cross-examined
by you, sir, on that subject or anything else. Mr. Gallo's
agreement with me about the circumstances of conducting these
depositions will speak for itself. The notice of depositions
speaks for itself. I am not going to fight with you about
it.

Now, if you think that your position is such
that you want to instruct your witness not to answer the
question, please do so and let's move on, but I don't want
to get into any kind of acrimony with you, Mr. Steptoe, on
that subject. Please don't bait me, please don't cross~-
examine me on this point.

If you think that the question is improper and
feel comfortable instructing your witness not to answer,
plese do, and let's just move on.

MR. STEPTOE: Let me just state for the record

that my understanding from Mr. Gallo was that he had an

agreement with you that these depositions wculd be limited to




the subject matter of the witness' affidavit. Now, I

have not interposed an objection to questions that seemed
to me to be within the parameters of that subject matter,
and indeed, we have gone beyond that, but there has been

no showing of a foundation that this question, the pending

question, is directed towards either the affidavit or
Contention 12J, and I did not prepare myself or prepare the
witness to go through open-ended discovery in this case about the
results of the BCAP report.

I am aware that the Notice of Deposition did
state that the deposition shall be on the subject of the
witness' knowledge of the quality assurance deficiencies
at the Braidwood Nuclear Power Station alleged in IntervenorsJ
amended quality assurance contention. However, I subse=-
quently spoke with Mr. Gallo, who told me specifically that
you had an agreement and understanding. On that basis, on
the basis of an understanding which you, for reasons which

are beyond me, refuse to discuss, I am going to instruct

this witness not to -- I am going to advise this witness that

he is not required to answer your question.

I am delighted to take this up in front of the

Board, and then you can tell the Board what your understanding

!

!
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of you. agreement with Mr. Gallo is. And I find --

MR, GUILD: Mr. Steptoe, if you would just tone
down the voice. Ther: is no need to raise your voice to me.
If you would just ask me what your agreement was, I would be %
happy to tell you, but I am not going to be cross-examined
by you, sir. I am not going tc be treated like I am
obligated to respond to what is just a tactless and arrogant
approach to trying to resolve a matter in dispute.

There is no need to fight about this. Now, if |
you would like to know what the nature of the agreenent is,

I will be happy to tell you, but I'm not going to be
cross-examined by you, sir, or anybody else.

MR. STEPTOE: Well, I certainly was not trying =--

MR. GUILD: Now, do you want to instruct your |
wi. :ss not to answer the question and trouble the Chairman ;
with resolving this dispute, or do you want to be civil about
it? If you would like to be civil about it, 1 will be happy !

to try, but you are trying to be provocative and there is

no need for it. ‘

MR. STEPTOE: I don't think I'm trying to bait you.
I don't think I'm trying to be provocative. I don't think

I an: being uncivil., I don't think I have been raising my
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voice unduly, certainly no more than you.

MR. GUILD: Only in response to you, Sir.

Now, do you want to know what the agreement is?
Do you want to get down to that or do you want to haggle,

for purposes that are unclear to me?

MR. STEPTOE: I do want to know what the agreement

is, and you are refusing to answer.

MR, GUILD: No, sir. You didn't ask me. If you
would just ask me, I would tell you. But I am not going to
be cross-examined by you and I'm not going to be compelled
to respond to guestions with yes or no answers. I'm not
under oath and I'm not testifying here, sir.

Mr. Gallo, who is well known for transgressing
agreements in this proceeding, is hardly in a position to
be dictating terms to me on this subject.

MS. CHAN: Mr. Guild, perhaps you can just ==

MR. GUILD: The fact of the matter -- excuse me,
Ms. Chan. The fact of the matter is Joe Gallo asked me: How
much do I have to prepare for these depositions, Bob: do I
have to be prepared to answer -- to have my witnesses

respond to general discovery on the quality assurance

contention?

I said: Joe, I have got a Tuesday, February 18th




e -

20

2!

22

deadline to respond to your motions for summary disposition;
as much as I would like to ask the bulk of my discovery
questions of the witnesses between now and then, I simply do
not have the time to do that, and I can assure you that I

am going to do the best I can to focus on the subjects |
which are the summary disposition questions., I told him just
that, or words to that effect.

I signed nothing in blood, and my notice speaks

for itself. All right?

Now, if that is troubling to you, sir, and you i
don't wish to have your witness respond to questions,
including the pending one, please tell him not to answer the
question and we wii! go to the Board with that.

I tried to accommodate your colleague in the
face of a notice that you have in front of you, sir, by
trying to give him some informal representation about what
the scope of my examination would be. I entered no agree-
ment with Mr. Gallo, and it, frankly, sticks in my craw that
someone from Isham, Lincoln & Beale would have the gall to
try to suggest to me that honoring agreements is a matter of
question on my part, a firm that I represent to you has not

demonstrated a particularly sound track record of honoring
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agreements in this proceeding with this counsel.

Now, hope, Mr. Steptoe, that you don't intend
to enter on to tue tradition that your colleagues have
established in this proceeding in that regard, but the fact
of the matter is the notice speaks for itself. I told you
what I represented to Mr. Gallo, and I represent the same
thing to you, sir. I don't believe the question I last
asked him in any respect transgresses any understanding,
agreement or representation I have with your colleague, Mr.
Gallo.

Any further questions?

MR. STEPTOE: Ms. Chan, did you have something
to say?

MS. CHAN: I was just going to suggest that the
notice of deposition says that the inquiry will be into the
information which serves as the basis for the witness'
affidavit in support of Applicant's December 21, 1985
Motion for Summary Disposition, and that any subsecguent
discussions that you might have had, Mr. Guild, with Mr.
Gallo I assume would not have broadened that notice.

MR. GUILD: Ms. Chan, I appreciate your effort
to help, if that's what it was, but you neglected to read

the part that you initially read of the notice of deposition

e
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which very clearly states that it's on the subject of his
knowledge of quality assurance at the Braidwood facility.

Mr. Steptoe, do we have a problem?

MR. STEPTOE: Yes, I think we do have a problem.
I don't intend to respond to your statements about my firm
or my co-counsel, but I reject them. I am instructing the
witness or advising the witness that he need not answer the
question that is pending. However, I want to make it
absolutely clear that you may pursue questions, for example,
whether there were any -- questions reasonably related to
Contention 12J or the subject matter of his affidavit.

For example, you may ask him, and I have no
objection, whether there were any observations compiled dur-
ing the course of the reverification program which were
subsequently deemed to be invalid, and of those, whether
there were any which a witness -- which the original
inspector refused to concur in. All of that is perfectly
legitimate inquiry. But the open-ended inguiry which you
seem preparing to embark upon seems to me to be beyond the
scope of the representation and understanding you had with
Mr. Gallo.

MR. GUILD: The simple question that is pending
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is whet 1er he is aware of any instance where there has been
a failure to concur in BCAP observation invalidation.

MR. STEPTOE: Yes, sir, and I believe --

MR. GUILD: And you believe that is an objection-
able question? That is your position, sir?

MR. STEPTOE: Without limitation to the subject
matter of the reverification program?

MR. GUILD: The witness has stated that he
cannot recall to the series of questions that preceded that.
Now, I believe I am entitled to an answer whether he has
any knowledge there has ever been a failure to concur in a
BCAP invalidation decision.

If you want to stick by that and instruct your
witness not to answer that question, let's be absolutely
clear. That is the question. I am trying to probe the
witness' knowledge.

MR. STEPTOE: That's correct. I am advising him
that he need not answer that qguestion, but a more limited
guestion certainly would be appropriate.

MR, GUILD: There is no reason in the world why
I need to limit my questions to satisfy this scope notion
that you have. I am entitled to know whether he has any

knowledge on that subject.

r_. —-— ==
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Mr. Steptoe, where are you coming from on that?

MR. STEPTOE: You can notice up his deposition
again and we will have time to prepare for it, but having
been misled by your representation to Mr. Callo, I am not
going to see you run roughshod over me simply because you =--

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

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. GUILD: Back on the record.

Just to be clear, the record should be reflect
that the documents that Mr. Shevlin identified that were
provided by his counsel, beginning with E453 and, not
necessarily consecutively, but ending with E730, should be
in~luded in what has been marked as Group Deposition Exhibit
2 to his deposition.

Mr. Stepto~, on the basis of your position that
you stated and your instructions to the witness not to
respond to my last question or series of questions, I intend
to recess the deposition at this point.

MR. STEPTOE: Before you do, sir, your first
statement was documents E453 through E730 should be
included as exhibits to the deposition?

MR. GUILD: The last number was 730, yes,
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They are not necessarily consecutive. That just happens to
be the bottom of the stack of paper that the witness went
through.

MR. STEPTOE: Okay. New, you will recall that
the witness did not indicate that all of those documents
were used as the basis for his affidavit, and we earlier
had an agreement that I was gocing to go through and pick
out the ones that he had not identified and remove them
from the stapled packages.

Do you still want me to do that?

MR. GUILD: Yes, please. The record should
reflect the documents that he identified, and those are
the only ones that I intend to have included in the
Deposition Exhibit 2.

MR. STEPTOE: Now, as for your intent to recess
the deposition, that is your prerogative, of course. I want
to make it clear that T am not interposing any objection
to discovery during this deposition of any facts which are
relevant to his affidavit, the scope of Contention 12J.

If you want to limit your pending question or try to
establish a foundation, any foundation, between that and the

scope of Contention 12J or Mr. Shevlin's affidavit, that is
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fine.

MR, GUILD: I would =--

MR. STEPTOE: Excuse me. Let me just finish one
more thing. I'm sorry.

I understood your line of inquiry tc be an
open-ended inquiry into BCAP procedures in general and BCAP
observations in general rather than something confined to
the subject matter »f his affidavit and your representation
or agreement with Mr. Gallo.

MR. GUILD: I think our positions are clear, and
I disagree with yours, sir, and stand by mine, and
represent to you that the questions 1 have posed that you
have instructed nim not to answer are relevant to the subject
matter noticed, the subject matter of his affidavit, and are
within the scope of any agreement that I have with your
colleague, Mr. Gallo.

MR. STEPTOE: Well, if you will explain to me
how it is relevant to his affidavit, I will be glad to
withdraw my objection.

MR. GUILD: I have done stated all I need state,
Mr. Steptoe, and I don't intend to debate the matter with

you any further. For my part, the deposition is recessed
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at this point.

MS. CHAN: The Staff has no questions.

MR. STEPTOE: I would like to take ten minutes
to talk with the witness and see whether redirect is
appropriate at this time.

(Recess.)

EXAMINATION

BY MR. STEPTOE:

Q Mr. Shevlin, referring to pages 26 and 27 of
your affidavit, you discussed the results of the reverifica-
tion program for supports and restraints. I believe, as
corrected, you referred to 21 new observations were issued
against a population of 160 supports.

Do you follow where I am reading from?

A Yes.
Q How many of those observations were valid and
invalid?

A Probably about half and half.
0 Okay.
In determining the results of the reverification
program for your purposes, what was the relevance of the

determination of validity or invalidity?
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A None.

C Did you know whether those observations were
valid or invalid when you analyzed those 21 cbservations?

A No.

Q Did you know whether those observations were
valid or invalid when you made your recommendation to your
superiors as to whether BCAP inspections of pipe suppors
and restraints could continue?

A No.

Q Why didn't you know whether those observotions
were valid or invalid?

A I didn't see it as being relevant to what I was
doing. The validity determination came later, and what we
were trying to find out here was based on the instructions
in hand, had the inspector donewhat he was supposed to do or
had he not?

So the fact that it may later turn invalid based
on something that we didn't know about at the time of the

inspection really shouldn't have entered into it.

Q Do you know whether any of the 21 new observations

which resulted from the reverification program for supports

and restraints were later invalidated and the original
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inspector contested that determination?

A No. I mean yes, I do know. No, there was no
contest.

Q Do you know why Exhibit Nos. E483 through -- 1
need to see them, excuse me =-- through E507 do not in

general contain pages 2 and 3 of the BCAP observation
record form?

A Depending on what point they were obtained or
removed from the system for copying, they may not have
supposed to have been. Pages 2 and 3 were not used by the
inspector. If the inspector iieeded additional room to write
or to provide a picture or something, he would have made an
atrachment to page 1.

Page 2 was then used by the BCAP engineer, and
page 3 was then used by the architect engineer. Normally

we would never receive a copy of it. We didn't need it for

anything.

Q Why did you order an overinspection of Mr. Jones'
work?

A Because some of the findings -- some of the CAT

team findings were on work that Mr. Jones had done.

0 What are the similarities or differences between
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configuration inspections of piping and configuration
inspections of pipe supports?

A Not a lot. The idea is dimension, location,
orie. cation in relationship between the parts, angles,
slopes. 1In that respect, there is probably not an
appreciable difference in inspecting the confiquration
of anything versus anything.

Q Do you have an opinion as to the relevance of
the results of overinspections, configuration inspections of
pipe supports and restraints in assessing the ability of
an inspector to perform configuration inspections of piping?

A In this case, the case of the overinspection
sheets we have seen, the relevance is clear in that the
interest was is this inspector paying close and careful
attention to what she is doing in her configuration
inspections? That was the object, not the object of tryino
to find out whether a given piece of hardware was any good.
The object was trying to find out is this inspector going
out here and paying attention to what she is doing or not,
or what he is doing or not.

0 Do you have an opinion as to whether the BCAP
inspectors who performed the reverification program inspec-

tions of work which had initially been inspected by BCAP
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inspectors were likely to agree or disagree with the
results of the original inspections?

A Well, there is no opinion to that. They didn't
know the results of the original inspections. Therewas no
opportunity to agree or disagree. It was as if it were a
brand new inspection.

o) Were the BCAP inspectors who performed those
reinspections the same BCAP inspectors who performed the
original inspections?

A No.

MR. GUILD: Asked and answered.

MR. STEPTOE: By whom?

MR, GUILD: By you. It's in his own document, and
there is really no necessity for you asking questions that
are already asked in the man's own affidavit, Mr. Steptoe.

MR. STEPTOE: I am not sure whether the witness'
answer =-- vyou got the witness' answer?

THE REPORTER: Yes, I got the witness' answer.

MR. STEPTOE: That concludes my redirect.

FURTHER EXAMINATION

BY MR. GUILD:

Q When did you find that there were 21 observations
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resulting from the reverification and not 20?

MR. GUILD: Do you have something to say?

MR. STEPTOE: Well, it seems to me outside the
scope of redirect, but if you want to continue with this
deposition whether than recess it, that's fine.

MR. GUILD: No, sir. You raised the point. 1
believe it i- .n tlie scope of redirect.

BY MR. GUILD:

Q Would you answer the question, please?

A The little spread sheet that showed 20 was wrong,
and I found it to be wrong by studying my own analysis of
the individual observations. I just noticed, hey, this is

not 20, it's 21.

Q Was it an arithmetic error?

A Or a transposition. Arithmetic or a transposition.
Q Do you know?

A No. That sheet was made,by who, I don't know

when, a long time ago. I got it out of the files.

Q And when did you identify that errcr?
A Recently. Since I prepared my affidavit.
0 When were the determinations of validity or

invalidity made for the observations t hat were identified




10

N

12

20

21

22|

68

during the course of the reverification program?

A Well, as we finished the inspections, the
reinspections, we turned the packages and the new observa-
tions to Engineering, and then their validity determination
would start. So it was after we finished, on a package-by~-
package basis as opposed to the whole thing. The validity
determination would start on an item-by-item basis after we
finished the inspections.

Q For any item, was the invalidation or validition
determination made before you reported on the results of the

reverification program?

A Possibly. It's possible.
Q In which instances?
A I don't know. I don't know that it was or it was

not. I'm saying by the system under which we were working,
that possibly might have happened. It may not have, too.
I don't know.

Q And those determinations of validity or invalidity
came back to you or to the original inspector for concurrence
after the decision was made, after the determination of
validity or invalidity was made?

A Yes.
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Q And so you would have had knowledge of what the
decision was on validity or invalidity at that point?

A Yes.

Q Is the counting error that you corrected, Mr.
Shevlin, the change to "8" from "7" and "13" for "12" in

the totals, related to the error in counting observations

in 214207?
A I'm sorry. I don't think I understand.
Q Okay. You made corrections at the outset of

your deposition, and if you want me to =--

A No, I know the correction you are talkina about.

Q All right. 1Is there a relationship between
those corrections, the numbers "8" and "13", and the
correction of the total observations 21420? 1Is it the
same error?

A Yes. Yes. This document --

Q You have to identify it for the record so we all
know what you are talking about.

A E515 and its subsequent pages is a description of
the new observations found.

Q Yes, sir.

A There are 21 items on there. The corrected
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document miscounts the "21" here to "20." 1It's just a
tabulation, a quick graph type thing for someone to look at.
The real information is here.

Q And that is the source of the same -- the same
error led to the correction of the totals, "13" for "12,"
and "8" for "7."

A Yes.

MR. GUILD: That's all I have.
MR. STEPTOE: May I have 30 seconds outside with
the witness, please?
(Recess.)
FURTHER EXAMINATION
BY MR. STEPTOE:

Q I believe Mr. Guild asked you about when you
heard back if an observation is valid or invalid, Mr.
Shevlin. Did you receive notice when an observation was
determined to be valid?

A No.

Q When did you receive notice of the disposition
of a BCAP observation by Engineering?

A Only if it was invalid.

MR. STEPTOE: T have no further questions.
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FURTHER EXAMINATION
BY MR. GUILD:
Q And half of the reverification observations, by
your testimony, approximately, were determined invalid?
A That's a guess, but yes, somewhere in that neigh-

borhood, over a period of time.

Q Do you know which ones were determined invalid?
A No.
Q Is it reflected in the documents that you

produced today?

A It is reflected in the BCAP files.

Q But not the documents you produced today? Unless
there is a page 2 of 3 for the observation --

A That's exactly where it would be.

0 I only found one page 2 of 3.

A Yes., These were apparently recovered from the
system and copied with the other documents that were
assembled in my office such as this before Engineering even
got their hands on them, and that's why you don't have those
pages 2 and 3. But during subsequent processing, they would
have been added.

Q Why, then, was the one page 2 of 3 that was
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iw.cluded in the documents reflective of a determination
that the observation was valid?

A I have no idea.

Q That shouldn't have -- you shouldn't have gotten
that second page back if, as a matter of cours:, you never
received anything other than invalid determinations; correct?

Py I normally wouldn't have gotten that, that's

true. You see, I don't know at what point this reproduction

was made.
Q The copies of the documents?
A Yes. It could have been anywhere. They could

have been done in the engineer's oftice just as he started
to work on them. I have no idea.

Q Or there could have been attached pages 2 and 3
that reflected a decision on validity that just didn't get
copied.

MR. STEPTOE: I will object.
BY MR. GUILD:

Q Do you know whether there were pages 2 and 3 that
were include that just simply were not copied?

A I really don't know.

MR. GUILD: All right. That's all I have.
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MR. STEPTOE: I am prepared to continue if you

would like to continue, Mr. Guild.

MR. GUILD: 1 would, but I would like to continue

and pursue the line of questioning that you instructed the
witness not to respond to, among other things.

MR. STEPTOE: Well, if you would like to go into
the other things, Mr. Guild, I am here. We are ready to go
now.

MR. GUILD: I would like to conduct the
deposition the way I would like to conduct the deposition,
Mr. Steptoe, and you have instructed the witness not to
answer the line of questioning, and I have reached the
determination to recess the deposition.

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m. the taking of the

deposition was concluded.)
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CERTIFICATE OF NOTARY PUBLIC

I, Suzanne B. Young, the officer before whom
the foregoing deposition was taken, pages 1 through 74,
do hereby certify that the witness whose testimony appears

in the foregoing deposition was duly sworn by me; that the

testimony of said witness was taken by me and thereafter

reduced to typewriting by me or under my direction; that
said deposition is a true record of the testimony given by
the witness; that I am neither counsel for, related tc nor
employed by any of the parties to the action in which this
deposition was taken; and further, that I am not a relative
or employee of any attorney or counsel employed by the
parties hereto, nor financially or otherwise interested in

the outcome of the action.

JZANNE' B.

Notary Public in and for the
District of Columbia

My Commission expires: [«(l(uféi (‘/, /flﬂl
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of:
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket No. 50-456
50-457
(Braidwood Nuclear Power
Station, Units 1 and 2)
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INTERVENORS ROREM, ET AL.
NOTICE OF DEPOSITIONS

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.740(a), Intervenors Rorem, et al.
hereby give notice that they shall take the depositions of the
following witnesses, who are employces of Commonwealth Edison
Company or its contractors: James W. Ceiseke; Kenneth T,
Kostal; Edward M. Shevlin; George Orliov and Thomas E. Quaka.
The depositions shall commence on Wednesday, February 12, 1986,
at 10:00 A.M., and shall'conc&puc thereafter until completed, at
the offices of Isham, Lincoln Lnd Beale, Three First National
Plaza, Chicago, Illinois; or at such time and place between
February 12-14, 1986 as the parties may agrec. The depositions
shall be taken before a certified court reporter, and shall be
on the subject of the witnesses' knowledge of the quality
assurance deficiencies at the Braidwood nuclear power station

alleged in Intervenors' Amended Quality Assurance Contention.



The deponents shall bring with them all documents in their

possession, or subject to their control, which are the basis

for the witnesses' affidavit in support of Applicant's

December 20, 1985, Motion For Summary Disposition.

DATED: January 30, 1986

Submitted by,

JZWW

Robert Guild

One of the Attorneys for
Intervenors Rorem, et al.

Douglass W. Cassel
Robert Guild

Timothy W. Wright, III
109 North Dearborn

Suite 1300

Chicago, Illinois 60602
(312) 641-5570
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In the Matter of:
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket No. 50-456
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(Braidwood Nuclear Power
Station, Units 1 and 2)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served copies of Intervenors
Rorem, et al. Notice of Depositions on each party listed on
the attached Service List by having said copies placed in
envelopes, properly addressed and postaged (first class) and
deposited in the U.S. mail at 109 North Dearborn, Chicago,
Illinois 60602, on this 30th day of January, 1986; except that
NRC Staff Counsel Mr. Treby was served via Federal Express
overnight delivery and Mr. Stahl, counsel for Edison, was

served by messenger on Friday, January 31, 1986.
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BRAIDWOOD SERVICE LIST

50-456/50-457 OL

Herbert Grossman

Chairman and Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Dr. A. Dixon Callihan
Administrative Judge
102 Oak Lane

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

Dr. Richard F. Cole

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Rebecca J. Lauer, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Three First National Plaza
Chicago, IL 60602

Ms. Bridget Little Rorein
117 North Linden Street
Essex, IL 60935

C. Allen Bock, Esq
P.0. Box 342
Urbana, IL 61801

Thomas J. Gordon, Esq.
Waller, Evans & Cordon
2503 South Neil
Champaign, IL 61820

Lorraine Creck
Route 1, Box 182
Manteno, IL 60950

Region TII

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection & Enforcement
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Elaine Chan, Esq.

NRC Staff Counsel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington D.C. 20555

Joseph Gallo, Esq.

Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 840

1120 Connecticut Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20036

Docketing & Service Section
Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington D.C. 205535

Michael I. Miller, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Three First National Plaza
Chicago, IL 60602
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SUMMATION

On January 18, 1985 CSR Mechanical/wWelding inspection activities were

suspended in the piping support populations predicated upon NRC CAT concerns.
Actions taken and results achieved are as follows:

1.

A Reverification Plan was developed by the BCAP Level III Hechanical
Inspector and approved by the BCAP CSR Inspection Supervisor on

January 19, 1985. The plan contains definitive acticns to be executed and
special checklists to document the reverification results. These
checklists included a special instruction for reverification of each of
the four (4) areas of interest. A separate checklist was prepared for
each of the three affected support populations to provide appropriate
references to the applicable approved BCAP checklist instruction in all
cases. The Reverification Plan, including checklists, are enclosed as
Exhibit *C.*

Prior to performing the reverification, each inspector was instructed in
the objectives and methods outlined in the plan, the attributes to be
reverified, and the specific instructions applicable to each attribute.
Attendance rosters are enclosed as Exhibit *p.*

Control measures were established to assure that no inspector was tasked
to reverify his own previously performed inspection. A log which lists
each CSR Package number, the name of the original inspector and the name
of the reverification inspector is enclosed as Exhibit "E.*

The inspectors who performed the reverification were provided only with
the applicable drawings, instructions and special checklists. They were
thus aware of neither the results of the original inspections or the
identities of the or#¥inal inspectors.

NOTE: Prior to implementing this plan, two CAT findings were reverified
by the original inspectors. The inspectors concurred with the CAT
findings, and issued Observation Records I-M-02-054-3 and
I-M-03-008-4. These observations were treated under this plan as
new observations, and are included in all resultant statistics.
The two supports were also independently reverified as described
in paragraph 3 and 4 above.

Findings made by the reverification inspectors were entered on the special
Checklists. A specially designated team of Certified (Lead) Quality
Inspectors were tasked to determine the validity of each finding. This
was done by reexamination of the hardware items and/or comparison with the
approved BCAP accept/reject criteria outlinad in the applicable
instructions in Exhibit "H" and were processed as follows:

2000453
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8. Where the finding was determined to be valid, an Observation Record
was initiated in accordance with Procedure BCAP-06.

b. Where the finding was determined to be invalid, the reverification
inspector was shown, to his/her satisfaction, the reason for the
determination. The justification for a determination of invalidity
was entered on the special checklist and signed by the Certified Lead

Inspector. As evidence of concurrence, the reverification inspector
initiaied the entry.

€. The plan provided for processing of contested new observations. No
invalidation of findings were contested.

d. One Observation Record was initiated, and later closed by the Level
11T Mechanical Inspector as not suitable for further processing, with
the concurrence of the reverification inspector.

e. Observation Records initiated as a result of this plan are being

processed in accordance with BCAP-06. Coples are enclosed as Exhibit
.'..

6. Coples of the checklists used to implement this plan are enclosed under
separate cover as Exhibit *G."

7. BCAP CSR reinspection package documents affected were corrected to
incorporate the new observations initiated as a results of this plan.

8. MAnalysis of the results of implementing this plan are enclosed as follows.
Program analysis by group Exhibit H
Evaluation of new observations Exhibit 1
Conclusion:
Based upon the number of new observations (20) versus the total attributes
reverified (640) the results indicate a 96.8% inspection accuracy rate. 1In
addition no significant deficiencies were identified during the reverification
plan which had not been previously identified.

All questionable areas of concern were thoroughly addressed through
implementation of this plan.

Predicated on the results of the assessment/reverification plan, we consider
the NRC CAT Team concerns to be effectively resolved.

F ¥100454
(16800)




January 22, 1985
BCAP Memo 8 530

TO: R. L. Byers
FROM: M. A. Clinton
SUBJECT: CAT Concerns with BCAP Reinspections of Piping Supports

As discussed on 1/18/85, we have initiated an internal reverification
program to address the CAT concerns and questions related to the Task Force
reinspections in the piping support area. The reverification program is
focused on four areas of concern which are summarized in Attachment 1I.

BEvaluation of each of these four areas of concern and the fact that they
were revealed in a relatively small number of reinspection packages (5) led to
a conclusion to reverify the affected attribute areas for the 160 piping
support packages completed through 1/18/85. The 160 completed packages are
distributed in the random sample portion of three populations in the following
porportions:

M-002 Large Bore Pipe Supports (Rigid) - 50 completed.
M-003 Large Bore Pipe Supports (Non-Rigid) - 51 completed.
M-006 Small Bore Pipe Suppports - 59 completed

The Mechanical/welding Level II1 Inspector was assigned to develop a
Reverification Plan to cover the areas of CAT concern and to obtain my
concurrence prior to beginning any inspector reverification activity. The
draft plan was reviewed orf 1/19/85 and approval to begin implementation was
also given on 1/19/85. The resultant Reverification Plan and implementing
checklists and forms for recording reinspection results are presented in
Attachment 2.

We are performing the reverification program on a priority basis and
expect to have a majority of the reverification activities completed by
1/25/85.

There will be a small number of piping supports in restricted access
areas and these may not be completed by 1/25/85; however, these should not
materially affect the results to be available by 1/25/85.

I will keep you informed of the progress of this program on a regular

ra Ut

M. A. Clinton

08280 Et)(\00455
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Attachment 1
Page ] of 1

Areas of Question or Concern

§s Cat Inspector identified that a 6" angle iron stiffener specified on
the drawing and the Bill of Material was not installed. BCAP
Inspector had reported this piece inaccessible for verification in
the checklist Remarks column, due to its parent in place beam being
boxed in. (M-003-032)

2. CAT Inspector identified that the shelf bracket angle irons for the
supplementary steel on one support were not the specified size or
weight. BCAP Inspector falled to transcribe this observation from
his notes to the reinspection documentation. (M-003-008)

3. CAT Inspector identified that a welded attachment to in-place steel
on one support was incorrectly located. BCAP Inspector failed to
identify this discrepancy. (M-002-054)

4. CAT Inspector was concerned that instructions did not provide for
verifying specified location of support attachments to supplementary
steel (Generic)

EN000459
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Page ] of 2

Reverification Plan

Checklists to provide for reverification of the characteristics
identical to or similar to the areas of concern are to be developed

by the BCAP Mechanical Level III Inspector, and approved by the
Inspection Supervisor.

& Inspectors involved in the reverification are to be provided with
instructions to assure a complete and uniform understanding of the
attribute areas to be reverified. Specific training on the use of

the reverificatior checklist and applicable CSR instructions will be
provided.

3. Control measures are to be established to assure that no inspector
will be tasked to reverify his/her own work.

4. The inspector performing a reverification is not to be provided with
the results of the original inspection. He/she will be furnished
with the applicable drawings, instructions and the reverification
checklist. The reverification inspector will not be made aware of
the identity of the original BCAP inspector.

- Observations made by the reverification inspectors will be compared
with the results of the original inspections by a team of specially
designated inspectors. Wwhere an observation is made during
reverification which was not made during the original inspection, a
Certified Lead Quality Inspector (Mechanical) will reexamine the
subject characteristic *o determine the validitv of the new
observation. If valid, the new observation will be processed in
accordance with current BCAP procedures. If the new observation is
determined by the Certified Lead Quality Inspector to be invalid,
the reverification inspector will be shown, to his satisfaction, the
reason for the determination of invalidity. The reverification
inspector's acknowledgment of invalidity will be documented on the
reverification checklist. Contested new observations will be
processed in accordance with current BCAP procedures.




Attachment 2
Page 2 of 2

Results of the reverification will be analyzed to determine
individual inspector or group deficiencies. 1In the event that such
deficiencies become apparent, appropriate instruction or training
will be developed, submitted to BCAP Management for approval, and
presented to the inspectors. At the time of decision that
additional training is indicated, further support inspections by

individuals or by group will be discontinued until such training has
been completed.

Support inspection attributes outside the scope of the NRC CAT
questions and concerns are not addressed by this plan.

Documents controlled by BCAP procedures initiated or corrected as a
result of this plan will be processed and retained in accordance
with the applicable procedures.

Checklists, notes or other documents initiated as a result of this
plan but not controlled by BCAP procedures will be processed and
retained as directed by BCAP Management.

Forms to implement this Plan are attached.
»




- wxam_ HATIN W77

€T L T ™ T IR
U TS T INTWNOVUY *9-W-T-I5J/
MO MOOWS FWY SDOMYTIU TTTOT

“DWINGPT LIOHS TRLNO GIAOAS

LKL WO LUWINTT LOWY S7T TIFUS REE/ S
ANWLNTNT TS FHLQL INV Ml UL | AYUUNTWNT A7
JONOUKITT FHL LWL KDY “TIFLS AYL QL INTWHOVLE
WRITTIATS QL ST Y LINITS FHL FATHMN 20 NOuY2X0O

‘T A " D-iNT8JD ‘20
WAL LT ATdWRD SINFIISACD X SNOISN I
STOWITIU NOULYTTYISNI LWNL ASI¥TA ANINONC.

»9000p3

T ATY CO-W-T-¥57 ‘I'b NOLOTUSN/
KLIM DNRIO)E N AN N2AGYS
LICHNS L TV STWECLWY JO TIS KL SNOYSVFwY /G
QL SNOISNIWIT LINFNOSNDD TAL AS/TYFA LNVINHINOL

§§~§8§L DU

‘TNTYOWTISO I'C
NOLLXISNI KLIM DNWXOH N ASIYIA
ST LN SO TS FHL KUM ATAVCD LIOSATS
UITIHISN FHL A0 ST THY LWL ASYN NOLLWVIT DLV

SNOIULYILSN! TWIdS L— JLNSIYLUG

e N 0 0D |

WV LGC

T | UIOd7S Fdid FIOT WS  NOILETNS:



WOUITLSNI W7

£/ 0SS 6T TV ‘T VIS

Yh TV | AINTWNIVLLY *T-W-I"¥5J
NOILDNXLSVY WO Q'S 38 STOMVYT
<704 FTTVVOTRY ~INTWYT LYCW IS
FHL WO T/ VTS LWL MOYS UGN
LON SN TTIUS AVUNTNTHATS FHL
OL INFWHNMLUY FHL S0 NOILEZTT INL
IWHL AR CTTILS AYEINTNTTdATS
QL STN WL Y LIOIITS THL FTHTHM

T7US
AJVINTN T 147
Ol INFAHN LY

SO NOILV IO 7

‘TAIX CT-WI-I52 'T°€ NOILN
~XLSNI MLIM A TdWCD UNIVOANTD XA
STINVYTIOL NOLINTTRLSMT JYKL AAIY3A

SNO/SNTNIG
AININAWCA

‘T ATX "T-W-I-352 *I'S NOCLOYISNI
KLIM TOVYTHCON NI ALIXEGA  NUTNS
1YO4INS THLWVY STHRZUN JO TN ML
OL SNOISNIWIG ININGIWO) FHL ASIYIA

SNOISNTW/G
ANTVY I

TAZN TWNIT-D 12
NOILXTYLSN! RLIM FINYTIDN NI A47¥5A
“STHILOW 20 TS WL RUM A VD LIS
CITIVINI FHL 30 SW3LI TIY LYWL AJTYN

NOILYITI AN

ON LIOS78 7 NO/LdIYTSI NOLINYTT

SNOILIILSN!  T¥/03dS

JINTIVLUY

ON "% ¥50




POPULRTION : LRRGE BORE NON RiGid PIPE SUPPORTS v - %

CIk /XG. AO.

RITR/BUTE

SPECIRL  INSTRUCTIONS

QBSERVRITON DESCRIPTION & RERMT MO,

CONFIGURR TION

VERIFY THAT RU ITEMS OF THE INSTRUED
SUPPORT RRE TNE SAME RS TROSE INDARTED
ON THE BIUL OF MATERIRLS. VERIFY W
ACCORDANCE WHTH INSTRICTION 3.1, CSE-

L-M-3, REV. L.

COMPONENT
LDVAIENSION S

VERIFY THE COMPONENT DIMEN)IONS TO TRE
BILL OF MATERIALS AND THE SUPRORT SKERK.
VERIFY IN RCQORDANCE W!ITH INSTRUCTION
4./, C38-I-M-3, KEV. L.

E£)003464

(OMPONENT
DIMENS/ONS

VERIFY THAT INSTRUATION TOLERANCE §
FOR COMPONENTS COMPLY WITH NS TRUCT -
ION 4.2, CSR-I-M-3, REV. L.

 LOCRTION CF
' ATTACAMENT To

UNERE TRE SUPPORT ATTACKES TC SUMPLEMEN-
TARY STEEL VERIFY THAT THE LOCATION OF THE
FTTACHMENT TO THE SUPPLEMENTARY STEEL
DAES NOT DEVIATE FROM THRT SPECIFIED ON
THE SUPROLT DIALING. . RUOWABLE TOL-
ERANCES RRE SHOWM O INSTRUCTION (R -
Z-M-3» RURCHMENT 1. PRGE 47, PARA. 2,
AND PRGE 9. PALA. /3.

LEAD INSPECTOR
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January 31, 1985
BCAP Memo #593

TO: B. L. Byer;

FROM: G. M. Orlov

SUBJECT: Observations resulting from Pipe Support Verification Plan

The additional observations generated as a result of the BCAP Pipe
Support Reverification Plan have been reviewed. It is apparent from
this review that the BCA? inspections should, for future inspections,

continue to verify dimensions of vendor supplied "catalog" items that

constitute hanger assemblies in the manner in wvhich these verifications
vere performed during th: “Reverification” activities. This action will
provide assurance that pipe support components are installed in accordance

with the specified design and will address qQuestions identified by

L4

the CAT.
G. M. Orlov
BCAP Assistant Director
GMO/ Jan
ce: N. Kaushal
M. Clinton

BCAP File QG 69.60.3

£3000468



Date: /M-85

TO: MENZO CUNTON
FROM: E4d Shevlin

SUBJECT: CS8IM2.,CIR-IMI.CSEIME CHERAT INITRUCTIONS

/. ON1-30-BS . INDIV/IDURL INSTRUCTION T EACH INSIECTOK WRS GIVEN REATIVE TD
HANGER DISCREANCIEY FOUND DURING THE REVERIFICATION: UMERE I RECOMMENS -
&D TU WX THAT R FINAING LRI AITRIBUTROLE TO /NIPECTER TEAN/OUE., THAT
FINOING RS D/SCUSSED IN DETR/ LiTH THE RESPONVBLE INOVIDURL. ERCH
INVOLVED INSPECTOR UNDERSTANLS THE NATURE Ai) DETRIS OF THE DIXREFPRNC Y NS
THE TECHNIQUE TO BE ERMIONED TO PREVENT RECUNENE .

. OW /-X-85, A GRAUP SESS/ION WRS PRESENTED BY MYIELF TD PROVIOE FEEMACK QW
THE REAUTS OF THE REVERIFICATION. THE SPECIFIC LETTER AN INTENT OF THE (W€K
L/ST INSTRLE TIONS WERE DISCUSSEL /N DETRIL. TWIO CSR EMG/NEEES BEELE N RTT-
ENOANCE . /Xéj CUEST/IONS RALED UHRE ANILERE , 7O MY SATISFACTION RND THAT OF
THE INSPECTORS.

. L AW CONF/DENT THRT R CLEAR RND UNIFOEN LIWOERSTRNUNG. COF THE REGUIREMENTS
FOR PIPE SLPAORT INSPEGTIONS EXISTS: AN THAT LE CAN PROCELD LTk THE
INSPECTION OF THE REMRIKOER CF THESE POPULATIONS LW/ITROLT RNTICIPRTION OF
PROBLENMS.

COPIES OF THE (RBIP SESSION RTTENDNCE ROSTERS RRE RTAHEL.
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PIPE SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEW OBSERVATIONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF NEW OBSERVATION

Configuration - Verify
that all items of the
installed support are
the same as those
indicated on the bill
of materials.

SIS060ud

B.O.M. specified a WOX15.5.
W6X16 installed.

gtiffener clamps installed where
B.O.M. indicated use of standard
clamps. (Two instances.)

Incorrect parts installed in
vendor supplied pre-engineered
support assemblies. (Three
instances.)

Wvhile the instruction attachments do not describe the
w6x15.5, the inspectors have been provided with coples of
the dimensions for detailing for the commonly used
structural shapes from both the seventh and eighth
editions of the AISC Manual. This is a site fabricated
plece, and there are significant differences between the
W6X15.5 and W6X16. The difference in flange width 1is
readily apparent. Level III Mechanical Inspector
recommends that this item be treated as attributable to
inspector technique.

while it was not the intent of the CSR Engineer that
vendor fabrication dimensions be reverified. The
Aifference between a standard clamp and a stiffener clamp
is readily apparent. Level III Mechanical Inspector
recommends that these items be treated as attributable to
inspector technique.

T™wo clamps and one rear bracket. Detailed verification of
vendor fabrication dimensions is not normally assoclated
with installation inspections. The bill of materials
specifies items by size and vendor part number. Only
those dimensions necessary to erect the assembly are
normally given on the B.O.W. and the drawing. The vendor
drewings are provided to the inspectors only to enable
them to verify that the correct assembly was installed, by
part number and size. It was not intended that stock
sizes of subassemblies be reverified. Level III
Mechanical Inspector recommends that these items not be
treated as attributable to inspector technique.
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PIPR SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEW OBSERVATIONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DRSCRIPTION OF NEW OBSERVATION

COMMENT

configuration - Verify
that all items of the
installed support are
the same as those
indicated on the bill
of materials

|

-

LSOOG

Rod couplings irstalled with two
jam nuts where bill of materials
calls for one jam nut. (Two
instances.)

B.0.M. specified rod couplings
can not be dimensionally
verified to approved vendor
catalogs. (Two instances.)

B.0.M. specified an ITT Grinnell
Fig. H.8. 45 assembly. Locations
of welded washer plates on the
assembly 40 not agree with vendor
fabrication dimensions.

B.0.M. specified a 307N snubber.
A J06N snubber is installed.

Hardware is correctly installed. The checklist
instructions refer to S&L Drawing m-919 for author 1zed
additions, substitutions and tolerances. "-919 specifies
that two jam nuts be used with the rod coupling. The
inspectors interpreted the use of the extra nut as an
approved tolerance. Level III mechanical Inspector
recommerds that these items not be treated as attributable
to inspector technique.

visual examination of these couplings shows them to
apparently be ITT Grinnell Fig. 79. Size is determined by
r1d diameter, which is correct. WNormal installation
inspection does not include dimensional verification of
vendor fabricated parts. Level I1I Mechanical Inspector
recommends that these items not be treated as attributable
to inspector technique.

visual examination of this assembly shows it to apparently
be an ITT Orinnell Fig. H.8. 45. Length and depth of C
shapes is correct. Normal installation inspection does no
include verification of vendor fabrication dimensions.
Level 111 Mechanical Inspector recommends that this itewm
not be treated as attributable to inspector technique.

The 306N and 307N snubbers are identical, except that the
J07N is fitted with an extension plece. In this case, 1t
would not be possible to install the specified 307N, there
is either a detailing error on the drawing or & clerical
srror on the B.0.M. The difference between a snubber with
or without the extension plece, is readily apparent.

Level 111 Mechanical Inspector recommends that this ites
be treated as attributable to inspector technique.
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PIPR SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEW OBSERVATIONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF NEW OBSERVATION

configquration - Verify
that all items of the
installed support are
the same as those
indicated on the bill
of materials.

LIS0000d

B.O.M. specified a WBX17. A
¥8xX21 is installed. Attachment
to beam is not located as shown
on drawing.

while the instruction attachments 4o not describe the
wBX17, the inspectors have been provided with coples of
the dimensions for detalling for the commonly used
structural shapes from both the seventh and eighth
editions of the AISC manual. The dimension given for
locating the sttachment to this beam wes urmorkable with
w8X21, and apparently would not have worked with the
specified wBX17. while the differences between the
installed and the specified item may not have been readlly
apparent the attachment discrepancy should have been.
Level 111 Mechanical Inspector recommends that this itew
be treated as attributable to inspector technique.
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PIPE SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEW OBSERVATIONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF NEW OBSERVATION

Component dimensions -

Verify the component
dimensions to the bill

of materials and the
support sketch.

Component dimensions -
Verify that the

installation tolerances
for components comply
with CSR checklist
instructions.

STCog00d

B.O.M. specified / 4" x 4" x
172" x 0'-6". / 3 1/2" x

31/72" x 3/8" x 0'-6" installed.

B.O.M. specified / 3" x 3" x
3/8" x 0'-1 3/4". /3" x 3" x
1/4" x 0'-1 3/47 tm:allod.

B.O.M. specified a 1/2" x 0'-9"
x0'-9" C.8. 3/4" x 0'-9" x
0'-10" C.8. installed.

Drawing specified 1/16" typ.
clearance pipe is in hard
contact on one side with 5/32"

clesarance on opposite side.

Hard dimensions for these / shapes were shown on the
B.0.M. The inspector identified the discrepancy and falle
to transcribe the information from his notes to the
inspection documents. Level III Mechanical Inspector
recommends that thic item be treated as attributable to
inspector technique.

The increase from 1/2" to 3/4" in thickness of the 1is
acceptable. The increase form 0'-9" to 0'-10" exceeds
allowable tolerances by 0'-1/2". This informstion was
avallable to the inspector. Level II1 Mechanical
Inspector recommends that this item be treated as
attributable to inspector technique.

The hard contact on one side is acceptable. The
cumulative clearance on the opposite side exceeds allowabl
tolerance by 1/32°. Swmall bore piping moves about
relatively freely within this type support. It is likely
that the original inspector did not have contact on either
side, with the excess 1/32" distributed on both sides.
Measurements of less than 1/32" taken from both side of a
moveable object can esasily contribute to minor errors.
Level 111 Mechanical Inspector recommends that this item
not be considered attributable to inspector technique.
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PIPE SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEV OBSERVATIONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF NEW OBSERVATION

Component dimensions -
Verify that the
installation tolerances
for components comply
with CSR checklist
instructions.

61S000G3

“C*" dimension on clamp by vendor
fabrication dimensions should be
1 7/16", "C" dimension on
installed -lamp is 1",

"A" dimensions from centerline
U-Bolt to end of hanger member
is 1/16" out of tolerance.

Rear Bracket installed out of
location tolerance.

"Cc" dimensions is a vendor fabrication dimension for a
spacer between the clamp ears. This 1is not a dimension
which 1s normally assoclated with installation

inspection. The clamp is part of a higher vendor supplied
asssmbly, and by type visually appears to be correct.
Level III Mechanical Inspector recommends that this item
not be treated as attributable to inspector technique.

This dimension was specified as 1| 3/4", with a + 1/27
tolerance. (Min. dim. 1 5/16".) Installed at 1 1/4%. By
design, the bolt holes are larger than the U-Bolt. The
U-Bolt is not centered in the holes. If it were, the
tolerance worild be met. MNote that the only tightness
inspection is "hand tight.” It is not unlikely that at
the time of the original inspection, there was no
discrepancy. Level III Mechanical Inspector recommends
that this item not be treated as attributable to inspector
technique.

This rear bracket 1s welded in place, out of specified
location. Hard dimensions are shown on the drawing, and

tolerances are provided as attachments to the
instructions. Level III Mechanical Inspector recommends
that this item be treated as attributable to inspector
technique.
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PIPE SUPPORT REVERIFICATION PLAN
ANALYSIS OF NEV OBSERVAT IONS

ATTRIBUTE, INSTRUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF NEV OBSERVATION

COMMENT

Location of Attachment to
owplmnnl steel -
where the support
attaches to supp lementary
steel, verify that the
location of the attach-
ment does not deviate
from that specified on
on the design drawing.

0zsoovnd

Location of Attachment of support
to supplementary steel out of
allowable tolerances. (TwoO
instances.) .

This item was not a specific step in the original
inspections. The dimension is not normally shown on the
drawing. 1t is secondary to the specified centerline
location of the support relative to the pipe. The csm
checklist instructions and S&L drawings specifically state
that location is relative to the plipe. subsequent tO the
original inspections, clarification was requested and
received from CSR engineering. Application of the new,
correct interpretation of the instructions resulted in
these 1tems becoming observations. Level III Bechanical
Inspector recommends that these items not be treated as
attributable to inspector technique.
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ATTRIBUTABLE ATTRIBUTABLE 10
TO INSPECTOR | PACTORS OTHER THAN
REVERIFICATION ATTRIBUTES TECHNIQUE TECQNIQUE
ATTRIBUTE 81
(CONFIGURATION) 5 7
ATTRIBUTE #2
(COMPONENT DIMENSIONS VERIFIED 10 2 0
SUPPORT DRAWINGS AND BILL OF
MATERIAL)
ATTRIBUTE #3
(COMPONENT DIMENSIONS VERIFIED T0 1 3
INSTALLATION TOLERANCES
ATTRIBUTE 84
LOCATION OF ATTACHMENTS 10 0 2
SUPPLEMENTARY STEEL
TOTAL 8 12

(16873)
EV000521



Date: /X85

TO: MENZO CUNTON

FROM: Ed Shevlin
SUBJECT: CSBIM2.CIRIMI.CSRIME CHZRLT IMITRUCTIONS

/. N I-30-8S . INOIVDURL WITRUCTION 70 EACK INJECTOK WS GIVEN NEATTVE TD
HANGER DISREMNCIE) FOUND DULING THE REVERIFICRATION: UMERE I RECOMMENS -
ED T X TMIT R FINbING LRI ATTRIBUTROLE TO /NIPECTIR TE(AN/OUE, THAT
FINONG LIRS DISCUSSED IN DETR/IC LIITH TRE RESAONVBLE INOVIDURL. ERCH
INVOLVED INIPECTOR UNDERSTANLS THE NATURE AND DETRIS OF THE DISREPRNCY) ANS
THE TECHNIQUE IO BE ENVLONED TO PREVENT RELUBLENE .

2. O /-3-85, A GRAUP SESS/ON WRS PRESENTED By MYIELF TO PROVIOE FEEABICK oW
THE RELUS OF THE REVERIF/CRTION. THE SPETIFIC LETTER AND INTENT OF THE (K.
L/ST INSTRLETICWS WERE DISCUSSEDL IN DETRIL. TWIO CSR EMG/NELRS BESE W ATT-
ENOANCE . Rl CUESTIONS RANED LERE RNILERED TO My SATIFACTION RND THAT OF

THE INSPECTORS.

3. I AM CONFIDENT THAT R CLEAL RND UINIFOLN LINOERSTRMUING. CF TNE REGUIRE MENTS
FOR PIPE SLPRAT INPECTIONS EXTS) ANS THAT LIE (AN PROCEED LTk TRE
INIPECTION OF TRE REMRIKOEL CF THESE POPULATIONS WW/iTHOUT RUT/CIPRTION OF

PROBLEMS.
Y. COPIES OF THE REBOUP SESSION RTTENDANCE ROSTERS RRE ATACHEL.
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Attachment 1]
Page 1 of 1

Areas of Question or Concern

1. Cat Inspector identified that # 6" angle iron stiffener specified on
the drawing and the Bill of Material was not installed. BCAP
Inspector had reported this plece inaccessible for verification in |
the checklist Remarks column, due to its parent in place beam being 1
boxed in. (M-003-032)

2. CAT Inspector identified that the shelf bracket angle irons for the
supplementary steel on one support were not the specified size or
weight. BCAP Inspector failed to transcribe this observation from
his notes to the reinspection documentation. (M-003-008)

3. CAT Inspector identified that a welded attachment to in-place steel
on one support was incorrectly located. BCAP Inspector failed to
identify this discrepancy. (M-002-054)

4. CAT Inspector was concerned that instructions did not provide for
verifying specified location of support attachments to supplementary
steel (Generic)

08280
EV000527
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Attachment 2
Page 1 of 2

Reverification Plan

1. Checklists to provide for reverification of the characteristics
identical to or similar to the areas of concern are to be developed
by the BCAP Mechanical Level 111 Inspector, and approved by the
Inspection Supervisor.

2. Inspectors involved in the reverification are to be provided with
instructions to assure a complete and uniform understanding of the
attribute areas to be reverified. Specific training on the use of

the reverification checklist and applicable CSR instructions will de
provided.

3. Control measures are to be established to assure that no inspector
will be tasked to reverify his/her own work.

4. The inspector performing a reverification is not to be provided with
the results of the original inspection. He/she will be furnished
with the applicable drawings, instructions and the reverification
checklist. The reverification inspector will not be made aware of
the identity of the original BCAP inspector.

5. Observations made by the reverification inspectors will be compared
with the results of the original inspections by a team of specially
designated inspectors. Where an observation is made during
reverification which was not made during the original inspection, a
Certified Lead Quality Inspector (Mechanical) will reexamine the
subject characteristic to determine the validity of the new
observation. If valid, the new observation will be processed in
accordance with current BCAP procedures. 1f the new observation is
determined by the Certified Lead Quality Inspector to be invalid,
the reverification inspector will be shown, to his satisfaction, the
reason for the determination of invalidity. The reverification
inspector's acknowledgment of invalidity will be documented on the
reverification checklist. Contested new observations will be
processed in accordance with current BCAP procedures,

ENO%0528
08280



Attachment 2
Page 2 of 2

Results of the reverification will be analyzed to determine
individual inspector or group deficiencies. 1In the event that such
deficiencies become apparent, appropriate instruction or training
will be developed, submitted to BCAP Management for approval, and
presented to the inspectors. At the time of decision that
additional training is indicated, further support inspections by
individuals or by group will be discontinued until such training has
been completed.

Support inspectior attributes outside the scope of the NRC CAT
questions and concerns are not addressed by this plan.

Documents controlled by BCAP procedures initiated or corrected as a
result of this plan will be processed and retained in accordance
with the applicable procedures.

Checklists, notes or other documents initiated as a result of this
plan but not controlled by BCAP procedures will be processed and
retained as directed by BCAP Management.

Forme to implement this Plan are attached.
’

EC000529
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POPULRTION: LRROE BORE MON Ritid PIPE SUWPARTS v -0 % SUrroRT MO | csx AxG. MO

RITR/BUTE S PN  INSTRXCTIONS ACCEPT RETECT | QBIERVAITON DESCRIPTION & REROLT NO.

CONFIGURRTION | VERIFY mmum OF THE INJTRUED

W ﬁ SAME RS TWOSE INDKRTED

OF MATERIALS. VERIFY W
A(W E WITN INSTRIXCTION 3.1: CSR-
ZL-M-3, REV. L.

COMPONENT VERIFY THE COMAONENT DIMEN)IONS TO TNE o
DIMMEN SION'S RILL OF MATERIALS AND THE SUPRORT SKERH, 2
VERIFY IN ACCORDANCE W/ITH INSTRUCTION S
<./, CS“.Z'M° 5., REV. L. (=)
COMPAONENT VERIFY THAT INSTRUATION TOLERANCES =
DYMENSIONS FOR COMPONENTS COMPLY LITH INSTRUCT- &

ION 4.2, CSR-I-M-3, REV. L.

LOCRTION OF UNERE THE SUPPOLT RITACKES TO SUPPLEMEN-
ATTACAMENT TO | TARY STEEL VERIFY THAT THE LOCATION OF THE
SUPPLEMENTRRY | RTTACKMENT TO THE SUPIUEMENTARY STEEL
SIEL DAOES NOT DEVIRTE FROM TilRT SPECIFIED N
THE SLPROLT DEALING. . RUOWABLE TOL~
ERANCES RRE SHOWM O INSTRICTION (R -
I-M-3, ATRCHMENT 1. PRGE 47, PRRA. 2.

AND PRGE 9. PARA. /3.

PEEMRED | DATE \CKELKLLT RPPRONED | DATE | INSAELTEX DRTE  |LERD INSIECTOR | DATE
%&w e clZ. T/sfes
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(Bchf Memg ® 569
AThAckmenr 4

January 31, 1985
BCAP Memo #593

T0: R. L. Byers

FROM: G. M. Orlov

SUBJECT: Observations resulting from Pipe Support Verification Plan

The additional observations generated as a result of the BCAP Pipe
Support Reverification Plan have been reviewed. It is apparent from

this reviewv that the BCAP inspections should, for future inspections,
continue to verify dimensions of vendor supplied "catalog" items that
constitute hanger assemblies in the manner in vhich these verifications
vere performed during the "Reverification” activities. This action will
provide assurance that pipe support components are installed in accordance

with the specified design and will address questions identified by

’

the CAT.
thm)w
G. M. Orlov
BCAP Assistant Director
GMO/ jan
cc: N. Kaushal
M. Clinton

BCAP File Q 69.60.3

E2000536




GCAP memp *547
AﬂALﬁME'J’ Y

Date: /385

TO: MENZO CUNTON
FROM: Ed Shevlin

SUBJECT: CSLIM2.,CIR-IMI.CSEIME CHERIT IMITRUCTIONS

/. ON1-30-8S . INDIVIODURL WITRUCTION 7D ERCH INIECTOR LiRS GIVEN REANTVE TD
HANGERL DISREBNCIE) FOUND DURING THE REVERIFICATION: UMERE I RECONIMENS -
£) TV YW THAT R FINOING WA RITRIBUTRALE TO INIPECTIR TE(AN/DUE. TRAT
FINOING LIRS D/SCUSSED IN DETR/IC LiTH THE RESPONVBLE INNVIDURL. ERCH
INVOLVED INIPECTOR UNDERSTRNLS THE NATURE AND DETR/S CF THE DIXREFPRNCY) RND
THE TECHNIQUE O BE ERIONED TO PREVENT RECURRENE .

. ON 1-3-85, A GROUP SESS/ION WRS PRESENTED BY MYIELF TD PANIOE FEEMICK QW
THE REATS OF THE REVERIFICRTION. THE SPECIFIC LETTER AND INTENT OF THE WECk:
L/ST INSTRLE TIONS UERE DISCUSSED IN DETRIL. TWO CSR ENG/NEEES BELL W RTT-
ENOANCE . R CUESTIONS RASED UIERE RNIUERED TO MY SATISFRTION RND THAT OF
THE INSPECTORS.

. Z AW CONFIDENT THAT R CLERR RND UNIFOUN LINOERSTANING. CF THE REGUIREMENTS
Ol PIPE SLBART INSPECTIONS EXISTS: ANS THAT LIE (AN PROCEED L/ THE
INSPECTION OF THE REMAINDER CF THESE POPUATIONS WITHAT RUT/CIPRTION OF
PROBLEMS.

9 COPIES OF THE RBOP SESSION RTTENDANCE ROSTERS REE RAVANED.

ECCC0537



"B YEE T TEERE R Y W™ e

TRAINING SESSION

bject: ClL-I-m2 g,gl-.r- me  Csg-xm-2 Date! 23085
_ONECKL T NS TRUCTIONS __Duration: 2.9

BADGE
MAME MO, CPT. ﬁl_(_‘;ﬂAI]JP,

B, Jose y niborél BCAf e
i muﬂ’é sis-s6 g5 Begl L

(—~”36/J/ .

P4l $ Topes QuLzsa Bl

(39:- Lodxe 580 LCAP
U7 Z)@,&,) 292472208 L0 s

. WABRD 7 - .S‘éff37 26 s & & E/p M &j
S 5/4(. Eam& S 59 5169 é(’,lf IéZz é

: bm E u@uke; a50-04-3315 BCAEL ‘é/‘jdé ‘;‘ :{Q
é/EUA) _Md GUA@H; OF¥ 321y BCAP
L : ‘qlmflﬂﬂa(/jh,_ ‘ uafiiLsc LAl

'M{h,,

FOO0NS7<

ins
—Remarks: _Séc frgernes auzy I?ag:dor AJA«




P2l ) e bYW ATV Y - ..

TRAINlNG SESSION

;UbjeCt:_m:-.r-m 2 Bse-rm3 Ourmé Date: 13185
G T IWITRLDOK) Duration:_2¢
BADGE

PRINT FULL MAME MO DGERT.  SIGNATURE
- Dyt T Tdomzon) 222002 807

. NThee A SEATH RS D

s s L M ksl 14752000 K0 A7)

2. faed M, S SEEST  SFrxdsk BZ Al Lo f

*» B wsusivd BLAP Y o ec

6. | Deyic B lalawes 255048375 BLAP. > A‘{/L\/
7. Lueww e Cendgary Q€Y 3: 13y BAD o w«_ / |

_ 7
:'_.:'.:m_.alaz@"/ ooy 38e pResl

0. ' C

e > P

0. [20C0519

Instruct
Remarks: Sz A7 Ziame samec or's /élé—/-




/ 4&6(/.»[* ': fl AL /A’C: AL A pat s f»— & "/~ TARLL / 5 :

/ : e ‘ - J/ 7 .
LA D, LA it €L aatriiadls 8 —_— e ta R ," S il .y P 7 O, Lo
-

‘144'(‘&[&& /l° ‘4. Al AP //.KA(&‘../ i-tath I _,94/“4‘6_‘; e -

s e a o VWL .,uf.‘.u.

l'

/> 'z‘u, wr A (V _.x‘-/./q\ ke T /.A-."a»&'-‘ X Gl i

.

L

LA, 21 A ,a’..%‘ 7, Jx)_A*-..‘(f'J;« C{J( "/';4":',.;.‘ 5(
o " Az "'.Lflid; 7 A ‘.A,‘ ’/»'-/I ¢~,l’/ ,t.rr{éé'. d:-t 7.:' oy
N U Sl W D ES ol R &7 “pes A‘. ./ IMZAA.&Z! L%
- \(7. e -’.{' ) L PR &41 lal o e ‘I /-/; 1~(‘: (f Lk ln At Z/& / AL
/' -'- . ’-"‘. i f._;/ . &w 4& I /Q,(M -A. /,.és CL*R Wb
> //; ik CC L pind SR Lo Cndion Lr o St e P b,
L% ’/‘ > .dcl ,f ‘ "-l- ageal 5 1.‘.-( u/:—~ ZM- PP 7 o M - .'[a‘ ) -
» ¥ L l,_;‘ P ‘/i - /.; o4 Z;.rn t/ /.1_ ﬂ.,‘:.‘\..-f_;xﬂ i A v z‘,‘( ‘.’.Pt.__ P ™
fﬁ:. e & ;_4:;-._ ‘S o das ’ ——A .(ia.'J “« ’."f‘t
S, - zenT s i ‘. aaZll rd evrea i
' Pl . ‘
-~ N
f”' - {:’- - s ‘:‘ rn _7'&4?. /:’ -J AL~ .4 o P }/ ML&'. 78" w4 {-._
R ri o *._// vl ’«4«.4,: .v‘; :x‘ P 15(4.4; Ry ;’*”4 I b
P2 5/-' ;/{w/j~ . SR F P ﬁd Crhod T ZL ‘ s Pl . AL urt e,

Lo drri Wi’ it Laigicls f,_,., “ botd wios 2aX n-q-wé!r mLe

A aarisne ”. .".4;14,&‘ REVE ~.u N ,J/.% Lanadl % ‘JAA MJZ
{ //abmw[:“c(//JmM o 4 J«K'uf Phnssc Goislie 5 AL u
Yhe el ~/ 2k JMMAL",.?/ edid ke nur StacaTle,
wrcit 4 frouieiie 4> Gk code v or?) Cowiuwet aXn
PAba - ., .,[/ b it A{:.;Lf»q,é.n o Kl amminid / o A
@.Q{z{l Lamek 7 awcinked Jv-‘,.uL- P ’ b rsraksl A _4%“/
/"-7(0./- e if b /‘o- L Te £ /:.L;uZn ,L/u.w /".,
*A /4.7_'; i Z-r' o A ’J"JM s /.14/644#(“ Lot ,494,61,&'
M/r&:‘z-‘{;.r[’rlllwf / /,,»u-u,[.»é c--' /'( Al maﬁd S CJ&
/.Lal(.,(_},('ﬂzfﬂ Tpiod L/; t (,'l»t‘-é.d/ rE .‘-Nbu_m,[r' o h (L_

/6/.4'“-11\ 2 alte w«:.u'-’.; o™, U Cintrgnl -::ﬂ:‘. # -7 PIOTP,

EV0007177



-

> 7 2 ’
/ J /7
- / 4‘.;'.‘_1.4‘ o oL AluLuyd  7a {"'- Ly A 4"4/-:“.50- -«
¢ » . 4 . ,/
el nt rndeimsle al sveprele. oL & Eip Cldtsinbied. o
X,

v T Hh (ast I vhol . Jf' u{uum._~' Lol r oML '(./ “u«f'
g/,u-; TS G A iy O t-qc/f/ ud-,um &
P s At // ‘rrr(ﬂ(l_.( / ,4. ~~¢L/ ,r.A./.wa./A_. . fé
wmiperle o QS A Long 7 Mivaien Thadl cddZeral
’.&.L’«Lf( ‘< (’Afﬂ.&l«,‘ M‘l_w’ _(qffo;,{ A’L‘f’(( fm A~
PRPISED SIS -l“rA:n.“ i (L {see s T xeird, 2 At .,Au.d f:lu.ow L /w‘,‘_,
. ' ¢

/i
Pom vl L ek

7 7/ Y _{4.- -raf»;d{(a/:':}o- o7 S /(;{ tf,L,_‘: w=f
’ 7 =
A1 Gme Pk L umr(LiddO A, | xn el afl Zucalonsd
4 g.,c\ff 7’[/ e r< //' Lu-(,, // LS IﬂM M“d

Skttt T/-LA(

g ..M/r % 4 /vou,ctf[«ﬁ. (nm owlouke ~ e B d N
AT s dg Lere Gl TV tde P *";’é““"’\_ /‘; :"
7— /""" /l.a.'z ""L{t ’l A J“‘ ;ﬁh ~ /J".Lt‘ il AW4 L /..'. C
> LALL (c:u on K Ao KT 1/ JA. g/a.o.. w ki b Pleccasid
G re A '-'54.(;‘; Ews :C""r.c,.__ -f/_ ./‘. A
- LD A

/€ /7/.;" 1/ é ’,44 e f L _,/I"-(c B z ’ 0_4.7_“./‘[ Al B
«J/ ‘/ J« /u‘ o /-u?‘ e J'T .’4&:& ‘:; Vool T
/ z'Cuﬂ_u/_L‘ tar” // /h&. Va logpr . 4 -»-f\ ,/‘J.r ,..(d':_ >3

7%-‘-’ M» lu .-g"l ll"“‘”"
-~

’&..&’:f« Via)es 7};..\

p0000718



([—. £ a < € ‘:,/Xo.ll. Lk t:.’;iu
S A ave aol resda Lica VA g
(L.; 2 4,4 Vet u'.f F f: .

Acaligeia vkt Thl o el Eackilea £ s A
.#
Umirlene gl v mra “v*‘/““f . "t xeld A Lpsriygide
!
v»s/“Z—, /ﬁ Lo,

ol P taicidint. L

-
.
A,.?(-Z:., de"ﬁunto—:‘.':/,

/s

- ”~
P Sl g tr

fl -4

J

rho f o pelaid TV dosatl e J 7
il 2 '.{‘-{ ._/I"é C.(« ' <7l

- e d L AL

/,
T w»-f‘/"j' ATl "~/_,; 5 ~_44 'A/ 4(44,‘4 ..C(f_,{)_- Iu ’f’f

7/

, /7
% /w“’_/‘/fj""’ ‘f” 14,_(. 4"1,1/1- (7/ JOff(;, (’:.ﬂ /lltﬂt

bof/‘/xfﬁ 1,144.. —{.,l

,/ /

/. -
p 1:,, C T A ¢ ’L)-/ 7 v ’/ 1' J«#{WJ/ “l
. ' .
7‘/_ I hk L i, ’f/fa”'.

Ao bl o/t AJJ./ 7 7Y 4
../U...;QA 2t AecaZirs

- > e 1 <apal /o‘( 7 ;
s ’
}/‘/‘ ‘/4,’_1’ vd./ - - AS

/

' 0000719

“‘*—A A




Date: /-/28Y

TO: MENIO CUNTON
FROM: E3 Shevlin
SUBJECT: WNRC CAT FIND/ANAS

/. CSR-IMOY-0O24: NRC FOUNG ONE DIMENSION RTCEPIED BY BCAP INVECTOR
WHICK SHOULD HAVE BEEN RETE(TED, AND ONE REJECTED WHIK UKS ATEPTRBLL
CONCUR. THE HORIZONTRL DIMENSION IWAS INCORRECTLY PRESENTED ON TRE DRAWING
IN THRT THE CKRIN INNENSIONS MALE DOUBLE USE OF THE TWIANESSES OF TWO FLANGES .
THE JMIPROPER PREPREATION OF THE DRRW/N(x CONTR/BUTED TD THE INSPECTOR ERRAOL.
BOTH THE BCAP ANE NRC INSPECTORS WERE IN ERROR IN RESIKTS OBTRINCD QW THE
HORIZON TRL MERSUREMENT. THE VERTICAL DIMIENIION WAS INCORRELTLY MEASLRED BY
TRE DBCRF INSPECTOE. ThE CRBES OF BOR INCORRECT IMERSURENENT) KAVE BEIN
nﬁgﬂ;ﬁwﬂﬂ RND DVSCUSSED W/TH THE INSPECTOR . 138 DECISIONS: 3 ERRORS (178 %

CCURACY ).
(SR-I-M-O4%-CRY-1 REVISED TO W ORIORRTE NEW FINOINGS.

EV000722



(CORRECTED COPY- /TEM 5

Date: -/ 8Y

T0O: MEN2IO CLNTON
FRONM: Ed Shevlin
SUBJECT: WNRC CAT FINONG S

I M-ISXO6OLBR . NRC FOUND R WELIED BEAM RTTACKTENT S Ve * OFF BESIGH
LOCATION. (QUAITION WAs NOT FOUNY BY BCAP INSPECTOR.
CONCUR. CSR-Z-M-2-054-3 IN/TIRTED. 218 BECISIONS . 2 ERRCES 190,13 ATLMACY

2. M- I(S049002S . NRC FOUNLA X €XG X Yo NOT INSTRLLED.
CONCUR., BCRP INSFECTOR QUL NI VERIFY THE 1EBM DURING INSPECTION. THIS
WAL NTTED IK REMBRLS COLUMN RT THE TUNE OF INVECTION, R (OVER PLATE /S
LHELDED N PIRCE OMER THE REER OF THE X STIFFENLR. THE INSPECTOR DIb NOT
INITIRTE AN QBSERVATION DERAE OF THE INATESSIBIUTY. HE NOTED THAT KE

COULD NOT VERIFY LUHETHER Ok MY THE PIECE WIS INITALLED. LIPON REINIPECTION,
IT WHS DETERMINED THAT TWE PULE BS NOT INSTALLED. CSE-I-M-03-03-2

INITIRTED. 139 DECISIONS ., | ERRCE . € 99.3 Yo ACTURACY).
. M-ICO02S. NRC RV BAP INPECTOR IN RGREEMENT  F7 DECISIONS O ERROLS.
9. m /S/O?OQK. NRC ANb BCRP INISPECTOR IN AGREEMENT. 165 DECISION: . O ERROKS .

e =y
5.%{ 029V.) NRC IDENTIFIED FOUR X BRACES WHIH Did NOT QONRORA TO
8L DIMENSIONS SHOUK O THe B.OM,
CONCUR. BCAP INSPECTOR IBENTIFIED THI PROBLEN , BUT FALED TO TRANIGAE The
INECRMBIION FROM HES NOTES TO THE INSIECTION DCEIRIENTATION. CS8-Z M08 008
INITIATED. 228 DECISIONS s B ERROES. 196.5 Y RCCLIACY).

EN000723



EVALUATION

NAME P/?/'I o 7/%#/’;0«/ BADGE & 5:2- 74 856C \eveL 47

Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (V) for Unsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: //S-&S5
on applicable line:

Specifications. Codes,

and Standards SATISFACTORY il

(2) Knowledge of duties UNSATISFACTORY

(3) Performance of duties

(4) MAccuracy of reporting duties

bbb b

|
|
|
|
(1) Knowledge of Procedures, OVERALL RATING (Check one):
|
|
|

LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS N

Con e 1GucAT v AND COMFoneNT LiME NS ons G oy (SC-I-Moe-034
REMARKS CSR-1-M-03-057, C=® - J-M-02- 033 C=k.I-M-0¢-044, g

QYER YNz PecTion STiMulare B NOC CA7  FounwnGs

et 7l e ;
EVALUATOR 1 M TITLELLRE (iR 17 ) ya)5Fiion
EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE : DATE _/-/5 =P

EN000724



' EMPLOYEE EVALUATION

we P S TemrEs BADGE & §23-80-505F eve. _ Z

Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (V) for Unsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: /- /S~ J&'4
on applicable line: S ——

(1) Knowledge of Procedures, OVERALL RATING (Check one):
Specifications, Codes,
and Standards SATISFACTORY

(2) Kknowledge of duties UNSATISFACTORY

(3) Performance of duties

(4) MAccuracy of reporting duties

o - e

LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS __ Ao N5

REARKS (oulRotibATions & BoaRoNtw” Yimparsions LPLC M. LSET-#-0f - ot
Lt l Za500C 0y STMUATED By pac CAT Finvdmes

EVALUATOR - TITLE 4 oqég
r<

EMPLOYEE SIGNATUR /;;/////KW/ DATE £ 45/

.
v . 3 >

A
. 2
”
~

EN000725
00430



. EMPLOYEE EVALUATION

wee AL s Joaks

BADGE # 523-f. 5055 Lever D

Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (V) for Unsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: /-5 £S5
on applicable line: Logs

(1) Knowledge of Procedures,
Specifications, Codes,
and Standards

OVERALL RATING (Check one):
SATISFACTORY v
(2) Knowledge of duties UNSAT1SFACTORY

(3) Performance of duties

X

(4) MAccuracy of reporting duties

LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS /\/odz-’

COL."GJ"p T,,,.’ ﬂN[’ co”-a(A’L'A 7 [’/ Al A'31(~':_ &(,‘ M(; C:’l iM “ 'Cl’
- b v
REMARKS (sP-I-M-C3-004 AN (=€ I- M cé-026E DVER INSPLcTien

STmuissd BY ANRC (AT I /NONGS

EVALURTOR %M TITLELLRL LuAli?7 INSrecioe

EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE é/////%/ . DRTE /(é(/;

00437 g )0726



' EMPLOYEE EVALUATION

MAME @ﬂj 7/7”@"54«/ BADGE 8 512 74 &35 LEvEL é—

- . -Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (V) for uUnsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: //S5-&5
©on applicable line:

(1) Knowledge of Procedures,

OVERALL RATING (Check one):
Specifications, Codes,

and Standards < SATISFACTORY -

{2) Knowledge of duties = UNSATISFACTORY

(3) Performance of duties O

(4) MAccuracy of reporting duties =
....... —LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS !J(;Qt’

Con e i GuehT i And COMFoncNT LUIMENS cus G Moy (s8-I'm 0&-034

T T"T T REMARKS CsE- 1-M-03-051, C=s®&-I-M-0x- 0633 Cok-I-M-o¢c-014.

LR Nz PecTion STiMulaien B NC CA7T  Foun i nGs
| 7 Y .
T TTEVALUATOR 7 @4« tme[g//%’td///‘j [4)3FL<Tore
T T EMPLOYEE SIGNRTURE / DATE / -ZJ3 —’£ S—

EN000727




' EMPLOYEE EVALUATION

we YU 5. TerEs BADGE ® §27-80-S059eve. _ Z

Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (U) for Unsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: /- /S~ 4
on applicable line: e

(1) Knowledge of Procedures, OVERALL RATING (Check one):
Specifications, Codes,

and Standards S SATISFACTORY o
(2) Knowledge of duties s UNSATISFACTORY
(3) Performance of duties S
(4) Accuracy of reporting duties S
LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS &ea[
REMARKS PR A FoN Ear? 4 L T-A- 04 - O

rRE CRT FomndwkS

EVALUATOR : p: TITLE 7 sorpocke
s

EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE /;{;//4/%/4%/ DATE fé:fé

. EeuOnyrg
43



EMPLOYEE EVALUATION

NAME A2 P A.TQA/J"& BADGE 8 923-% 555 LEVEL z

Enter (S) for Satisfactory

or (V) for unsatisfactory EVALUATION DATE: -45-£S
on applicable line: LGS

(1) Knowledge of Procedures, OVERALL RATING (Check one):
Specifications, Codes,

and Standards S SATISFACTORY v
(2) Knowledge of duties = UNSATISFACTORY
(3) Performance of duties =
(4) Accuracy of reporting duties _ =
LIST SPECIFIC PROBLEMS /"/0/\/1"
CON"’C"/"‘YIIA’ ‘Np CG”#&A;AT [ ’/‘.43"~3 R(, ~’(3 C‘pl M o‘ c“‘,

REMARKS (oD-I-M-G3-004 AN CE € I M 06 -02E.  Dutl (NSPicTien
Siruiseo BY NEC CRT  F/IRODNGSD

EVALUATOR W%‘ SITLELLLY Luhli?) INSFeciae

EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE é//// /A’/ DATE /é(éf

500007”9



TO:

.

Date: /L//-85

MUNZO CUNTON

FROM: Ed Shevlin
SUBJECT: /MECK / WEL INSPECTION (1RO MELTAG

1. NRC (NERINSPELTIONS FOR DECEMBER | NO QUESTIONT OR COMERN!
2. NIC CAT FINDINGS: THE DVFFEBENCES BETWEEN BCRP RANS CAT INSPECTION BESULS

3

9.

LIERE DISCULSED.
SOME SMALL BORE PiPING RNE INSTRUMENT TUBING. POPUATION RILL BE COMBNED.

DO NOT RUSK INSPECTIONS. BARE EFFICIENILY » BUT BE SURE 0 TRRE ENQUGH TIME 70
DO EXK NSPECTION COMPLETELY AN COREECTLY.

DOUBLE CHECE TO ASSURE THAT RLL INFORRIRION /5 CORLELTTY RAD COMILETELY TRANSTUBLY
FROM NOVES TO GURLITY DOCUKIENTS

CHELK HANGER RITACKIENT T BEANIS . COLUMNS RN PUATES FelR SPECIFIED LOCATIONS
CUOSELY. THE (AT INSPELTORS RRE FIND/NG. WY TO BE INROPEELY LOCATED. [ NON-

BCAP INSPECTED ) .
DISCUSSED LBE OF LARGE BORE FITTING TRRE-QUT DIMENIIOAS UMHEN MEAIKING PIAING .

IF ROEQUATE BENCH MARKS RRE NOT AVAILABLE » PUT IN R SERVEES REGUEST FOK
FIELD ENSINEER SUPPOLT.

DISCUSSED CERTIFICRTION PIAN FOR NEW INSPECTOES . ASSIGNED INDNVIDURL T RSSIST
WITkK TRAINING. .




