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As I discussed with you on 11/22/96, the above report is technically incorrect. I

provided an explaination for my conclusion and a way to resolve the problem.
However, my solution was not implemeted; therefore the report is technically incorrect.
As I told you verbally on 11/22/96, I would NOT concur with the report as written. The
report was not changed as I specifically said and issued over my direct objections.

Sorry to take so long to reply in writing to your message, but I presumed some of your
concern had gone away after you participated in the enforcement conference with St.
Lucie on 12/10. Your message does not provide enough information for one to be
certain what you think is technically incorrect in what report. I presume you refer to the
St. Lucie report 96-22 on the misconnected nuclear instrumentation system, which I

discussed with you on 11/22/96. On that day I recall us discussing the revision you
were doing to your portion of the report, and you had a hard copy of the report that you
had made comments in the margin on other inspectors'ortions. The only technical
issue we discussed was the observations by the St. Lucie operators when the reactor
was about 5% power. Since that is all we discussed, I presume that is the part of the
report that you now feel is technically incorrect. I recall that you told me that it is your
experience that detector readings are so unreliable at 5% during startup, that one
should not have expected to observe a difference in detector response which would
lead one to recognize the misconnected Nls. I replied that the report input you
questioned came from Mark Miller, St. Lucie Senior Resident Inspector, and that I would
discuss it with him. I did so and he contends that the report words are accurate. I

believe we are talking about paragraph two oui page 10 of report 96-22. That
paragraph states that the inspector noted that the licensee's root cause evaluation
identified that several opportunities existed for identification of the miswired conditions
during power ascension testing. The report then describes how the the licensee's
documents state that the operators did observe anomomalous behavior of the Nl
instruments at 5% power. Because Miller's input was just reporting what the licensee
report documented, I have no reason to believe it is technically inaccurate. You and I

together on 12/1 0/96 both heard the St. Lucie plant manager repeat the story at the
enforcement conference, that the operators observed off-normal behavior of the Nls at
5% power, and I have no reason to doubt that it occurred as he described. I do not
therefore, believe that that portion of the report is technically inaccurate.

During our discussion on 12/22/96, that issue is the only. one I discussed with you in
detail. I recall asking you ifyou were making changes to other inspectors'eport
sections or just your own, and you said just your own. The only solution I recall you
mentioning was to delete part of Miller's report input, which I saw no reason to do after
talking with him. I do not recall you saying on 1 I/22/96 that you did not concur with the
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report as written. I recall you saying you would give me your suggested comments
written in the margin of the hard copy you had, and I asked you to give them to
Christensen, who was your acting Branch Chief that day and we would consider them. I

believe I repeated that request later at about 12:30 when I got a call from you and
Christensen, just before you left for the day.

The report was not issued by DRP but rather by'DRS several days later. I was just
trying to help push it toward conclusion on 11/22 in the absence of Casto, your Branch
Chief. I did not feel it proper to delete Miller's.report input in response to your comment
on 13/22/96: I hope that attending the enforcement conference and post meeting on
12/10/96 has provided us all enough information to have shown the 5% question to be
moot.

CC: ATP I.AFG, ATP1.CACI, SDE, MSM




