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PROCEEDRDINGS
(10:30 a.m.)

JUDGE BRENNFR: Good morning. To *hose of you
who have survived the first 10,000 pazes of this
proceeding, welcome back. Let's start off with a
nundane houseke2ping matter; that is, the location of
the hearings after the break, beginning the week of
October 11th, actually, beginning on Tuesday, October
12th.

I had mentioned during our conference call
that the Board would be very amenable; in fact, have a
slight preference, for scheduling the hearings in
Bethesia for the aonth of October. And I want to know
if there are any objections to that.

MR. REVELEY: We have none.

MR. BORDENICK: None whatsoever.

MR. LANPHER: We have none, understanding that
it is just for that month of October. Some of the
subsequent hearings I think we would like to have up
here. But understanding that, with thae Board's
schedule, that is no problem.

JUDGE BRENNER:s I don't want to state it guite
the way you just did, ¥r. Lanpher. We are contemplating
it for a particular time period and not for the rest of

the proceedings. So tha%t is correcte.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 MR. LANPHER: Just for Oc“.“coer is my
2 understanding.

‘ 3 JUDGE BRENNER: I 4on't want to state it that |
4 wvay because if we are in the middle of a panel of
§ witnesses on a particular subject, it may be convenient
8 to extend it for one weck, for example, into November.
7 MR. LANPHERs ¥y understanding, Judge Brenner,

8 1is that when we get to emergency planning issues T think

9 the county would prefer to have those hearings up here.
10 JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, no problem. And, in
11 fact, we may come back to Long Island even while there
12 are some other issues remaining.

. 13 All right. As we have previcusly discussed,
14 do not assume that there will be hearings for every week
15 in October in this proceeding. You can assume there
16 will b= a hearin3 in this proceeding October 12th
17 through 15th. On October 12th, and unfortunately, not
18 before then, we will be able to tell you what the
19 schedule will be for the rest of October. But if there
20 are hearings beyond that in October, they will be in
21 Bethesda, includiing the w2ek of Octobsr 12th. The
22 hearings will be in the NRC hearing room on the Fifth
23 Floor of the Fast-West Towers Buildinjg.

' 24 During the last two weeks, when we adjourned

25 1in order for the parties to conduct negotiations towards

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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settling or narrowing issues, we had two conference
calls with the parties. As a result of those calls, the
parties, with th2 Board's approval, were able to
determine that there was no need for hearings the last
two we2ks, along the lines that we had discussed because
the issues being discussed were sufficiently narrowed or
settled, as to avoid the need for litigation during
those two wWweekse.

We will await the written subrmissicn of the
settlement agreements, whether they be in whole as to an
issue or in part. And at some logical point, we will
take them all up together, or most of them together.
However, as the written agreements are executed, supply
them to the Board as soon as they are available so that
we can begin loocking at them as they come in.

We do want to repeat what we said over the
phone. The parties are to be commended for their
najotiating approach. I think what was contemplated
when we started that approach and approved that approach
turned osout to be true. In our view, substantially more
hearing time than the two weeks of recess has been
saved, probably, as a result of those negotiations as wve
anderstand the rasults from the oral reportse.

The Board has considered among ourselves

whather on our own we have gquestions on any further

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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safety relief valve testimony 2nd coa the water hammer
procedures testimony. We have reached some tentative
conclusions, but rather than announce them now, we want
to wait to see what the agreement between the parties on
issues that affect those two matters 1look like in
writing. We understand the agreements may be nothing
more than a decision not to cross examine that
testimony, but we want to see what they look like and
then we will let you know our views on it.

On another matter, we have had pending before
the Board our request for the status of many of the open
items in the SER, and also, our request for resposes to
some matters that arose during limited appearances, and
also, our request to the staff that they inform us more
particularly of the bases as to why the Rivenbark-North
Anna findings are met by the staff's presentation on
unresolved safety issues in the SER. And wve wvant to
address that at this time.

Putting the unresolved safety issues aside for
ths moment, w2 have a5 further guestions as to open
items in the SER other than the ones that Judge Norris
is going to discuss in a moment. And that also applies
to the responses to limited appearance questions.

Some of the matters Judge Morris will talk

about involve unra2solved safety issues, and he2 will tell

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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you what the particular questions are about those after
he has completed -- or has, in general, pointed out the
unresolved safety issues which will include but not be

limited to the ones that Judge Morris has particularly

mentioned.

In addition to anything we say this morning,
of course, those issues that are affected by matters in
controversy =-- and we have heard about quite a few of
them in the course cof the testimony on some of the
contentions =-- will be da2cided as part of the decision
on those matters to the extent they relate. As you
know, sometimes it is an overlap as opposed a generic
issue beiny wholly within a contention.

JUDGE HORRIS: Let me say first that we very
much appreciated tane status reports that were received.
They helped us very much in understanding the status of
thingse And what is left is a relatively few number of
items on which, at least in my own mind, I am not clear
wvhere they stand.

The staff, on September 3rd, did update us on
the status of deferred contentions, so that I have no
jJuastions on that.

Aith respect to the unresolved safety issues,
there are four which ars not guite clear to me in terms

of their status. One is Au4U4, station blackout. It is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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my understanding that a further submittal from LILCO was
anticipated, and that the staff would need to review
that.

On AU6, seismic qualification of equipment, at
last reading, in any event, there was to be a second
audit by the staff, as I understand it. I don't know if
that has taken place or whether a report has been issued
on it.

On A47, safety implications of control
systems, I understand that a supplement to the SER was
projectad, but I don't believe we have received that yet.

On A24, environmental gqualification of
electrical equipment, I believe the staff reference to
the status in th2 supplement to the SER was incorrect.
It may be that the status is the same anywvay, but I
think that is sort of a housekeeping detail.

On th2 SER outstanding items, at my last
reading anyvay, it was intended that Chapter 13 of the
FSAR would be revised, ani I am not sure wve have seen
that revision or have heard what the schedule is for it.

Under Outstanding Item 57, which refers to
NUREG-0737 items, the first one, 1.A.1.1, just raises 1
quastion in my mind. I believe that the staff's
position is that they will review the jualifications of

shift technical advisors, and I am wondering if a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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guestion t> the staff is if there are some criteria
written anyplace, in a regulatory guide or internal
guidance, branch positions or whatever, as to how those
qualifications will be judged by the staff.

Item 1.A.2.3, the training program for
operators, I think the gquestion is directed to LILCO. I
believe that in the program that was keyed in some wvay
or other to the date for fuel loading, certain things
vere tc take place prior to fuel loading. So, the
interest is in the status of that training and whether
it is procaedih: on sch2iule and will, in fact, be done
according to the proposed schedule.

The same comments apply to 1.C.7, vendor
review of procedures. Again, a question for LILCC.

And once more, 1.C.8, pilot monitoring of
selected emergency procedures.

A different subject, but again directed to
LILCO, is II.D.3, the direct indication of safety relief
valve position. It is my understanding that two sensors
will be used, differential pressure and thermocouples.
Th2 question I have is whether any consideration vas
given to acoustic monjitors.

And finally, Item 63 relates to design
verification and the two programs that are either

underway o2r close to being finished, being conducted by

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Teledyne and Tory Pines. These, of course, have
particular signficance in the context of the QA
considerations, and a fairly quick report on the status
of those items perhaps will come out in the discussions
in the context of the contention anyway, but I just want
to highlight the fact that wve are guite interested in
the status of those studies.

That is all I had.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. More generally, on
the unresolved safety issues, at the time the Board
asked for the reports -- and in this case, primarily but
not exclusively from the staff -- we pointed out that
some of the explanation might be in rather disparate
places within the SER without cross references, and, in
fact, in places other than the SER.

At the time, I believe we pretty much stated
that we did not think that was fully within the spirit
of North Anna and Rivenbark, and in any evant, ve want
now to pull it together from all of these places, some
5f which were rather thick, generic NUREGs that wvere
referenced, and try to guess as to what points in those
NUREGs staff believed supported one of the alternative
findings at Rivenbark and North Anna.

Staff's response has helped us somewhat in

providing cross references that wvere earlisr missing to

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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other parts of the SER. However, we still do not have
assemblad what we envisioned, and maybe we did not
explain it correctly. And perhaps the way to get into
all of this is to ask the staff what findings they
intend to propose, the nature of the type of findings
they intend to propose as to these unresolved safety
issues in support of tha2 Novth Anna-Rivenbark required
finding.

Do you intend to just propose a paragraph that
says all these ar2 discussed in the SER; s2e Appendix B
and cross references? Or do you intend to write the
findings as to each unresolvel safety issue,
demonstrating that those findings are met?

Incidentally, as you know, the findings from
the Rppeal Board decisions are guoted at the bottom of
page B-2. That is, of Appendix B to the SER. As we
read that, we have to find as to unresolved safety
issues either that the problem has already been resolved
for Shoreham; or, in the alternative, there is a
reasonable basis for concluding that a satisfactory
solution will b2 osbtained before Shoreham is placed into
operation; or, the unresolved safety issue problem would
have no safety implications until after several years of
reactor operation. And if it is not resolved by then,

alternative means will be available to insure the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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continued operation would not pose an undue risk to the
public.

And I guess we had envisionedi, rather than
waiting until the end of the finding stage, the findings
that would support those vlitimate conclusions as to each
unresolved safety issue either assembled in one place in
the SER in the first instance, and then ve gave you our
pr2liminary review that we did not find it so
assembled. And the response was not organized in such a
fashion that it assembled it.

Locking at that, we can infer in certain
places, now that we have given some of the additional
cross references, as to why the staff believes those
findings are met. But we have gone around it at least
one time now, and I think wvhat ve are looking for are
the precise findings as to each issue.

But let me return to the guestion as to what
the staff initially intended, and then you can give us
your view as to what has to be done to comply with those
Appeal Board decisions.

JUDGE BRENNER: Judge Brenner, we have really
not given any recent thought to the guestion of
findings, and it has been guite a while since we made
the filing. Frankly, ve veren't really prepared to

address it this morninge.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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I think at minimum, ve will go back and try to
assemble, as you have requested, everything in one page
== in one place., I don't recall that, the details of
how we did it. I do know that we did discover that
theare was 1 missing cross reference from the SEE. We
had thought that that would resolve the problem, but
apparently in the Board's mind at least it has not. I
really am just not prepared to address it this morning
since I haven't looked at the filing in quite some
time. My recollection is the filing was made back in
June or July.

And on the findings aspect, ve just haven't

given it that much thought, at least not recently.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE . S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



JUDGE BRENNER: Well, a response was helpful.
[ don't want to iasply that it was not. Howevar, ve
infer from the response that the staff bellieves
everytiing necessary to support those findings are
present somnewvhere in the SER, pursuant to the
requirements of the appeal board decisions. That is, no
additional new information was supplizdi. We view that
as an opportunity to do that, if the staff sav fit at
ths time.

We do not propose to write a finding that very
generally says we have looked at everythingy and it is
okaye Based on what we now have before us, we might be
prepared to write such a finding if we had a particular
reference to s2verything in the same place, and wve have
looked at it. There might be some items we would cull
out and discuss individually, or we might discuss them
all individually. It depends on the state of the
recorde.

A preference would be to be able to

in one place in the first instance, and then

particularly discuss those that merited particular

discussion. As I saii, the staff's rasponse was helpful
to pull some of the things together, but it quickly
became the board performing the staff's job, guite

frankly, and e t that ve had to dravw some inferences




why the staff thought a
nce was pertinent.
Maybe the best way to approach it is to
request the findings as to each issue, and pursuant to
he job that findings are normally designed to perform
in general. Thes2 findings would ssamble by
to the record, wvhich presumably is the SER.
have been provided little else on it, you are free to
reference your own response if you believe, contrary to
my impression, now, that there was additional techrnical
information of a substantive nature in that response,
and assemble the technical state cf the review in

summary form, and in the context of which one of those

River Eend, North Ana findings ar= net. Normally ve

could wait until the findings stage, but it might be
advantageous to you and to the other parties not to find
out at that late a stage that the board has a problenm.

What about the end of October?

MR. BORDENICK: I was going to say, I think

Board's suggestion is wvell taken. As far as how

much time that ve will require, I don't know that.
certainly the end of October is six weeks avay. That
would seem to b2 sufficiant time. Hovwever, ir possible,

wvould like to reconfirm that with you, say, by

tcmorrovw morning. Maybe we can do it sooner than that.

RTING COMPANY
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It may be that we require a little more time. But
offhand, I would think that six wveeks would be
sufficient.

Again, the details of a lot of this escape me,
and I don't know just howvw much of an effort is going to
be consistent with the other matters that have to be
taken care of.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. 1If it is later
than tha, it is not going to achieve its purpose very
vell of giving the board and the narties an opportunity
to look at it in advance of the finding stage, when
svarybody is going to be.very busy anyway. Let's set it
that ve receive it by Tuesday, November 2nd, but wve
would hope that we would get it as soon as possible, and
if you can beat that date, that is fine. We would not
be very happy about getting it later than that date.

MR. BORDENICK: Undar the circumstances, ve
will meet that date.

JUDGE BRENNER: Obviously, if you have a
particular problem on one item, you can give us all the
items except that one item.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, can I ask for a
clarification, so that I know what the staff is putting
together? 1Is this in essence an SER update, not really

an amendment, but to pull together that -- there are

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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some things, for example, on A-47 in the hearing record,
2f course, on 7-B, and A-46 and A-24 may both be
affected by deferred issues.

JUDGE BRENNER: We are asking for proposed
findings, and this is in effect an opportunity for the
staff not to jget backed up and have to do everything at
the findings stage. 350 I don't think it is extra work.
It is just accelerating the work, uuless the staff had a
totally different vievw from the board as to what
findings vere required. And if that is the case, they
can come back to us. Where there are unresolved safety
issues that are materially affected by the litigation,
then that is not an unusual situation, and the staff for
those might wish to give us its view in summary
findings, and with the caveat that it would be more
axtensively discussed in their later findings on the
contested issu .,

We are primarily concerned here with the ones
for which the findiags would not be made in the course
of the contested issue, and we will leave it to the
staff's juigment in the first instance. There are some
unresolved safety issues as to which a relatively minor
aspect is tourhed on by the contested issues, so the
ruiing in the contesta2d issue isn't going to meet the

River Bend, North Ana requirement.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE . SW._, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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On the other hand, there are othars that are
pretty much totally subsumed within the contested issue,
and as to those, the staff -- 't would certainly make
sense for the staff to indicate that its detailed
findings on that one, because aore detailed findings are
merited by the nature of the controversy, would awvait
its later findings on the contested issue.

JUDGE MORRIS: Mr. Bordenick, perhaps it is an
unnecessary emphasis, but in my ovn mind what I was
sesking was a cle2ar connaection between the River Bend
criteria and the specific application of Shorehanm.

JUDGE BRENNER:¢ I don't want to belabor it

either. We discussed this. I thirk I made the poin®

that it is not an adegquate finding to say it is gcing to

be okay because we are working on it. I think that is
s2lf-evident, and it vas our opinion until ve vere
pointed to other cross~-ra2ferences tnat some of Appendix
B in effecc did not do a lot more than that. The staff
1id not supply any additional substantive information.
It did supply additional places where information wvas
present, and in fact, as we indi‘cated at the outset, ve
had not read those other references at the time we made
our initial regquest in all cases.

But nov we need it pulled together, because ve

sure it is all there, and we have had to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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make too many inferences in the course of our study of
this matter to suit us to support our villingness to
make a general finding.

Changinj subjects, the boari has pending
before it the discovery dispute on emergency planning
documents. We 3id receive the further filing from the
county on Friday, and further filing from LILCO on
Monday. We will not have a decision out this week. A
decision will be in writing. Unless we have particular
questions that wve think will be useful, we don't plan to
handle it on the record. We think we can go ahead and
reach our decision now in writing.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, if I could say
that the attorneys actively handling that would be
available this week through Thursday if the board had
any particular questions for Suffolk County.

JUDGE BRENNER: I will tell you frankly I have
given up trying to get the message through in terms of
vhat I thought the county could do. I don't think it is
a failure of communication. It is obvicus that the
county believes strategically it should hold with its
position in effect to the hilt, to use the vernacular,
as opposed to attempting to cull ont particular portions
of those documents.

So, ve are just going to 40 the job. I guess

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



I should state for the record that ve previously
expressed ouws opiniuvun in the phone call that large parts
of those documents are not privileged, and our ruling is
going to reflect that.

Jn the other hand, others of the documents are
privileged, and vwe will enforce that privilege by ruling
that they neei not be turned over, and wvwe think that
both parties could have done a2 lot towards focusing the
iispute and narrowing it as to a fewer number of
documents. We think the dispute should not have been
surfaced as late as it wvas, and we do not think that
there was a rigorous adherencs to the discovery schedule
that we imposed, and we will talk about that also in our
order.

Another discovery dispute which was before us
contrarty to the emergency anrnd in contrast to the
emergency planning dispute was settled. That was the

NED analysis performed by Stone and Webster for which

LILCO had claimed a work product privilege, and LILCO

has determined to turn the document over. This was made
known to us in a phone call, so I want to put it in the
record her2. I think it is fair to state that it wvas
turned over in the name 0of efficiency as distinguished
from any concession that LILCO did not believe its work

product argument was a correct onee. Is that a fair




statement, Nr. Ellis?

MR. ELLIS: Yes, Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: 1 stated to Mr. Ellis at the
time that we appreciated the decision, and I will repeat
that here, because I think that there was -- there vere
non-frivolous arguments on both sides of that issue, and
ve think 1t wvas efficient to turn it over, regardless of
vhat our ultimate decision might have been on the
motion.

Is there anything else before ve begin matters
related to the quality assurance issue?

(No response.)

JUDGE BRENNER: One preliminary matter related

to the quality assurance issue is the LILCO motion to

strike portions of Suffolk County testimony which was

dated August 31, 1982. We received a response from the
county dated September 3rd, and a letter from the staff
noting agre2ement with LILCO's motion dated September
2nd, and I would like to bind those three documents into
the transcript at this point, and ask that they be
supplied to the Reporter.

(The material referred to followvs.)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Befcre the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY Docket No. 50-322 (OL)

T S St St

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,)
Unit 1) )

LILCO'S MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF
SUFFOLK COUNTY TESTIMONY ON SUFFOLK COUNTY
CONTENTIONS 12, 13, 14 & 15 -- QUALITY ASSURANCL

Preliminary Statement

Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO) moves to strike
certain portions of the prepared direct testimony of Richard B.
Hubbard, regarding Suffolk County Contentions 12, 13, 14 &

15 ==~ Quality Assurance because:

1) by addressing QA for non-safety relaced
structures, systems and components, the
testimony falls out.ide the scope of SC
Contentions 12 through 15;

2) by addressing the issues of systems
classification and of non-safety rela-
ted/important to s2fety QA. “which have
already been litigated afs ; * of SC/SoOC
7B, the testimony is v»* 1. -epetitious;



3)

4)

It is well established in this and prior proceedings
that Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards have the power to

strike irrelevant, argumentative, repetitious and cumulative

evidence.

LILCO's position on this point can be summarized in

by seeking to impose 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B on non-safety related
structures, systems and components, the
testimony impermissibly seeks to expand
Appendix B; and

by discussing QA problems and the I&E
Program at other plants without
describing them or showing a link to
Shoreham, the testimony includes
irrelevant matter with no probative
value.

See 10 CFR §§ 2.718, 2.743(c) and 2.757(b).

I.

TESTIMONY REFERENCES TO NON-SAFETY
RELATED QA ARE OUTSIDE
THE SCOPE OF THE CONTENTIONS

following syllogism:

A.

SC Contentions 12-15 focus solely on

compliance with the requirements of 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix B.

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, is exclu-
sively concerned with the quality
assurance requirements for safety relat-
ed structures, systems and components.
Appendix B is not applicable to

non-safety related structures, systems
and components.

the



C. Therefore, the testimony on S7 12-15
must be limited to quality assurance for
safety related structures, systems and
components.

Each element of this syllogism is separately treated

below.

A. Contentions 12-15 Relate Solely
to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B

Each of the QA contentions, by its terms, is based
solely on noncompliance with Appendix B. In particular,
(a) 8C 12 alleges that

"LILCO has failed to comply with 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix B as particu-
larized 17 Appendix 1 attached
hereto";1

(b) SC 13 alleges that -

"Shoreham . . . does not comply with
10 CFR 50.34(b)(6)(ii)2/ and 10 CFR
Appendix B, Sections I to XVIII, with
regard to . . .";

(c) SC 14 alleges that
“the NRC Staff's Inspection and

Enforcement (I&E) Program has not
adequately verified that LILCO's

1/ Appendix 1 to the County's testimony purports to be a list
of specific instances which the County contends illustrates
that LILCO "has failed to comply with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix

. B .

2/ Section 50.34(b)(6)(ii) sets out the requirements for the
description of the Appendix B QA program in an FSAR.



quality assurance program for
Shoreham has been implemented in
accordance with the requirements of
10 CFR § 50.34(a) paragraph 73/ and
10 CFR Part 50 Appendix B, Sections I
through XVIII, ia that . . ."; and
(d) 8C 15 alleges that
"there is no assurance that LILCO has
complied with 10 CFR § 50.55(e)4/ and

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Sections
XVII and XVIII.*®

Unmistakably, therefore, SC 12 through 15 focus solely
on Appendix B. While SC 12 also references GDC 1, it does so
only in the context of Appendix B. Accordingly, the reference
to GDC 1 in SC 12 is limited by the subsequent particulari-
zation to Appendix B. Put another way, the scope of GDC 1 in
SC 12 is explicitly limited to the scope of Appendix B.

Further confirmation of this is tound in the remainder of the
contention which alleges non-compliance with Appendix B,
Criteria II, III, and V-XVIII and then further refines SC 12 by
attaching as Appendix 1 a long list of alleged failures to com-

ply with Appendix B.

3/  Section 50.34(a)(7) sets out the requirements for the
description of the Appendix B QA program in a PSAR.

4/ Section 50.55(e) concerns the reporting of deficiencies
during construction of a nuclear pover plant.



b. Appendix B Applies Only to
Safety Related Structures,
Systems ard Components

The proposition that Appendix P applies only to safety

related structures, systems and components has long been well

established. It is expressly indicated in the regulations and

indeed, in a rare demonstration of unanimity, it has been con-
ceded by all the active parties in this proceeding.

Appendix B criteria apply to "all activities affecting
the safety-related functions" of "structures, systems and com-
ponents that prevent or mitigate the consequences of postulated
accidents that could cause undue risk to the health and safety

cf the public.'

.

The "safety-related functions" are ¢é~fined in
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 as those that involve:

1) the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary:

the capability to shut down the reactor,
maintaining it in a safe shutdown condition: or

the capability to prevent or mitigate the conse-
quences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposures comparable to the
guideline exposures of Part 100.
Thus, the structures, systems and components to which Appendix
B applies are those that perform the safety related functions
defined in 10 CFR Part 100, Appendix A, ard this is the safety

related set of structures, systems and components. Appendix B,

then, by 1its own terms, applies only to the safety related set.




So well settled is this conclusion that the parties all

‘ agree. NRC Staff 7B testimony, for example, states that 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix B applies exclusively to safety related
structures, systems and components, and that the Staff has
developed no QA requirements analogous to Appendix B for non-
safety related structures, systems and components.é/ The NRC's
published requlatory agenda confirms this fact by noting that
the Commission has under consideration a rulemaking which would
extend Appendix B to some non-safety related items.é/

The County's consultants agree, as they must, that
Appendix B applies only to safety related structures, systems
and components. See, e.g., Tr. 1342-43, 1353 (Hubbard).

. Indeed, Mr. Hubbard said that QA standards for non-safety
related equipment are still under development. Tr. 1454-1457
(Hubbard). And, in a recent deposition, Gregory C. Minor also
concluded that there are no specific QA requirements for

structures, systems and components important to safety:

5/ Prepared direct testimony of Themis P. Speis et al. for

the NRC Staff, ff. Tr. 6356, at 8-9, and hearing testimony of
Walter P. Haass for the NRC Staff on July 21, 1982, Tr. 7480,
line 13.

€/ See 46 Ted. Reg. 53618 (1981).



Q. Well, the non-safety related but impor-
tant to safety category in your scheme
== you will agree with me, won't you,
that there is no defined or specified
set of quality standards or quality
assurance to be applied to that cates
gory?

A. Yes, I believe that is true -- that
there's no specified QA requirements,
let's say, such as 10 CFR 50 Appendix B.
It isn't as though there were an
Appendix C or some other designator that
applies to the important of safety cate-
gory but not necessarily to the safety
related or visa versa. There is no
definel requirement for this lesser
category of important to safety.

Peaposition of Gregory C. Minor on August 18, 1982, at
109-10.

; Thus, under the accepted interpretation of NRC regula-
tions, 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B applies only to safety relat-
ed structures, systems and components as defined by 10 CFR Part

100, Appendix A.

C. Therefore, SC 12 through 15 Address Only Safety
Related Structures, Systems and Components

The conclusion that SC 12 through 15 address only
safety related QA follows inescapably from .he facts demonstra-
ted above. SC Contention 12 through 1, are concerned
exclusively with compliance with Appendix B. And Appendix B

applies only tc safety related structures, systems and



components. As a result, the testimony on SC 12 through 15
must be limited to QA for safety related structures, systems
and components, and the following portions pertaining to
non-safety related QA should be stricken:

page iii lines 12-16

page iv lines 5-14
page v lines 3-5, 19-20
page 9 line 23
page 53 lines 19-23
page 58 lines 10-end
page 59 entire page

) page 72 lines 31 & 32
page 73 lines 1-8
page 74 lines 6-9, 19-24
page 75 lines 1-16
page 80 lines 1 & 19
page 82 line 23
page 83 lines 15-20
page B4 last line
page 85 lines 1-4
page 96 lines 22-25

page 97 lines 21-23



page 98 lines 12-13

II.

NON-SAFETY RELATED QA
WAS FULLY LITIGATED IN SC/SOC 7B

SC/SOC Contention 7B addressed systems classification,
including, among other things, the definition of systems,
structures and components "important to safety." To illustrate
the alleged significance of the definition, the County's direct

testimony addressed GDC 1 and quality assurance for equipment

7/

".mportant to safety."-’ Similarly, LILCO and the NRC Staff

covered the subject of quality assurance for non-safety related

8/

equipment in their direct testimony.-' Moreover, the issue was

thoroughly explored during the cross-examination of all par-

9/

ties.~' So detailed was the direct and cross-examination, the

Staff concluded that they knew more about Shoreham's non-safety

7/  See prepared direct testimony of Marc W. Goldsmith et al.
for Suffolk County, ff. Tr. 1114, at 3, 19-22.

8/ See prepared direct testimony of Edward T. Burns et al.
for LILCO, ff. Tr. 4356, at 41-55, 140-49, 159-61; Themis P.
Spei: et al. for the NRC Staff, ff. Tr. 6356, at 8-15.

9/ See, e.g., Tr. 1342-64; 1454-57; 1481-1500; 1564-67;
3424-30; 4442-46; 4457-58; 4771-72; 48B66-70; 4918-36; 4948-52;
4958-79; 5425-49; 5512-19; 6536; 6958-59; 6966-84; 6988-7007;
7055-83; 7101-03; 7477-88; 7494-96; 7709-28; 7814-30; 7833-37;
7856-63.
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related QA program than they knew about non-safety related QA
‘ programs for most, if not all, other plants. Tr. 7709 (Conran
anc Haass). As a result, the sections of the County's testi-
mony dealing with QA for non-safety related equipment are
redundant to testimony already received in litigating SC/SOC
78. Thus the County is attempting, through these sections of
its QA testimony, to take a second bite at the apple. Its
admission would unnecessarily burden the litigation in an area

already aptly described as a "trackless morass."lg/

Therefore,
the sections of the County's testimony dealing with non-safety
related QA should be stricken. These portions are identified

‘ in. Part II above.

IIT.

THE COUNTY SEFKS TO EXPAND
IMPERMISSIBLY THE SCOPE OF APPENDIX B

As stated above, LILCO believes that the County's
experts, including Mr. Hubbard, have stated that there is no
regulatory requirement to apply Appendix B to equipment impor-

tant to safety.ll/ If, however, the County seeks to repudiate

10/ Tr. 9142.

11/ Although LILCO believes the terms "important to safety"
‘ and "safety related" are synonymous and refer to the

structures, systems and components that fulfill the safety

footnote continued
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those statements and argue that non-safety related structures,
systems and components are subject to Appendix B, then it seeks
to expand the NRC's requlations, and the appropriate forum is
the ru’emak .g to expand the scope of Appendix B now under con-
sideration by the NRC. Since the County has not met the
requirements of 10 CFR § 2.758, the County's testimony that
LILCO's Appendix B QA program must include non-safety related
(i.e. importart to safety) structures, systems and components
is an impermissible challenge to the NRC's regulations.

Consequently, it should be stricken. The pertinent portions of

the testimony are:
- page iii lines 12-16
page iv lines 5-14

page 96 lines 22-25

footnote continued

functions listed in 10 CFR Part 100, Appendix A, Mr. Hubbard's
testimony makes clear that he has something else in mind. He
includes non-safety related structures, systems and components
in his definition of "important to safety." See, e.g., prepared
direct testimony of Richard B. Hubbard for Suffolk County on SC

12, 13, 14 & 15 at page iv, lines 3-14, and page 96, lines
20-25.
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IV.

FORTIONS OF THE COUNTY'S
TESTIMONY ARE IRRELEVANT TO SHOREHAM

Several pertions of the County's testimony discuss, in
general terms, alleged breakdowns at the North Anna, Browns
Ferry, Diablo Canyon, Zimmer, South Texas, Midland, Marble
Hill, and TMI-2 plants. While SC 15 mentions some of these
plants, the testimony is inadmissible because the County has
falled to demonstrate its materiality to Shoreham. Absent from
the County's testimony is any showing of a link between the
instances at other plan's and Shoreham. It is the County's
responsibility to make this initial showing of relevance lest
th; parties litigate QA issues at other plants without knowing
whether, ultima‘ely, any applicability to Shoreham exists.
Accordingly, the references to a'leged problems at other plants
have no probative value in this proceeding. These portions,
therelore, should be stricken as irrelevant and immaterial.

'he pertinent material is:

page 7 lines 18-end
page 8 entire page
page 54 lines 3-end

page 55 lines 1 & 2



e

v.

‘ For the reasons stated above, the indicated portions of
Suffolk Ccunty's testimony on SC 12, 13, 14 and 15 should be

struck.

Respectfully submitted,

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

Hunton & Williams
P. O. Box 1535
Richmond, Virginia 23212

DATED: August 31, 1982
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of
LONG ISLAND LIGHTINC COMPANY Docket No. 50-322 0O.L.

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Staticn,
Unit 1)

e e N

SUFFOLK COUNTY RESPONSE TO LILCO'S MOTION TO STRIKE
PORTIONS OF SUFFOLK ®OUNTY TESTIMONY ON SUFFOLK COUNTY
CONTENTIONS 12, 13, 14 & 15 -- QUALITY ASSURANCE

On August 31, 1982, LILCO moved to strike portions of

Richard B. Hubbard's Prefiled Testimony on Suffolk County Con-
tentions 12-15 =-- Quality Assurance. LILCO first seeks to strike
those portions of Mr. Hubbard's testimony which address quality
assvrance ("QA") for systems, structures and components ("SS&C's")
impor.ant to safety but not safety-related.l/ LILCO asserts that
such discussior is outside the scope of Contentions 12-15 and is
unduly repetitious because QA requirements and compliance for such

SS&C's has allegedly been fully litigated in the context of

Contention 7B. LILCO also moves to strike discussion of the QA

1/ LILCO in its motion mischaracterizes Mr. Hubbard's testimony
as addressing QA for "non-safety-related" SSs&C's. See, e.g.,
Motion, p. 1. 1In fact, Mr. Hubbard's testimony, consistent
with the definitions in Appendix A of Part 50 and GDC 1 and
with the Denton Memorandum of November 1981, addresses QA for
items important to safety, including safety-related SS&C's.
This is narrower in scope than all non-safety-related SS&C's
which would include SS&C's which are not important to safety.



problems and NRC Inspection and Enforcement ("I&E") program at

other plants as irrelevant and lacking in probative value.
Suffolk County strongly opposes LILCO's Motion. The bases
for the County's position are set forth below.
I. Mr. Hubbard's Discussion of the QA Program for
Items Important to Safety but Not Safety-Related

is Within the Scope of Contentions .2-15 and Not
Repetitious

A, LILCO first argues that Contentions 12-15 relate solely

to Part 50, Appendix B and thus that any discussion of QA for non-
safety-related SS&C's which are important to safety is irrelerant.
This is not the case. First, Contention 12 plainly encompasses the
QA for the entire class of items important to safety as it states
in its first sentence:

Suffolk County contends that LILCO and the
' NRC Staff have not adequa*ely demonstrated
that the quality assurance program for the
design and installation of structures,
svstems, and components for Shoreham was
conducted in a timely manner in compliance
with the pertinent portions of 10 C.F.R.
50, Appendix B, Sections I to XVIII, and
10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix A, GDC 1. (emphasis
supplied).

Thus, failure to comply with GDC 1 requirements is
squarely presented by the Contention. LILCO attempts to avoid
the scope of Contention 12 as including SS&C's important to
safety as provided by GDC 1 with the following statement:

While SC 12 also references GDC 1, it does
so only in the context of Appendix B.
Accordingly, the reference to GDC 1 in

‘ SC 12 is limited by the subsequent
particularization to Appendix B. Put
another way, the scope of GDC 1 in SC 12
is explicitly limited to the scope of




Appendix B. Further confirmation of this
is found in the remainder of the contention
which alleges non-compliance with Appendix
B, Criteria II, III, and V-XVIII and then
further refines SC 12 by attaching as
Appendix 1 a long list of alleged failures
to comply with Appendix B. (LILCO Motion,
PP. 3-4).

The County respectfully suggests that LILCO's argument must
be rejected. The Contention does allege that LILCO has not
instituted a QA program which complies with 2Appendix B. However,
the Contention also alleges no compliance with Appendix A, GDC 1.
The QA program mandated by GDC 1 covers all SS&C's "important to
safety," including those which are not safety-related. There is
nothing in the Contention which limits its scope, as LILCO would
suggest, to only safety-related SS&C's.

Second, LILCO omits to acknowledge that a portion of
Contention 13 explicitly addresses QA requirements for iteas
important to safety. Thus, Contention 13(¢c) alleges LILCO's:

Failure to ensure that replacement materials
and parts of systems classified as components
"important to safety" will be equivalent to
the original equipment, that replacements will
be installed in accordance witl adequate
nrocess procedures, and that the repaired or
reworked structures, systems, or components
will be adequately inspected, tested, and

documented in "as-built" drawings . . . .
(emphasis supplied).

Third, LILCO cannot now move to strike portions of
Mr. Hubbard's testimony which address QA requirements for non-
safety-related SS&C's which are important to safety when LILCO's

own testimony on Contentions 12-15 also addresses the same subject.

Thus, at pages 14-15 of LILCO's testimony concerning the GE QA/QC

projram, it is stated:




The quality of items and services not
considered "safety-related” has been
controlled in accordance with the import-
ance of the overall function or purpose
to be performed by the item or service.

Similarly, on page 221, in testimony on the operating QA ("OQA")
program, LILCO states:

Non-safety-related materials, parts and

components are subject to administrative

controls for procurement, installation

and testing. Technical review determines

the degree to which the controls are

applied.
Finally, on page 3 of its testimony, LILCO makes the following
borad assertion regarding its QA for items other than those which
are classified as safety-related:

The quality of structures, systems, com-
ponents, and services not classified
"safety-related" has been controlled in
accordance with the importance of the
overall function or purpose to be
performed by the item or service.

Thus, by including such discussion in its testimony, LILCO has
implicitly acknowledged its understanding that the QA contentions
were not rigidly limited to discussion of QA for safety-related
items. Since LILCO has addressed these matters, the County of
course is entitled to do so as well.g/

B. LILCO's second argument is that Appendix B applies only

to safety~-related SS&C's. LILCO asserts that all active parties

- —

2/ Under LILCO's reasoning, it would be permitted to make

broad assertions on QA for items not classified as safety-
related, but the County is not permitted to address the

same subjects. Presumably LILCO would also object to
cross~-examination on those very subjects which are addressed
in LILCO's testimony.



have agreed to this proposition. Based upon LILCO's first
proposition that Contentions 12-15 only concern Appendix B
(which the County has shown to be false in Part I.A, above),
LILCO concludes that the Contentions and QA testimony must deal
only with safety-related SS&C's.

First, it is not settled (as LILCO suggests) that Appendix B
only applies to safety-related SS&C's. 1Indeed, the County sub-
mits that recent NRC statements document that Appendix B criteria
always have been intended to apply also to items important to
safety but not safety-related,

LILCO states that "[t]lhe NRC's published regulatory agenda
confirms this fact [that Appendix B only applies to safety-related
55&C's] by noting that the Commission has under consideration a
rulemaking which would extend Appendix B to some non-safety-
related items." LILCO Motion, p. 5 (emphasis supplied). In fact,
however, the NRC's most recent Regulatory Agenda does not state
that Appendix B will be extended, but that Appendix B always has
been intended to be applied to the full range of SS&C's important
to safety and that the clarifying rule under consideration by the
NRC could expand the NRC's substantive review. To the extent
Appendix B has not been so applied in the past, parties have not
been following existing regulatory requirements. Thus, in NUREG-
0936, Vol. 1, No. 2 (July 1982), the NRC states:

The proposed rule is intended tg clarify-the
Commission's original intent ! revising.”’
Criterion 1 of Appendix A to sta ifically










inconsistencies in LILCO's classification system, not the details

of LILCO's QA program. The QA program was mentioned in the
classification context only because LILCO's classification table

(FSAR Table 3.2.1-1) defines classification, inter alia, in terms

of QA categories. This hardly constitutes direct testimony on

the QA contentions and LILCO never so argued when it sought to

strike portions of the County's 7B testimony. Thus, the County
clearly 1s not attempting a "second bite at the apple" as LILCO
asserts. See LILCO Motion, p. 9.1/

Second, it is astonishing for LILCO to assert that its
direct testimony fully covered QA requirements for items important
to safety but not safety-related. That testimony with respect to
design and construction addresses only briefly the GE and Stone
and Webster programs and provides virtually no details of LILCO's
program. With respect to OQA, that testimony is entirely silent.

Third, the undersigned, who conducted the County's cross-
examination of those parts of the LILCO testimony dealing with
QA, must take issue with the suggestion that the 7B hearing was
intended to be the one and only opportunity to address the QA
applicable to items important to safety but not safety-related.

The undersigned personally limited his examination on QA matters

4/ LILCO does not even attempt to argue that the portions of

_ the County's QA testimony which LILCO finds objectionable
repeat statements made in the 7B testimony. If there were
repetition -- and if it were in the same context -- there
might be a scintilla of basis for LILCO's argument. How-
ever, the fact is that the 7B and QA testimony for Suffolk
County are in a sharply different context and are not
repetitious. Further, as noted later in this Respcnse, a
degree of repetition provides no basis for a motion to
strike in the context of this case.



in the 7B hearing because Contention 78 focused on classification
issues, not QA. It seemed far more appropriate to defer the de-
tails of such questioning (manuals used, audits conducted, etc.)
until Contentions 12-15 were reached. Further, the LILCO 7B
witnesses did not even purport to be QA experts, nor to have
direct personal knowledge of the details of the respective QA
programs. For that additional reason, in depth examination on

QA details was viewed as inappropriate in the 7B context.

Finally, even if there is overlap between Contention 7B and
the QA issues, that is no basis to strike the testimony. This
Board has noted before that there is overlap between issues (for
example, 7B and SC 3 overlap regarding the water ievel system;
7B and SC 16 overlap regarding the standby liquid control system;
and SC 24 and SC 25 overlap regarding cracking of materials and
ISI requirements). Such overlap may be inevitable in a complex
case such as this one. It certainly does not support a motion to
strike but only would argue for care by attorneys to ensure that
the same questions are not repeated.

D. LILCO also argues that the three portions of the County
testimony should be struck for the additional reason that the
County has impermissibly attempted to expand the NRC's regulations
without complying with 10 C.F.R, § 2.758. See LILCO Motion, pp.

Szl
9-10." The County believes no detailed response is required beyond

jun
Ny

In footnote 11 at page 3 of its Motion, LILCO implies surprise
that Mr. Hubbard would not define "important to safety" and
"safety-related" as synonymous. There, of course, can be no
real surprise in light of the testimony regarding Contention
7B. Indeed, Mr. Hubbard uses the same definitions as the
Staff uses.
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to Shoreham. LILCO Motion, p. ll. This argument must be rejected
because it ignores the context in which the statements are made and
the linkage to Shoreham which has been asserted in the testimony.

The allegedly objectionable statements on pages 7-% concern
the pervasiveness of QA requirements and how some plants have
failed to comply. This is in the context of the section entitled,
"Background and Importance to QA/QC." As such, Mr. Hubbard is
attempting to provide a setting or context of concern for QA/QC
matters which provides an introduction to his later detailed
remarkc regarding Shoreham. An expert is clearly entitled to
provide such background data which provide a focus for his
concerns.

The allegedly objectionable statements on pages 54-55 con-
cern deficiencies in the I&E program -- a program which is
squarely the subject of Contentions 14 and 15. If the NRC's I&E
program has been inadequate at other plants, that evidence is
relevant in considering the I&E program at Shoreham. Mr. Hubbard
specifically states that these I&E breakdowns "are pervasive and
systematic," making clear Mr. Hubbard's belief that the same
deficiencies in the I&E program apply to Shoreham. Thus, the
suggestion that Mr., Hubbard has not linked the problems to
Shoreham is simply not true. Indeed, the title of the section
on page 54 specifically links the deficiencies to Shoreham.
Further, we expect in cross-examination of the Staff to determine

whether there are any significant differences in I&E efforts
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R CITATION: Not yet pudlished
SUBJECT: Applicability of Appendix 8 2o Appendix A

SUMMARY: Description. The, proposed rule wouls ¢ arify the quality
assurance program requirements “aor <ha structures, systems,

and components of nuclear power slants which are important <o

safety. The proposed rule would also eliminate any possible

confusion over the definition of the terns "important %o

safety” and "safety-related" and provide 2 clear statement in

the Commission's regulations cencerning the applicability of

the quality assurance criteria (in 10 CFR Pars 50) of Appencix

8 to the structures, systemshrggg\;c:;onen:s covered in Appendix

A. The proposed rule :qgig:h;ggmiizﬁg_g;:ent of the review .

applied to nuclear powar—plant—siructiures, systems, and_comzoneris,

and‘Eﬁﬁsl_ig_gguldﬂhel;Lans«re_;hg_g;;;gggia;a~g;gligg;jon of

quaTity aSSurance program requirements during the construction

of nucTear power plants. e e e

5

1
e
-
1

Objective. To assure that the requirements of Appendix A

to 10 CFR Part 50, Criterion 1, result in the establishment by
licensees of effective quality assurance programs that are
implemented in a manner that provices zdequate assurance that
structures, systems, and components coverzd in the apoendix

will satisfactorily perform their safety functicns, Alse, 20—
( "assure THat the requirements Tn Appendix 2 To TU6FR Part 50 ‘
£ result in the establishment by licensees of adequate quality
\§;‘\§§/ dssurance requirements for the design, constiry

cticen, and
| operation of certain structures, systems, and components that
{

.

. prevent or mitigate the consequences of postulated accicents
V \ that could cause undue risk to the heaith and safety of the
§) \_public. e ————————— -
\ 8ackground. In the aftermath of the Three Mile Island Unit
#¢ accident, a number of studies have concluded that the sco2e
of the items to which the quality assurance criteria of Azpendix
R & £ Sapwéds =A - ‘ - - Lo} - 1 Tud *h
i ;o 10 CFR ;a.;::: a,,I{,;igégggigfg_;gggzgned'tg include the.
full range of safety matier criginally intended.

vpical examples of structures, systems, and cimponents for

which the Appendix 8 quality assurance program criteria may

not have been fully implemented 2re in-core irstrumentation,
reactor coolant pump motors, reactor coolant pump power cabdles,
and radioactive waste system pumps, valves, and storage tanks.
i

t
Ve
he proposed rule is intended to clarify the Commission's
original intent .
b

t by revising Criterion | of Apperdix A to state
specifically that the criteria to be used for the quality
assurance program required in Appendix & are those criteriz
contained in Appendix B. Additionally, in order to eliminzce
confusion over definition of the terms "imporiant to safety"
as used in Appendix A and “safety-relatad" as used in Apnendix
8, the proposed rule would, in Appendix 8, delete the tern

"safety-related". 9
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JUDGE BRENNER: 1In order to give the parties
an expeditious ruling on that matter, since it affected
the parties' plans for cross examination, ve did rule in
a conference call last week, and wve denied the motion,
and in very brief summary, ve disagreed with the
assertion in LILCO's motion that there was agreement
that Appendix B did not apply to the category of
systems, structures, and components important to safety
but not safety related.

In the course of conversation on the pheone it
became clear to the board that those words were too
simple a discussion to say that Appendix B did not
apply. We think there is fair agroeement in the
testimony of all witnesses that in general not all
aspects of Appendix B rigorously applied point to point
to non-safety related equipment, although the county's
vitness holds out the possibility in some of his
testimony that there could be some¢ such equipment as to
vhich all points would apply.

The staff has testified that the ideas of
Appendix B, if not Appendix B per se, that is, the
criteria in Appendix B, would apply to equipment
important to safety but not safety related, depending
upon the importance of the function of the equipment.

Andi in fact this is not inconsistent with LILCO's

ALDERSON REPQRTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON. D C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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testimony either.

The problem, I think, is that LILCO reads all
of the county's testimony every time it mentions
Appendix B and important to safety. I think all
criteria automatically apply per se with full force and
effect. For purposes of a motion to strike, it is not
clear to us that the testimony says that, and even if it
did as to some items, that, too, is a subject for cross
examination.

The staff witness took some pains to state his
belief that the proposed rulemaking or clarification,
and he used different descriptions at different times,
to apply under the aegis of GDC 1, and Appendix B type
gradated system, to matters important to safety was not
1 nev rule so much as a clarification of Appendix B.

And that, I think, is consistent with the Board's belief
that the simple statement that if all parties agree that
Appendix B does not apply to equipment important to
safety is too simplistic, although ve now understaad
from the phon2 convarsation what the county -- what
LILCO had in mind in objecting or in making that
statement.

Some of what the board looked at, and this was
not intended to be an assembling of a full record on

this point, which came out in the course of the 7-B

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW , WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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litigation, but we took the opportunity to confirm our
recollection. We looked at the references cited in the
motion. We also looked at Question and Answver 5 in the
staff's 7-B testimony in the course of the phone call.
We have not lcoked at that before, but Mr. Rawson
pointed it out to us, and we paused in the phone call
and looked at it then.

We also looked at Transcript Page 7,480,
Transcript Page 7,822, and et cetera. There wvere about
ten pages thereafter in which there vas a dialogue
involving Mr. Haass and others, and ve also looked at
Transcript Page 7,858. Putting all that together, that
supported our viev not to grant the motion to strike.

In addition to that, and anothar reason why ve
vere reluctant to grant the motion to strike, is, even
if ve agreed with LILCO as to the application or
non-application, I should say, of Appendix B, it was not
sufficiently clear that the contention vas strictly
limited to Appendix B, due to the refarence to GDC 1 in
one contention and the reference in another contention
to components important to safety.

Now, LILCO*s reading of those references is a
permissible one. That is, that they vere rather narrow,
and in one case narrowed the GDC 1 references to be

limited to the Appendix B reference, but that is not the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE.. SW _, WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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only permissible reading, and for purposes of a motion
to strike, ve did not choose to read it that wvay,
particularly given the record that I have just discussed
on Appendix B itself.

LILCO also made the point in its view that
this would be a repetition of Contention 7-B if we did
not grant the motion to strike. I suppose in some way
they vere raising a parade of horribles before us. I
can assure you we will not relitigate Contention 7-B.
The county's viev is a correct one in the posture of a
motion to strike, that there are better wvays of
enforcing that concern through not allowing repetitious
testimony. To some extent there is some overlap in this
subject, but then the focus will be decidedly
different. Of course, at the end, after the record is
fully adduced, counsel is free to use one portion of the
record for the other contention and vice versa.

There vere portions of the record, and I don't
have the cites to it nowv, where on at least one occasion
for each, staff witness and county counsel indicated
that the matter would be better pursu2d in the context
of quality assurance, but that is not the main reason
for our ruling. I just point that out.

Another aspect of the LILCO motion to strike,

and in fact this was directed to different portions of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the county testimony, is the reference in the county
testimony to assert its guality assurance, quality
control problems at other nuclear power plants, and the
objection is that this wvas irrelevant, because it wvas
not tied up in the testimony to the matters we have to
decide here in the context of the Shoreham plant.

For purposes of the motion to strike, ve
denied the motion for two reasons. There wvas in some
cases the assertion of a connection. That is pretty
much tha bare statement in tha testimony, that these
same problems could cohere or this demonstrates problems
vith the staff's program, even though the staff wvas
involved in the other facilities. That thin reed by
itself might have been a close call as to whether
testimony should have been stricken, but buttressing our
decision not to strike the testimony is the fact that
the contention itself references these other
facilities. This contention was ultimately ajreed upon,
I believe. In any event, it was admitted.

So, the parties cannot claim surprise. They
vere on notice through the contention, and the
contention makes the assertion as to why the happenings
at these other facilities in the county's view are
assertedly relevant. The county could have chosen to

>ffer no iirect tastimony on those points, and yet have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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been free to cross examine opposing vitnesses, given the
express wording of the contenticn. So, the fact that
they have included some reference to these other plants
does not give rise to a motion to strike them.

How probative the county's testimony is as to
the other plants is a totally different matter, and in
fact you can tell from the tone of my voice if not my
vords, and I think we said this in the phone call also,
is not very probative, that the county's testimony as it
stands does little other than make the assartions of
these other prcblems. They don't connect it well, if at
all, to the asserted particular problems at Shoreham.

However, county's counsel represented to us
that there would be cross examination on these points,
and ve will wait for the whole record to be assembled
and decide in our findings how probative the references
vere.

I think that accurately summarizes what has
been our oral ruling during the conference call. Had ve
been in session that wveek, we would have done it on the
record in the first instance.

Let me turn to one other matter involving the
contention after this one, detection of inadegquate core
cooling.,. We would propose a date by which we would

receive the cross examination plans of October 12th,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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with the thought that that gives you plenty of time, and
it is still after the break. At the same time, it gives
us more time before we start the testimony than we have
had with the guality assurance cross plans.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I believe those
cross plans on Suffolk County Contention 3 have been
filed eons ago. That is my recollection. They may be
-- we are undertaking a review of this plan to try to
avoid repetition.

JUDGE BRENNER: You are right. They were
filed on June 29. I am sorry.

The next point I was going to get to, and it
might relate back to my =2rror here, is whether further
discussions would take place between now and October
12th such that ve can get a definitive report on that
date, and my thought was that the cross plans would then
reflect further work or further discussions. We have
had some other issues where the discussions run right up
to the wvire, and I don't vant that to happen here, and
since we are going to have a break, and I am even giving
you an additional wveek, well, I am asking you for a
report after the twvo-veak break, if that sounds
r2asonable to the board.

If wve are missing something, and the parties

believe it unreaso>nable, we are willing to hear, but

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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unless ve hear different, wve would like a report as to
what discussions took place, whether anything has been
nacroved, and wvhere the crux of the dispute still lies
in an oral report from counsel. You can make it a
written report if you like, but we won't require it.
And as before, we expect experts and counsel for the
staff, LILCO, and the county to get together on it and
report back to us by October 12th. If there are no
material modifications to the cross plan, ve will use
the ones filed on June 29th for our guidance. If there
are scme material modifications, you will have an
opportunity to make them.

I guess October 12 would also be a good time
to hear about the status of negotiations on the issues
which were deferr2d. And I remind the parties and
myself that we are going to get a report with respect to
Phase One of the emergency planning issues on Se¢)tember
21st.

(Pause.)

JUDGE BRENNERs All right. We cun take a
quick break so that the witnesses can get comfortable,
unless there is something before then.

MP. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I have three
preliminary housekeeping matters that I think might be

aseful to take up nowe. Firr:, one of our witnesses, Mr.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AvE , S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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Jack Alexander, is the leader of the Independent Safety
Engineeriny Group, ISOG, and is a member of this panel,
I believe, chiefly at the request of the board, and his
reference in the QA testimony amounts to a fairly small
portion of the overall QA testimony, and I would request
that Mr. Alexander not be required to be present here
during the entire period, but that when the county
decides or perhaps the board may decide when it wishes
to take up that particular subject, we will then have
Br. Alexander come back.

Certainly two or three days, if he has to be
here two or three days on an overlap, that is no
problem, but I wanted to avoid two weeks of sitting, if
at all possible.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you can't avoid 1lt, but
we can avoid it for Mr. Alexander.

MR. ELLIS:s Thank you.

MR. BORDENICK: NMr. Ellis, may wve interject, T
have a similar regquest with respect to one of the staff
vitnesses. Tuat is somewhat down the road, but the
parties could be thinking about it. ¥r. Rivenbark
sssentially has a very minor portion of the testimony,
and it would be helpful if again there is no problem
vith a few days' overlap, but I don't think it is

necessary for him to sit with the panel throughout the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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staff's tenure on the stand.

JUDGE BRENNER: You have plenty of time to
vork that out with the parties. Why don’'t you do that
and then come back to us with the solution you have
arrived at, particularly since ve will be in Bethesda?

Going back to Mr. Ellis's request, that is
acceptable to the board. Does the county have any
objection to working out a particular schedule for that
on2 witness?

MR. LANPHER:s No. Mr. Earley had asked us
2arlier about that, and ve haa told him wvhile we thought
ve would do some gqualifications the day after that, ve
can defer to when QA is generally taken up, and ve can
give him an exact date with a couple of days' notice,
heopefully.

MR. ELLIS: My second housekeeping matter is
similar, but I think it raises a unique problem for us.
Mr. Muller is about to> be a proud papa, and he has an
advantage over some of us, because I think the
predictions are pretty clear that the process will begin
tomorrow, and carry over to Wednesday, and I stuck my
neck out, Judge Brenner, and told him that the board
would give favorable consideration to his reguest to be
absent for that period, provided he promises to be back

here Thursday -- Friday, excuse me, having already one

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W._, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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child home that he remembers well when he was very
young. He wvelcomes the opportunity to come back on
Fridaye.

(General laughter.)

JUDGE BRENNER: You don't think I'd rule
against apple pie and motherhood, do you?

(General laughter.)

JUDGE BRENNER: We should state for the record
ve have had preliminary discussions with the board and
the parties during conference calls as to the projection
of how long the county's cross would last, and the
projection was it would last at least two weeks. Does
the county have any trouble adjusting to taking in the
second veek?

MR. LANPHER: We advised LILCO that there is
no objection to that at all. My understanding is that
he will be here today.

MR. ELLISs He is here today, and so is Nr.
Alexander.

The third item is a housekeeping matter, but I
vould like to give a short background. An integral part
of the arrangement that led to the second veek of the
tvo-veek hiatus was that the county would identify
documents they intended to use in cross examination.

The reason for this request is that QA, unlike many

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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other contentions, the number of documents is
overvhelming. It is voluminous, and many of the
documents are interrelated, and the county agreed to
attempt to do this. There were literally many thousands
of documents, and I think we all recognize that it wvas
unfair to question witnesses about complicated matters
that wvere present in voluminous documents without giving
the vwitnesses an opportunity to review these.

In any event, on the 7th of September, Mr.
Lanpher sa2nt us an attempt to define the documents, and
I think in the course of the telephone conversation had
indicated that Mr. Lanpher thought he had identified a
nuaber, and ve were dissatisfied, and in any event wve
agreed to go back and talk about it.

Mr. Lanpher pointed out in the ta2lephone call
that that wvas his first cut. He intended to furnish as
vith more informsation on Friday. He in fact vas in
touch with us. I think Mr. Earley and Mr. Lanpher were
in touch on several occasions, and the long and short of
the matter is that Mr. Lanpher has furnished us with
more specificity, but not‘vhat ve think we should have,
which is, I think, what one might expect. We think more
should be supplied.

I don't suggest that the board should engage

in a review. Mr. Lanphei: thinks he has done a good

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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faith effort. We don't question his good faith. We
merely think we should have had much more specificity.
But we don't suggest that the board get involved in
deciding vhether they ought to give us more or not on
the basis of what has happened before, but wvhat we do
think is important in order to conserve the litigation
time of this board and in order toc have the matters
presented as fairly as we can is to have as much wvarning
as possible on specific documents.

I don't think, as I mention2d previously, this
ought to be a triai by ambush on the voluminous
documents that are available in this, and all ve ask is
that as much in advance as possible, that wve have some
indication, wve have some identification of the documents
so that the witnesses don't have to say, I need an
opportunity to review this or that or scmething else to0
often. It is going to happen anyway, because there is
just a great deal, a great many documents.

And so, in summary, I suggest that the county
advise us in advance, as much in advance as possible of
each session of the documents they plan to use, so that
ve can fairly prepare and save the hearing time.

JUDGE BRENNER: We have been patient on other
contentions when 2vents have transpired such that wve

have had to take breaks for other witnesses to read
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documents because they have not be.n apprised in
advance, and ve will proceed on the same basis here, and
if vwe discern a lack of good faith or other untoward
apuses of that, and I am not saying that is going to
occur, but if it does, we will be prepared to act,
including the possibility of cutting off the cross
examination.

I don't want to preclude the possibility that
tha county may have some particular documents that they
vant to supply the witness with. If that is your
particular strategy, that is acceptable, but it should
be limited to those relatively narrow areas in this type
of litigation wvhere that type of approach is useful.

MR. LANPHER: I 1on't believe any response is
required from me. I just vant it to be clear that I
disagree with Mr. Ellis's characterizations.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, we will see it unfold
before us, and if there is suddenly extensive cross
examination from a lot of documents that the vitness wvas
not informed particularly would be the basis for
questioning, as distinguished from some large category
of documents that the document falls within, wve will see
it right in front of us, as to what occurred.

So it might be a good idea, given the

extensive amount of documents, to have a counsel
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conference, a brief counsel conference every day at an
appropriat2 time, at the beginning of the day or the end
of the day, as to what documents are going to come up in
the next day or two, and I would expect that when the
other parties ar2 cross examining the county's witness,
the same approach would be taken, so that we can get a
rapid, up to date status among the parties, and the
board does not have to hear it, as to wvhat documents
they are g2ing to use.

It seems to me that would obviate the problenm
and also avoid any dispute as to vhether you gave enough
detail. This would be your chance to be reacting to it
as the case is developing, and inform other counsel what
iocuments you are going to use so the witnesses can take
a look at them. S0, we will require that that procedure
be followved.

Any questions?

MR. ELLISs No, Judge.

MR. LANPHERs No.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Let's take a
ten-minute break, and get the witnesses up on the stand.

(Whereupon, a brief recess wvas taken.)
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JUDGE BRENNER: MNr. Bordenick, I forget to set
a staff date for the responses to Judge Morris on the
items he wvanted a status on. I would not like that to
be as late as the other matter on the overall responses
to unresclved safety issues. I wvas going to suggest
October 12th as a good d1ate, bacause you will have a
tvo-veek break.

MR. BORDENICKs That is fine, Judge Brenner.
Obviously, we won't need much time for that portion of
1t

JUDGE BRENNER: The status of some of the open
itams may chang2 betws2en novw and October 12. I don't
know. And that would be a good time for us to take
anc>ther lo>k at thenm.

YR. BORDENICK: We will file a general status
report. I think we have been trying to do that on a
fairly regular basis, so ve will make the n2xt one on
that date if not sooner.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right.

Now, there was a reason why we called the
items down. Ther2 are some items for which the staff
has its review open. Wa are no longer intarested in
pursuing the status for reasons of our views on the
status to 1ats. So you can rastrict the ra2port to the

items Judge Morris included, plus, of course, if there
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ar2 any changa2s in the ones that ve relate to the
deferred issues.

MR. BORDENICKs That is fine.

JUDGE BRENNER: Gentlemen, could you all
pl2ase stani, now that you arz comfortsbhla?

Whereupon,
JOHN F. ALEXANDER,
T. TRACY ARRINGTON,
FREDERICK B. BALDWIN,
ROBERT G. BURNS,
WILLIAN M. EIFERT,
T. FRAKK GERECKE,
JOSEPH M. KELLY,
DONALD G. LONG,
ARTHUR R. MULLER,
WILLIAM J. MUSELER and
EDWARD J. YOUNGLING
vere called as witnesses by counsel for LILCO and, after
being first duly swvorn, vere examined and testified as
follows:

MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, we have a very
brief informal statement. Do you want that now or after
the presentation of the testimony?

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, lot's jat the testimony

in, and I am open to suggestions as to how mechanically
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to treat the testimony. I would suggest that wve
probably want to depart from the procedure of binding it
in.
MR. ELLIS: Shall I begin?
JUDGE BRENNER: Yes.
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. ELLIS:

Q Gentlemen, would you please state for the
record your name, your residence and your business
affiliation, beginning with Mr. Burns at this end,
please.

A (NITNESS BURNS) My name is Robert G. Burns, ay
residential address is 30 French Street, North Quincy,
Massachusetts. My business affiliation is Stone &
Webster Engineering Corporation.

A (WNITNESS LONG) My name is Donald G. Long, I
reside at 3235 Oak Wood Court in Morgan Hill,
California. I work for the General Electric Company
located at 175 Curtner Avenue in San Jose, California.
The Nuclear Energy Business Operations of the General
Electric Company.

: (WITNESS EIFERT) My name is William M. Eifert,
I live at 31 Stanford Drive in Hingham, Massachusetts.

I work for Stone &L Webster Enjyineeriny Corporation in

Boston.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, iNC,
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i (WITNESS BALDWIN) My name is Frederick E.
Baldwin, I reside at 11 Fox Lane, Milford, Mass., and I
vork for Stone £ Webster Engineering Corporation, Boston.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) My nam2 is T. Frank Gerecke,
my resident address is 121 Village Lane, Hauppauge. I
vork for the Long Island Lighting Company in Hicksville.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) My name is William J.
Museler, my business address is P.0O. Box 618, Wading
River, Nev York. I work for the Long Island Lighting
Company.

A (WITNESS KELLY) My name is Joseph M. K=1lly, my
business address is Post Office Box 618, Wading River,
New York. I wvork for the Long Island Lighting Company.

2 (WITNESS ARRINGTON) My name is Tracy
Arcington, my address is Sam's Path, Rocky Point, New
fork. I work for Stone & Webster Engineering
Corporation at the site.

A (WITNESS MULLER) My name is Arthur R. Muller.
My business address is Post 628, Wading River, New
York. I am employed by LILCO.

Q That was all said without a trace of
nervousness.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) My name is edvard J.
Youngling, ay business zddress is Box 5§18, Wading River,

New York. I am employed by the Long Island Lighting
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Company at tha Shoreham Nuclear Powaer Station.

A (WITNESS ALEXANDER) My name is John F.
Alexander, I work for the Long Island Lighting Company,
my business address is Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,
Waiing River, Rew York.

YR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, the spokesman for
the panel has been designated as Mir. Museler, and I will
now dirsct my quastions concerning the testimony to Mr.
Huseler.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q ¥r. Museler, do you have a copy of the guality
assurance testimony submitted on behalf of LILCO on June
29, 1982, befora you?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Yes, I do.

Q And ds you also have a copy of the changes to
that testimony, the errata sheet?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, I do.

¥R. ELLISs Judge Brenner, a copy of the
testimony, together with the errata sheet, has been
supplied t> couns2l and to the reporter, and I believe
the changes have been made in the copy given to the
reportere.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming)s

Q Mr. Mus2ler, on behalf of the panel, is the

gquality assurance testimony true and correct, together
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#ith the c-hanges, ts th2 bast of the knowledige and
belief of you and the panel?
A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it is.

MR. ELLIS: At this time, Judge Brenner, ve
wvould offer the quality assurance testimony and the
attachments, togather with the change sha22t, into
evidence in this record, and present the panel for cross
examination.

JUDGE BRENNER: You skirted my mechanical
suggestion. I sujgest that ve make it all an exhibit,
as distinguished from binding it in. And ve would be up
to LILCO Exhibit 21, according to our records. And the
attachments would simply stay numbered as they are;
however, thay would be Attachments, whatever number, to
LILCO Exhibit 21, I am making this up as I g5 along,
but T would suggest that wve can call the errata sheet
21X as a sub-exhibit.

As a result of all that, the reporter will
ultimately nead thra2e copies of everything for the
official racord.

MR. ELLIS: We will supply those, Judge
Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: 1In the absence of objection,
as identified, we will accept the LILCO testimony and

attachments, along with the errata sheet, into evidence
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as LILCO Exhibits 21 with attachments, and also, 21A for

the errata sheet.
(The documents referred
to vere marked LILCO
Exhibits No. 21 and 21A
for identification and
vere received in
evidence.)

BY MR. MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q Consistent with the Board's previous rulings,
ve would now lik2 to have Mr. Museler givs a brief
summary of the testimony.

A (WITNESS MULLER) Ky name is Bill NMuseler, I anm
the Lighting Ccmpany's Manager of Construction and
Engineering for the Shoreham Pover Plant. Ny company is
vitally inter2sted in buildiny anil operating a safe and
reliable plant at Shorehan.

As our testimony demonstrates, ve have taken
all the necessary steps to design and construct that
plant properly. We have established a vigorous and
thorough guality assurance prugram, and ve implement
that program continuously.

Quality assurance at horeham has alwvays
benefited from effective and sophisticated gquality

assurance planninjy and procedures. We have staffed that
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program with knovledgeable individuals in sufficient

numbers to assure proper coverage. And ve have backed
that program with sufficiant manajement commitment and
concerne.

Qur quality assurance program has resulted in
a carefully-cons“ructed plant at Sher2ham which will
ensure a safe operating plant vhen ve enter into that
phase of the project.

To illustrate the gquality that has been built
into Shoreham, over 750,000 inspections have been
conducted at Shor2ham, and wvell over 2.4 million man
hours of quality assurance inspector time have been
axpenda2d., With that, only approximately one-half
percent of these inspections resulted in any findings.

Throughout this testimony, much will be said
about thes2 findings. It must be ra2mamberedi that they
are the exception. Literally, millions of tasks wvere
involvad in th2 construction of Shoreham. Not only are
the findings are incignificant in terms of numbers; many
of them are also insignificant from a safety
standprint. Any problems found at Shorer:m have been
corrected and the causes of these problems have been
rectified.

What is more, LiLCO has undertaken a number of

pragrams t> ensur2 f.rthar the guality of Shoreham,
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. 1 including an independent review of saf:ty systems and a
2 4esign verification.

. 3 NRC inspections at Shoreham huve identified

4 fewer concarns 2n average than at other nuclear powver

5 plants in the country. And significantly, Shoreham's

6 positive response to NRC findings and concerns has

7 result2d in no finds aver having been leviei against the

8 Lighting . ompany, Stone & Webster, or General Electric.

9 No serious infractions as designated by the HNRC have

10 be=n identified in the over ten years of the

11 construction of this plant, and no need has ever arilsen -

12 for the NRC to2 call a spa2cial managema2nt ma2eting to

13 4insure that LILCO management takes proper corrective

14 action. =) A

15 We have taken our gquality assurance

16 responsibilities s2riously, and ve believe that it sh~vs

17 in the final product. But no ratter how large the :
18 gquality assurance program may be, and no matter how
19 inspectors may be dedicated to it, gquality has (o be N

built into the plant, and the adeguacy of the final

product is what really counts. I think here is where

Shoreham 2xcels.

23 I hzve been associated with the Shoreham

project for almost ten years, and I know large numbers

25 »of the men and wvomen who designed and built it. From
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the design engineers to the welders, these people are
dedicated to producing a juality product. They are
interested in it because they are professionals and thef
are dadicated to> their trade, anda proud of it. Many of
tham are our neighbors here on Long Island and have an
added person:l interest in insuring that this plant is
built and operated safely.

Thus, our testimony shows that the entire teanm
of enginears, designers and craftsmen has built an
excellent plant at Shoreham. Our g3uality assurance
program has been thorough, and it has confirmed that the
plant will provids reliable and safe e2lectrical service
to the people of Long Island.

MR. ELLISs The panel is now ready for cross
examination, Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER:s County?

¥R. LVNPHER: Judge Brenner, is that summary
Joing to b2 consiiered part of th2 aviienca?

JUDGE BRENNER: No. Consistent with what we
have been 1oing.

MR. LANPHER: That is fine, because I think
there were some statements that are not in the
testimony, but if it is not evidence, then I don't need
a copy of it,

CROSS ELAMINATION

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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BY MR. LANPHER:

Q sentlemen, I am going to start with some
gquestions regarding qualification, and accordingly, I
will b2 making reference to Attachment 3 of the prefiled
testimony.

Mr. Museler, since you started, we will come
back to you first. I believe in your resume you
indicate that you supervise UNICO Construction
angineeriny and licensing, correct?

A (WITRESS MULLER) That is generally correct,

sir. UNICO Construction is one entity of engineering,

ani licensing pawer another entity. But I supervise all
of thcose.

You supervise those three?

(WITNESS MULLER) Yes, sir.

Q Are you part of the -- in your position, sir,
ar2 you part of the Quality Assurance Department of
LILCO?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) No, sir, I am not part of
the Quality Assurance Department.

Q Does UNICO have its own guality assurance
i27arteant?

A (¥ITNESS MUSELER) UNICO, as a construction
management organization, does not have a separate

juality assurance department or divisione. The gquality

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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assurance activities conducted on the construction site
ar2 administerel and 2ff2cted by independz2at Stone &
Webster and LILCO quality assurance organizations

I would add that in certain areas of
non~-safety related equipment, the construction
management organization does perform quality type
inspectionse.

Q Br. Museler, when you use the term "non-safety
related”™, maybe we should try to get that defined
upfront. Are you including the class of everything that
is not classified by LILCO as QA Category 1?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) That is the general
aptlication of that term, yes, sir.

Q You said the g¢eneral application. Let me ask
it a different way, then. My understanding is QA
Category 1 is synonomous in LILCO's terminology with
safety-relatedi. Is that corract?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) That is correct.

Q 1f T unierstand your testimony, there are
certain inspections which are conducted by the UNICO
Coanstruction organization.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) That is correct.

Q Concerning non-safety related and non-QA
Category 1 items.

A (NITNESS MUSELER) Yes, sir. It is not a very

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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sirplistic ansver. Construction management pesonnel and
contract personnel also inspect safety-related
equipment, but not to the exclusion of guality assurance
pacsonna2l. In th2 case Of sone non-safety related
2quipment, the contractor and construction management
personnel conduct thecse inspections exclusively.

Excuse me, Mr. Lanpher, I should add just for
additional clarity, there is a cross-over of quality
assurance inspections into th2 non-saf2ty related area
as well. Quality assurance does inspect also some
non~-safety related components or materials.

dhat is a rigid fact is that the Juality
assurance organizations at Shoreham inspect all of the
safety-related components, equipment and processes.

Q Mr. Museler, in your previous ansver you said

gquality assurance does inspect some non-safety related.

Now, when you are referring to> guality assurance, are
you talking about LILCO guality assurance or Stone &
Wabster?
(WITNESS MUSELER) Both.

Q And what items, what non-safety related items
are inspected by Stone & Webster and/or LILCO or GE?

B (WITNESS MUSELER) To give you an exhaustive
list I would have to raf2r to some additional records.

]

But to give you a few examples, qQuality assurance

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . IN(
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personnel inspect non-safety related concrete; they
inspect th2 document control system. Those are two.

They also conduct inspections of ths storage
and maintenance of equipment prior to its installation
for non-safety related as well as safety-related
equipment.

If yov would like a more exhaustive list, ve
would have to tak2 a few minutes to put it together.

Q Is that list part of your testimony, prefiled
testimony, sirc?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) No, it is not.

Q ¥r. Museler, from what I would call the
attribution pag2 at the front of the testimony where
people’s resposibility is set forth, it is indicated
that you are responsible cr partly responsible for Parts
I and II of the t2stimony; then the de2sign pertion, the
construction portion and the conclusion. Were you the
primary author of any portions of that testimony? Anid
if so, can you indicate what portions?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Y2s, sir. If you would Jjust
bear with me, I will do it by using the Table of
Contents. This will just take me a moment, so if you
will bear with me.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, for the

information of the Board, I am going to try t> get this
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informatiosn s> that later, I can direct guestions to the

apopropriata2 pesoplz.

JUDGE BRENNEEK: Is that the only reason you
ar2 askiny? Because there is a more efficient vay of
doing it, if that is the only reason.

MR. LANPHER: Maybe iuring a break ve could do
that. That would be fine with me. Though I might want
to follow up on it afterwards. And if you would rather

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, why don't we do that.
And in particular, on what you call the attribution
page, it is evidence that some sections have more than
one author, and whether the breakdown is as to
particular subsections or whether there is an overlap.
Just for the purpose of askiny guestions, because you
probzbly have encugh with just the attribution page, I
think the witnesses can decide which one of several who
are involved in that section would be the appropriate
one to ansver.

Howavar, I =an understand why you might feel
more comfortable with a little more detail, and I think
you can 32t that iuring the break. We don't need it on
the record for our purposes for now. To the extent you
see something that interests you in terms of why a

certain person is off2ring a c2rtain subs=2ztion, you can
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follow up on that as opposed to having to get everything.

So let's just move on, and we will work out
that particular information as soon as possible. If you
can't complete it by lunchtime, perhaps by the
mid-afternoon break. Or maybe LILCO can take the Table
of Contents and indicate in a particular subsection
vhich witnesses -- and ve understand there may be more
than one -- for a particular subsecticn. And if one can
properly b2 called the principal author, so indicate.

We will run until about 12:30, for your
information.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Mr. Mus2l2r, you inlicatel with respect to QA
Category 2, or non-safety related items, UNICO conducts
inspections. Does UNICO conduct other guality assurance
activities for non-safety related items?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Yes, sir. Just to> enumerate
1 fev of them, the control of special processes that
apply to non-safety related equipment is partially the
responsibility »nf UNICO, and also partially the
cresponsibility of the contractors. The control of
i2sign iocuments for non~safety related equipment is
partially a responsibility of UNICO. So in aspects ve

10 conduct other activities related to quality for
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‘ ' non-safety related equipment.

2 Mr. Lanpher, Mr. Youngling would like to add
‘ 3 something to that last statement.

4 A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would like to add to

5 that, Mr. Lanpher, in the area of start-up testing, the
6 3Juality assurance organization does perform an

7 inspection function on non-safety related test

8 activities. We d2signate tests in the start-up area as
9 pre-operational tests and acceptance tests. Certain

10 pra-operational ta2sts are performed on non-safety

11 related activities. These tests are witnessed by the QA
12 oprganization.

13 Q When you say QA organization, that is both
Stone £ Webster and LILCO? Or nov are we talking about
15 oparational QA, LILCO alone?

16 B (WITNESS YOUNGLING) We are talking about

17 operational QA alone.

18 Q So it is just LILCO you are referring to?
19 I (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes.
20 Q I baliave you testimony was that they observed

21 Jjust some >f the startup testing, not all of it?

22 Correct?

23 A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) The operational quality
‘ 24 assurance organization reviews all safety-related

25 testing, and in aidition, certain non-safety related.,
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Q Is there a listing 2f what non-safety related
startup testing is observed by LILCO guality assurance?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes. All pre-operational
tests are witnessed by the OQA organization, and that
listing of tests is available.

Q I guess I missed an earlier statement. I
thought you had earlier said, sir, that 100 percent of
tha startup tests related to safety-related are observed
by LILCO QA, but only some of the startup tests relating
t> non-safaty r2lat2d1 ar2 obsarved by LILCO QA. But
then your next ansver, I thought you said 100 percent of
both.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Let me clarify for youe.
The startup testing activities for all components in the
plant is divided into two parts; pre=-operational tests
and acceptance tests. Pre-operational tests are
performed on all safety-related systems. In addition,
LILCO has imposed pre-operational testing to certain
non-safety relatei systems, which it deems necessary to
support reliability of the product.

This grouping of testing activities called
pre-operational tests are witnesses by the O0QA
organization.

Q You stated that there was a listing. Wh _e is

that located? A listing of those non-safety related

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10,092

systems or items that are witnesses by LILCO QA, the
startup testing?

A (WNITNESS YOUNGLING) No, I stated that the
pre-operational test listing is available.

Q And that includes the non-safety related?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes.

Q Is that part of your testimony, sir?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) No, it is not.

(Panel >f witnesses conferring.)

Kr. Lanpher, Mr. Museler reminded me that you
io have a copy of our startup manual, and in the startup
manual there is a complete listing of the
pra-operational tests.

Q Thank you. MNr. Alexander, as lead engineer
for ISEG, what are your responsibilities?

B (WITNESS ALEXANDER) My responsibilities, as
stated in my testimony, are that I am responsible for
iirecting the day-to-day activities of the group at the
plant.

Q Excuse me, I see one of the changes you made.
Your procurema2nt cesponsibilitias, which previously wvere
indicated in the resume, are no longer part of your
responsibilities with ISEG?

A (NITNESS ALEXANDER) That is correct. The

procurement referred to an operator license. Since
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then, I have cbtained a certification from General
Electric as an SRO, and currently am in the licensing
program. So that has been changed.

Q What are the day-to-day ISEG activities that
you are responsible for?

(Paus2.)

A (WITNESS ALEXANDER) Basically, my first duty

is purely admiaistrative; that is, to handle the

administrative functions of the personnel, the engineers
who work for me. Just the basic day-to-day, mundane
worke.

In addition to that managerial responsibility,
I have a ta2chnizal cesponsibility. The technical
responsibility is to oversee the work of the engineers
involved in the independent safety engineering group and
to verify that it is technically correct, and to assist
them vhen they run into particular problems. Basically,
get involved in d40ing reviews »f diffarent op2rating
experiences, information, and assist them in finding -~
helping them to find out information or to get help from
sources if they need that help.

In addition, I review their work product. I
io give it an initial first cut to make sure that it is
doing what is supposed to be 4done by the independent

safety engineering group. I take care of scheduling of
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the peer raviewv of that work product.

I am also involved in consulting with various
coutside groups for tha2 inispenient safety engineering
group, and I act as more or less a liaison with the
other parts of the company.

Q You refar to engineers working for you. What
is the size of your staff, sir? Professional
engineeriny staff.

A (WITNESS ALEXANDER) In addition to myself,
there are currently three engineers actively working at
the site. In addition, one more has been hired and is
scheduled to start shortly. In addition, ve are
concluding bringing on a consultant on a long-term basis
to provide input to the group. In addition, wve have
access to other consulting groups which we are actively
1iscussing with these people. And finally, I have one
member who provides clerical assistance.

Q Mr. Alexand2r, as lead engineer, who do you
report to?

A (NITNESS ALEXANDER) I report to the Chairman
2f the Inda2pendant Safaty Enginsering Group, and that is
Bryan McCaffry.

Q Mr. Al2xaniar, thos2 three engineers that you
mentioned at the site, are they permanent members of the

L[SEG staff, or do they have other responsibilities as
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well?

A (WITNESS ALEXANDER) They are permanent members
of the staff and they have no other responsibilities,
other than to ISEG.

Q And that would be true also for the fourth
that you mentioned, that has been hired?

B (WITNESS ALEXANDER) That is correct, and it is
also true for the consultant we are interviewing to take
on.

Q Mr. Arrington, I would like to turn to your
statement of qualifications. I uniarstand from review
of your resume that you are a superintendent in the
Fi2ld Quality Control Division. What does it mean to be
a superintaendent?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Part of my responsibility
as Superintendent of the Field Quality Control is to
administer the Stone £ Webster Field Quality Control
Manual as it relates to Stone £ Webster's gquality
assurance program for the Shoreham project.

I also have administrative responsibilities
for all Stone & Webster field juality control personnel

assigned to the Shoreham project.
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Q As superintendent, you were the chief person

on the site for Stone and Webster within the field
quality control division? Is that correct?
A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct. I am
the senior rep for the field guality control division.
Q How long have you been assigned to that
position at Shoreham?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) As we have stated my
jualifications, I received that title in April of 1978.

Q You have been at Shoreham since that time
also?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct.

Q Were you at Shoreham prior to April, 1978,
sir?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q When did you first begin working on Shoreham
matters for Stone and Webster?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I was transferred to the
Shoreham projact in February of 197S.

Q And that was in field quality control?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q In your position as superintendent at the
Shoreham site, have you conducted any mechanical
inspections?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Have I personally

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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conducted mechanical inspections?

Q Yes.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I have not been
responsible for the mechanical discipline. However, I
have witnessed inspections and been a part of the
inspections in the mechanical discipline.

Q Then your statement -- excuse me.

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County
conferred.)

Q In the position of superintendent, have you
personally conducted any electrical inspections?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) No, I itave not. I have
also vitnessed inspections in the electrical discpline.

Q Now, in your earlier positions with Stone and
Webster assigned to the Shoreham project from 1975 until
April of 1978, did you personally conduct any mechanical
inspections?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) As I indicated earlier, I
have not personally conducted the inspection. I have
been a part of the mechanical inspections at various
times, wvitnessing those inspections that have been
performed by people who are responsible to me. I have
had direct responsibilities for the civil discipline as
far as inspections are concerned.

Q Would you define in a little more detail what

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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you mean by the civil discipline? Would that be things
like concrete?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That would be the
concrete, the soils inspection, the laboratory testing,
structural steel erection.

Q Mr. Arcington, what is the size of the Stone
and Webster professional staff which you supervise at
the site?

A (NITNESS ARRINGTON) The professional staff
would be approximately S0 percent of our total staff.
Professional staff would be the salaried or monthly paid
individuals. That would be approximately 40 to 4S5
people at this point in time.

Q These are the people that conduct inspections,
conduct audits? 1Is that correct?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q In your position as superintendent, do you
personally conduct audits in any of the areas of the
plant?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Not personally, no. I
have people who are responsible to me that perform these
audits personally. I do reviev their results.

Q Prior to the time that you becanme
superintenient at the site in April, '78, did you

personally perform audits in any areas?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes. I was accompanying

a couple of individuals on various audits.

Q Would that again be in the civil discipline?

A (RITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q When you said that you conducted audits within
the civil discipline, ve will get into the testimony a
little more a little later about what an audit is, but
in those audits, vere you covering all of the Appendix B
criteria as applied in those disciplines, for instance,
things like document control and corrective action, or
were you concentrating on a particular Appendix B
criterion?

® (WITNESS ARRINGTON) The audits that I
referred to were being performed by our Boston staff. I
vas accompanying those individuals that vere performing
those audits. They wvere applied to Appendix B criteria,
yes.

Q Is it generally the case that audits, field
quality control audits pecformed by Stone and Webster at
Shoreham are performed by Boston based staff as opposed
to the personnel that are based at the site?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes. The site Stone and
Webster field quality control division does not perform
site audits. These audits are performed by our Boston

staff of the gquality assurance division, and field
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quality control people. That is one of the departments
that voull be audited, as vell as the construction
department or engineering.

Q Then does field quality control, the staff
personnel, the site personnel, excuse me, field guality
control for Stone and Webster, it limits itself to
inspection activities and other activities of a lesser
order than auditing? Is that correct?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Our responsibilities
wonld be for the first line inspection, in process
inspection and surveillance inspection of the site
activities.

Q Is auditing the only quality assurance
function that is perfcrmed by Stone and Webster
personnel from off-site. Is everything else, in other
vords, handled by your staff on site?

B (WITNESS ARRINGTON) As far as it relates to
the Stone and Webster program, yes. We do the first
line inspection. The safety related components. The
Cat 1 components.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Mr. Lanpher, could I add to
that?

Q Sure. Any time anyone wants to offer
something, go ahead.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Thank hou very much. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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think one of your gquestions was, does Boston Stone and

Webster staff only do QA audits of the construction

site.
or NMr.

Q

Is that correct? Is that your question to Tracy,
Arrington?

No, my juestion was, with respect to field

quality control audits of the work at Shofehan. are all

those audits conducted by personnel from off-site? And

he had
A

In the

mentioned Boston.
(WITNESS BALDWIN) Presently they are, yes.

ten or twelve years of activity on this

construction site, in the early stages I believe, MNr.

Acrcingtun, you 4ii1 40 some audits, or the FQC people did

do some audits on the construction site.

A

(WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct. In the

early stages of the project, I think they wvere called

audits.

Q

Can one of you gentlemen define what you mean

by the early stage or time period?

A

(WITNESS BALDWIN) I recall that field guality

control audit number 1 was, I think, in *'71 or '72. \Mr.

Arrington might have a better reflection on when they

started at the construction site. They, his group, and

also the group from Boston, there were two groups up to

a period of time. There has always been the Boston

groupe.

The Boston guality assurance groupe.
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Q Mr. Arrington, if I could go back to a

statement I believe you made, I think you stated that
these field quality control audits covered Category 1
itams, correct? Or audit, the Category 1 items?

A (WITKESS ARRINGTON) TI indicated that our
first line inspections covered the Category 1. The
first line inspection covered the Category 1 or safety
related activities.

Q Field quality control, Ston2 and Webster field
quality control does not inspect Category 2 items? QA
Category 2 items?

A (WITNEST ARRINGTON) There are some items that
have been designated by the engineer to be inspected by
the field guality control division.

Q But as a general matter, that is not the
case?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Generally speaking, we do
not do the first line inspection for the non-safety
related or Cat 2 areas. There are some areas that wve do
do inspections. F¥r. Museler had indicated there are
some concr2te tasting that we perform. We also do
inspection on the documentation systems of the storage
as it pertains to non-safety related items. It is the
same programe.

Q Does Stone and Webster, or have you compiled

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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any analysis which bra2aks down the percent of time which
fi2ld guality control spends on safety related o»r
Category 1 items as opposed to the non-safety related
items, Catagory 27

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) No, we do not. Our time
is charged to the same number.

Q Would it be fair to say that the vast majority
¢f the time or effort by field quality control is
applied to safety related items?

B (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I am not sure what you
mean.

Q Ninety to 95 percent of the time,
understanding that this is just an estimate.

(Wheresupon, the witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) From a total standpoint,
from the b2ginning of time, I think our involvement in
the non-safety related is5 much greater than it would be
today. Today's activities, ve are not necessarily
involved with tha tot:i process of non-safety related,
but in the earlier stages, considering the amount of
concrete that was placed, the numbers were unusually
high then as opposed to now, where the concrete or the
civil area is one of the smaller operations.

Q Is it correct, sir, that up until some time in

1978 or 1979, LILCO field quality control performed
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first lin2 inspections on non-safety related items?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) You mean Stone and
Webster field quality cortrol?

Q Yes.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, we did perform
inspection on certain Category 2 and non-safety related
items or processes.

Q And wvas there a change in that process in 1978
or 19797

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) There was a change in
1978 in some disciplines where my responsibility ceased
in certain disciplines. That wvas assumed fully by the
UNICO or the construction management organization. They
had been parforming those inspections up until that
point. It was a redundant inspection. They assumed the
inspection responsibilities for those systenms.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) MNr. Lanpher, excuse me. I
believe you asked -- well, in answver to one of your
questions earlier, ve had indicated that the UNICO
construction management organization did perform first
line inspections on certain non-safety related
compcnents, as well as inspections in front of MNr.
Arrington's people on safety related components. I
emphasize that the inspection requirements that are used

by the UNICO construction management personnel are the

ALDERSON REPORING COMPANY, INC,
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same ones that ware us2d by Mr. Arrington's organization

2 and in fact the procedures, inspection requirements that
‘ 3 are used for the non-safety related equipment which are

4 jindicated in a differant manual than the guality

5 assurance manual are reviewed by the guality assurance

6 department to ensure that the inspections are

7 appropriate for that kind of component or process.

8 The change that you referred to was made at

9 that point in time for two purposes, to rely a more

10 definitive focus of the guality assurance inspectors on

11 th2 safety related equipment, and to make use of, guite

12 frankly, the experience and the knowledge of the

13 construction management personnel in the review and the

14 inspection of components that were er2cted by the

5 various contractors, non-safety related components.

16 Q Mc. Mus2ler, you maie passing reference to

17 anothir manual. Attachment 11 to the LILCO testimony is

18 entitled UNICO Engineering QA Manual. My understanding

19 1s that that covers more than Jjust engineering. It also

20 covers construction. Is that correct?

21 A (WITNESS MUSELER) Yes, sir, but that is not

22 what I was referring to. What I wvas referring to was

23 the construction site construction manual, of which I
' 24 Dbelieve you have a number of the specific CSI procedures

in your possession, and the entire CSI manual, I
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believe, vas also part of the various discovery
processes that have taken place over the last number of
monthse.

That is the manual I vas referring to.

Q Then let me get an ansver to my earlier
question, though. Attachment 11, the LILCO engineering
QA manual, as it has been labeled, really covers more
than engin2ering, correct?

A (WNITNESS MUSELER) Yes, it does. I think Nr.
Kelly could speak to that.

A (WITNESS KELLY) That manual covers all
activities up to operations.

Q All LILCO activities?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No, that manual and that
program is passed down to the architect-engineer and all
suppliers to meet with the LILCO reguirements specified
in that manual.

Q And this manual covers safety related
activities? 1Is that correct?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, that's correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher, whenever it is
convenient, we can take a break.

MR. LANPHER: I was going to suggest that this
is a convenient time right now.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me make sure I was

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW._, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



informed about Mr. Muller's schedule correctly.
Apparently he has things better scheduled than I have
ever been able to do in this proceeding, but he is
available for all of today?

MR. ELLISs Yes, sir, he is available all of
today, but not tomorrow or the following day.

JUDGE BRENNER: Does he have a strong
preference to try to get out of here early, even today?

MR. ELLIS: I don't know, sir. He is
aviilable 2ntirsly today.

JUDGE BRENNERs Mr. Muller, does it matter?

WITNESS MULLER: No problenm.

JUDGE ERENNER: Othervise, I wvas going to
suggest that we inquire into Mr. Muller's gualifications
as soon as ve got back from lunch, but if it doesn’'t
matter, I will lesave it up to yotu, as long as you get to

him today.

MR. LANPHER: We will get to him today.

JUDGE BRENNER: Apparertly when Mr. Muller
sets his schedule, he sets his schedule.
(General laughter.)

JUDGE BRENNER: We will take a break now until

(Whereupon, at 12335 p.m., the board wvas

recessed, to reconvene at 1:40 p.m. of the same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

(1:40 peme)
JUDGE BRENNER: Back on the record.
Whereupon,
JOHN F. ALEXANDER,
T. TRACY ARRINGTON,
FREDERICK B. BALDWIN,
ROBERT G. BURNS,
WILLIAM M. EIFERT,
T. FRANK GERECKE,
JOSEPH M. KELLY,
DONALD G. LONG,
ARTHUR R. MULLER,
WILLIAM J. MUSELER and
EDWARD J. YOUNGLING.
the witne ses on the stand at the time of recess,
resumed t stand and, having been previously duly
sworn, vere2 examined and testified further as follows:
JUDGE BRENNER: Judge Morris pointed out to me that
vhen wve admitted the LILCO testimony into evidence, I
didn't particularly give the number of attachments that
vere coming in as attachments to LILCO Exhibit 21, Of
course, they are listed after the Table of Contents in
the main testimony, which is Exhibit 21. But there are,

in fact, 50 of them, and the reason we mechanically
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‘ 1 handled the evidence in the fashion wve did is as is
2 obvious to all of us here, the sheer bulk of the
. 3 testimony ard the attachments made it too large to bind
4 even just the testimony into the record, and certainly,
5 the attachments.
s WITNESS ARRINGTON: Mr. Lanpher?
7 JUDGE BRENNER: Excuse me. It is not even
8 Friday. Have I lost control already?
9 (Laughter.)
10 ¥R. ELLIS: He had a clarification to an
11 answver that he gave Nr. Lanpher.
12 JUDGE BRENNERs All right. I am going to
'3 point out that usually, wve vait for the gquestions. You
14 have a clarification, Mr. Arrington, to your previous
15 answver?
16 WITNESS ARRINGTON: Yes, sir.
17 JUDGE BRENNER: All right, wve are going to
18 proceed with the cross examination now. Let's let Mr.
19 Arrington do that and then you can continue, Mr. Lanpher.
20 WITNESS ARRINGTON: I would like to clarify
21 the ansver to the gquestion vwe had earlier with regard to
22 the size of my staff that is considered to be
23 professional.
. 24 I indicated that approximately S50 percent was

25 professional. By Stone & Webster terminology, that is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE, SW._, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



in compensation with the salaries; they are eithel
veekly or aonthly paid. However, approximately B8O
percent of our total staff, which is atovc 6C people, is
gqualified to the ANSI standards. And In that sense of
the vord, they are considered to be professional because
they are certified to ANSI requirements.
CROSS EXAMINATION =-- Resumed
BY MR. LANPHER:
Q Then it is your testimony that there are about

60 members of your staff vho actively participate in
inspections and other quality assurance-relasted
activities at the site?

(WNITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correc<t. Those

indiv:duals are either directly responsible for the

first line insnection or the supervision thereof.

Q Mr. Arcington, in the Z.one £ Webster
heirarchy, vho do you report to?

: (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I report to the Manager of
the Field Quality Control Division in Boston.

Q And that Field Quality Control Division, in
turn, is part of the Stone & Webster Quality Assurance
Department? Is that correct?

bl (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct.
division of the Quality Assurance Department.

Mr. Arrington, in your statement of
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professional gualifications, you list courses which you
took related to civil discipline and concrete testing,
correct?

A (WNITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q Are there other courses of a quality assurance
or quality control-related nature that you have taken?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, there are several
inhcuse Stone & Webster programs that I have
participated in. This is part of the Continuing
Education Division of the Stone £ Webster Corporation.

Q So except for the concrete testing, all of
your quality assvrance/quality control testing has been
the inhouse continuing education and the on-the-job
training that I assume you get, obviously?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct.

Q Earlier, before lunch, you had indicated that
at least nov and probably since fairly early in the
project, all SQC audits are conducted by personnel from
off site. When audit deficiencies or audit observations
are noted, who is rosponsible for undertaking corrective
action?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) There are various
organizations for activities that pertain to the Stone &
Webster program. Under the Field Quality Assurance

Manual, I would be responsible to take corrective action
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Q In other words, if there are any deficiencies
-~ and I use that term broadly -- do you call them audit
observations or deficiencies, or 4hat?

A (WNITNESS ARRINGTON) These are audit findings.

Q Okaye. For any audit findings, then, the site
personnel under your direction would be reguired to
institute a corrective action program to address those?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) If those findings wvere
against the field operations, that is true.

Q Mr. Arrington, vhat is the difference betwveen
corrective action and preventive action?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Would you repeat that?

Q Sure. What is the difference, sir, between
corrective action and preventive action?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Corractive action is the
action that you take in order to correct the individual
finding that has been cited. The preventive action
would be the steps that you would take to make sure that
this particular case does not reoccur again.

Q Is both corrective and preventive action taken
in all instances of audit findings?

(Panzl of witnesses conferring.)
A (WITNESS ARRINGTOR) To the extent wvhere it is

appropriate, it is taken.
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How do you determine whether preventive action

is appropriate?

A

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

(WITNESS ARRINGTON) If the infraction or +%he

item that is identified is considered to be an isolated

case, ther2 would be no need for a preventative actione.

Also, to

é¥2s the 1

clarify that, if the item that was identified

ast of those activitiess, 1%t would not require a

prteventative action in that case, if it vas deemed to be

the last.

Q

Does Stone &L Webster have a procedure Or some

other mechanism for determining whether an audit finding

is an isolated case? Is there a routine by which you

determine whether it is? In which case, you would only

take preventive -- excuse me, -- only corrective action?

A

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

(WITNESS ARRINGTON) There are procedures that

iefine the responsibilities for the audit findings. It

is a judgment factor on the individual's part as to

vhether or not preventative action would be required in

that particular case. As I stated earlier, if it was an

isolated case, there would be no need for preventative

actione.
cases.

Q

But ther2 aras procedures that are used in these

Can you identify those procedures, sir?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) These would be the guality
assurance procedures issued out of our Boston office.

Q Are they contained in the Stone L Webster
Quality Assurance Manual, Attacment 5 to the prefiled
testimony?

A (WITNESS BURNS) I would like to assist Mr.
Arrington in this response. Those particular procedures
are issued as part of the Quality Standards Manual, and
they are issued out of the Boston office. The procedure
in question would be QS18.17; that is 18.1. That
describes the corporate audit program and wvould also
iescribe the measures to be taken by the audit
respondees.

Q Do those procedures ~-- did that finish your
ansver, Mr. Burns?

A (WITNESS BUBRNS) Yes.

Q What was that manual you referred to, again?

A (WITNESS BURNS) That would be the Quality
Standards Y¥anual.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

Q ¥r. Burns, if I could follow up on your
answver, then, do these procedures =-- or, does this
specific procedure, 18.1, identify what is an isolated
case, or set criteria for hov to determine wvhat an

isolated case is?
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t (WNITNESS BURNS) I don't believe it uses the
words "isolated case.™ It does describe the actions
taken by the audit activity, and the requirement that
they evaluate each one of the findings to determine
vhether or not the finding warrants both corrective and
preventive action.

Even ip instances where the term “corrective
action™ is used singularly, the inference and the
practice has alwvays been to take preventive action if it
vere appropriata, and they would recozameni appropriate
action as part of their finding in the audit report.

Q And vhen ve review audit reports =-- which I
advise your couns2l that we will be doing later in this
examination =-- when preventive action is ordered, that
signifies a deternination by the auditor that it is not
an isolated case; is that correct?

A (WITNESS BURNS) It indicates that preventative
measures may be effective in preventing recurrence.
Isolation would not be the only criterion for preventive
action. There are instances of occurrences that may not
be isolated that also don't lend themselves to
preventive action.

Q Can you give an example of that?

A (WITNESS BURNS) Certain types of welding

defects that may be inherent in the process.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q What kind of defects?

A (WITNESS BURNS) You want an example of a type
of defect?

Q Yes, please.

r (WITNESS BURNS) Porosity in manual metal arc
velding.

Q What is the nature of the defect there that

does not lend itself to preventive action?

A (WITNESS BURNS) The defect is inherent in the
process itself. The process produced has, by its very
nature, a certain degree of porosity, and then the
determination has to be made as to whether or not that
porosity produced exceeds certain acceptance limits or
criteria. So there is a certain level of this kind of
condition that is inherent in certain processes. That
happens tc be one of the processes.

Q And is that a defect?

A (WITNESS BURNS) Is that a defect?

Q Is that a defect that would result in an audit
finding ~-- that that is something inherent and nothing
can be done to avoid it?

A (WITNESS BURNS) If it exceedad acceptable
limits, it would be.

Q In that case, wouldn't the preventive action

voe to insure that those limits are not exceeded in any

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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case?

A (WITNESS BURNS) That could be the instance, if
it vere exceeded. That could be the case.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Mr. Lanpher, let me add
somethirg to the particular example that Mr. Burns is
mentioning. That particular type of finding is inherent
in that particular type of welding process, and it is
certainly true that if any kind of -- if it wvere
indicated that particular audit findings in this area
were not isolated instances, and it wvere indicative of
any type of trend along those lines, that certainly --
that vould merit some further action.

And in fact, it just turns out that in the
particular example that Mr. Burns took for a range of
conditions in wvelds, that the program at the site
addresses just that type of condition in that records
are kept on all the velders. So that even though as a
normal part of the metal arc welding porosity dces occur
-- and that is not necessarily harmful to the strength
of the weld -- there are code requirements that it meet
certain criteria.

If a particular wvelder -- and that is what we
are talking about; we are talking about the people who
are doing the work. If a particular welder showed a

recurring incidence of exeeding the code reguirements,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10,118

that is kept on what wve call a score card, and wvelders

2 who continuously exhibit non-conformance to code
. 3 standards would be either removed from wvelding or
4 transferred to a lover level of weld activities.
5 Sc I think Mr. Burns characterized it
6 properly, that it has to be evaluated on a case-by-case
7 basis. The fact that porosity exists in that particular
8 type of welding process is normal. Too much of it is
9 not acceptable. And that particular attribute is
10 tracked in terms of the contractor's records on welder
11 performance. And that may or may not find its way into
12 responses to the audit findings, depending upon a
13 particular situation that vas inherent in the audit that
14 was performed.
15 So, it is not something that you can, I guess,
186 procedurally go down a checklist, because it depends on
17 the judgment of the auditors involved and the judgment
18 of the departments responding to that audit as to
19 whether or not something is significant and needs
20 followup. That is wvhat you are speaking of when you

21 speak of preventative action.

22 (Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
23 Q Mr. Burns, if I could come back to you, you
‘ 24 stated that whether an item is an isolated case or not

25 is not the only criterion for determining whether
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preventive action will be required.

My first question is in every instance I
assume corrective action is required, correct, vhere
there is an audit finding?

A (WITNESS BURNS) Yes. There would be some
corrective action required; at least a response
indicating vhat corrective action would be taken, and if
corrective action wvere not to be taken there would have
to be an explanation on what basis that would be.

Q What other factors besiles 31 delarmination of
whether an item is an isolated case are considered in
determining wheth2r preventive action is necessary?

A (WITNESS BURNS) There are some occurrences,
certainly those involving -- not necessarily related to
the QA program =-- but there are certainly are
occurrences that ve would never want to have happen even
in a singular event. And those would be cases that
vould endanger personnel. Safety, for example, on a job
site.

There would be certain instances where
corrective action, even for one instance, might be
called for because it might result in injury to
personnel. That would be a case of one case being too
many.

Q Then would it be fair to state that a second

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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factor that is considered when preventive action is

determined, vhethar it is necessary, is the severity or
potential danger of that sort of a defect; wvhether it be
a danger to the worker or a danger to the plant?

(Panel of vitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS BURNS) Yes. There are other factors,
and you mentioned some just a moment ago. We would
certainly consider that. The evaluation of any finding
wvould include a look at the severity of the occurrence,
wvhether or not it wvas something of significance in the
judgment of the auditor, vhether or not it was something
that could lead to a worsening condition and thereby
lead to other things that might be adverse, say, to
juality. And also, certainly, anything that would
endanger personnel or equipment might be a factor that
wvould also be considered.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going tr
leave this area of questioning for a while, mindful that
I vant to jet to Mr. NMuller this afternoon. I have
other thirgs here that I am going to take up in
connection with the cross plan at page 30, in that
area. It probably lends itself better to that, and I
vant to make sure that I complete this line of
examination with Mr. Muller on that today.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. Do you anticipate -- I
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vas going to jump in in a few minutes, not solely for
reasons of Mr. Muller. It is kind of a wide-ranging
subject here, and you are going to make your comments
better if we are keyed in, and ve are using your cross
plan to do that.

50 I recognize that in the course of examining
on the gualifications, some of this came up. I think in
the future, don't even go as far as you went unless you
are going to key us intc the context. It will be better
for you, too, because we will be more appreciative of
tha points you are making on the subject.

MR. LANPHER: That is why I am going to try to
stop it here and let you know where I will bring that up
again, for your information.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Mr. Baldwin, T would like to turn to your
statement on professional qualifications next, sir.
What have your responsibilities, Mr. Baldvin, been with
respect to the Shoreham project?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) My responsibilities in
crespect to the Shoreham project go back as far as
January of 1968, which you will see from my professional

qualifications is when I joined Stone £ Webster. I was
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involved in the early stages from 1968 to 1974 in what
ve call our Field Quality Control Division. So I was
directly involved with the project during those years,

early on in the project.

5 From 1974 to the present, I have been involved

6 with the Shoreham project in various aspects as it

7 pertains to the responsibilities of Stone £ Webster's |

8 Quality Assurance Department, which evolved over those i

9 years from a small group to a department made up of

10 several divisions.

n Q Mr. Baldwin, let’'s go back to 1968 through 74

2 when you were in the FQC Division. You said you wvere

13 4directly involved with the Shoresham project. What does

14 that mean? Did you conduct audits on the project?

15 2 (WITNESS BALDWIN) I ra2call one instance in

16 doing an audit for the project, that is right, and I wvas

17 the lead auditor. And it was in 1970 and it had to do

18 with procurement in a vendor shop. I think if I vent

19 back and looked into the records, since I was probably
the individual with a few others who was actually
responsible for starting the auditing within the group
that ve had at the time -- and I am sure you will look

at some of the earller reports ~- that I was either

active or present in some of those audits. But I would

have to 30 back to all of the details.
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Q There is only one that you specifically

remember ba2ing th2 lead auditor on?

L) (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, and the reason I
remember that is because it was the first audit, I
believe, for the Shoreham project in the procuremen area.

Q Did you participate in any audits that Field
Quality Control Division worked at the Shor2ham site?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I would have to say yes, but
which ones I coulin't recollect right now. As I
indicated earlier, I vas the person, with a few others,
that was instrumental in starting the program. I not
only audited or helped audit or assisted in the
auditing, but was also involved in the development of
the programs and procedures that started back then, and
not just on the Shoreham project, but other projects
like Surry and Maine Yankee and several others.

Q You vere not stationed at the Shoreham site
during that time period?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) No, I was not stationed at
the Shoreham job site at that time.

Q From 1974 to present, you have been stationed
in Boston in the QA Department, is that correct?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) That is correct.

Q You stated that you had workad on the Shorehanm

project in various aspects. Would it be fair to
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characterize your work with respect to the Shorehanm
project, in the later years from 1974 on, as
administrative supervision of the work?

L] (RITNESS BALDWIN) I vouldn't call it
administrative; I would call it management.

Q Did you participate in any audits during that
period?

R (WITNESS BALDWIN) From 1574 on, my
participation can be best characterized as being a
member of management, responsible for the audits that
were conducted on Shor=sham, responsible for the specific
schedules, revisions to corporate QA auditing procedures
that affected Shoreham, and specifically, for siﬁtinq in
on exit audits, post-audit conferences and communicating
with the audit teams or audit team leaders, including
the client; not just those audits at the construction
site, but also those that were performed for the
Shoreham project at Boston headgquarters. That would
also include any audit of our procurement activities
related to the project.

Q And your responsibilities in your present job
as Assistant Manager, which you have held since 1974 T
believe, do those responsibilities relate just to field
gquality assurance, or engineering assurance also, or

wvhat?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10,125

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Those responsibilities
relate to the Stone £ Webster Quality Assurance
Pepartment that is made up of several divisions across
the board.

Q Those divisions include the project office -~ ?

i (WITNESS BALDWIN) Those divisions include the
Field Quality Control DPivision, the Procurement Quality
Assurance Division, the Non-Destructive Testing
Division, the Quality Assurance Cost and Auditing
Division, and our Project Management Division and
Quality Systems Division.

Q Is it your testimony that you sit in on all of
the audits and the exit interviews of audits of those
divisions?

L) (NITNESS BALDWIN) I sitc in on a large majority
of them. Because of my responsibilities I do travel,
but I do sit in on a large majority of them. One of my
other responsibilities is one of the divisions I
mentioned, the Project Quality Assurance Management, I
would cast that or characterize that as being a sole and
direct responsibility; that being a Project Quality
Assurance Management Division. We have many people
associated with the Shoreham project that I am directly
involved with.

Q This gquestion is for either you, Mr. Baldwin,
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or Mr. Burns. You appear to have the same job titles;
Assistant Manager in the QA Department. How do your
responsibilities differ?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I wil ansver first and then
Mr. Burns z-an adi to it. If you take a look at Stone &
Webster's corporate -- which includes everything
including the Shoreham project QA organization, at the
top of the organization, the format, if you will, you
vill see a Vice President and a Manager, one person.
Within that same block you will see Vice President and
Manager of the department; within that same block you
will see two assistant managers of tha dapartment.
Below that, you will see the several divisions that I
just referred to.

Nr. Burns and I have very similar
responsibilities. We assist the Vice President and
Manager in running the department. I have direct
responsibility or spoansorship, if you will, for the
Project Division in addition to the overall
responsibility of assisting and running the department.
And Mr. Burns has a direct responsibility or sponsorship
of two of the other divisions.

Mr. Burns might vant to add to that.

Q ¥r. Burns, if you do have something to add to

that, could you also indicate what those two other

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

divisions are that you have the direct responsibility
for?

A (NITNESS BURNS) I direct the Quality Systens
Division and the Non-Destructive Testing Division.
Those two divisions provide what would be called in
possibly other businesses as the gquality engineering
support activity for the company.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

Q Mr. Baldwin, in the pre-1974 period when you
vere in the Field Quality Control Division, were you
only working on the Shoreham project?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) No, I was not.

Q What other projects were you working on, or
how many other prajects? I don‘'t need to know the names.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) It would be easier if I gave
you the names.

Q Let me ask it a different -- let me withdraw
that question and give you an easier way to ansver.

Approximately what percent of your time was
spent on Shoreham-related work during that period from
1968 to 747

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I would have to say 100
percent. That might confuse you, but you have to
appreciate that in 68 we were formulating a more formal

organization within Stone & Webster towvards guality
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assurance. We had informal programs and organizations
prior to that. But in the formal organization and
structure, ve started primarily at the construction
sites and procurement. And very shortly thereafter, in
1969, in engineering.

The systems, the programs and the procedures
that vere levelop2d then were developed for Shoreham and
other plants. Now, what we developed was implemented by
tham and was 1l1lso implemented by others. Much of my
management and supervision was to see that development
and implementation of those programs and procedures for
Shoreham and the other plants vas to communicate daily,
to visit, to be involved in Shoreham and the other
plants. But a gr=2at bit of it was development and
implementation. That is why I say 100 percent.

Q It is not your testimony, though, that 100
percent of your time was credited to the Shoreham
project in terms of billing or scmething like that, is
it? In terms of billing your time?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) In terms of billing, no.
The point that I am trying to make is that all of amy
time was spent during that period of time involved in
the construction and field quality control in the
ievelooment of programs, proc2dures and in organization

and administration of personnel for all of our FQC
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construction efforts, which included Shoreham.

Q During that time period, your responsibilities
did not include design-related work, is that correct, or

Engineering Assurance Division work?

% (RITNESS BALDWIN) Could you ask that question
again?
Q During that time period, pre~-1974, I believe

you said a number of times that you were working on
development and implementation of Stone £ Webster's
construction QA program, or the FQC progranm.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) That is correct.

Q You were not involved in the development or
the engineering assurance program and the design progranm
for Stone & Webstar, design quality assurance.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, I wvas.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

Q What was your involvement in that?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) One of association,
communications, working with our 2ngineering assurance
people and group at that time, developing, implementing
and establishing the across-the-board quality assurance
program for Stone & Webster. The engineering assurance
effort, as it affected the construction effort and the
construction FQC as it affect2d the enginesring part --

we were all involved in pulling that together. I was
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not directly responsible for that program, but as I

said, I assisted, supported and was associated with it.
Just as I was with the procurement effort that I

mentioned earlier.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE,, SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q So during that time period you wvere inveolved

in at least three major areas, construction, guality
assurance development, engineering and design, gquality
assurance development and procurement, quality
assurance. Is that correct?

A (NITNESS BALDWIN) I was involved in all of
those, but primarily field quality control. That was my
assigned responsibility at the t(ime, but they all
interconnect. They all interface.

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County
conferred.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher, maybe you are
seeing something in all of this so far that I am not. I
am having trouble understanding how I am going to
usefully apply this information in a material way, given
the time we are spending on it. You know, usually if
you are going diractly to qualifications where somebody
is ungualified to present the testimony or arguably to
even hold a position, and therefore by inference to
present the testimony, I could see it. But it looks
rather as we are going to perhaps in argument later as
to what wveight wve should give some of the assertions in
the testimony, given some of the things you are asking
about now, I don't know, but it is going to be very

disparate in what is going to be lengthy examination of
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many, many 4days, with many, many people.

I suggest that if it is the latter point that

you are 3o2ing to, it might be more valuable to go

directly to the substantive testimony, and then when you
get something that you vant to probe, ask the witness,
you know, how do you knowvw, what 1s your basis, did you
do this yourself, did somebody tell you, that type of
thing, because I am just having trouble staying with the
flov here, and I vant to.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I have tried to
keep this examination relatively brief at this point. I
personally feel that if you are going to examine a total
of eleven witnesses, you have got to get to know them 2
little first, to tell you the truth. I think this is
3oing to b2 useful in knowing what to probe later, and
there are some areas that I haven't gone into because T
am going t2> go into them later, specifically in the
manner you suggested.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am afraid it is all going to
be rereatei again wvhen we go into it later, and unle:cs
there is a particular vitness here wvhose credentials you
ars really after, you know, and I 40 drawv that
distinction, if not the length per se, it is the
usefulness given the length of examination. I am not

going to cut you off. I am just cluing ycu in that you
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are losing me.

MR. LANPHER: Okay. I will try to bring you
back.

JUDGE BRENNER: For example, some of what you
asked Mr. Burns and Nr. Baldvin is stated directly in
their professional gqualifications. Yes, they have the
same title, but their direct responsibilities I thought
were spell24 out, and yet you asked them the very
information which is presented in their qualifications.
That is just one example.

(Pause.)

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Burns, can you pleas2 say for us the
specific Shoreham related work that you per formed for
Stone and Webster?

A (WNITNESS BURNS) Yes. During the period 1970
to "73, I vas a member of the engineering assurance
division, and participated in engineeriny and design
audits. Those would have been conducted in the Boston
office on the engineering project. Subsequent to that
period, I was transferred <rom the engineering assurance
division where I had been the acting chief engineer for
some period of time, and went on to head up a new
division in the gquality assurance department wvhich vas

the gquality systems division.
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Q That wvas in 19747

A (WITNESS BURNS) That was in 1974. The
Jualitiy systems division activity a2n-ompassed the
preparation of procedures, the preparation of training
programs, ASME interface with both job sites and with
the authorized inspection agencies, and report
activities. 1In all those areas, ve had contact and
serviced the project at various times and in various
capacities. Procedures wvere in use by procurement
Juality assurance people applied to products that were
provided to the Shoreham project and vere inspected in
those procedures.

Personnel were subject to various training
programs that would be prepared by the systems division,
and we worked with the Shoreham project to arrange for
and successfully complete ASME's survey activities which
ultimately resulted with the extension of the end
certificata to tha2 Shoreham nuclear project.

So, it was in the service mode thit we served
the project in that period, or that I was associated
with the project in that period.

Q That is the period subsequent to 19747
A (WITRESS BURNS) That is correct.
Q Since taking that position in 1974, have you

personally participated in audits or inspections at the
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Shoreham site?

A (WITNESS BURNS) No, I have not.

Q Have you personally participated in audits or
inspections related to any activities being performed
specifically for Shoreham, even off-site?

A (WITNESS BURNS) Yes, I have.

Q What are those?

A (WITNESS BURNS) ASME surveys that vere
conducted in headguarters, FRC surveys and audits,
particularly audits or inspections that vere conducted
in Boston that might also involve project personnel.
Those types of activities.

Q Were these activitiss specifically designed or
specifically focused on the Shoreham project? Or d4id it
relate to the program in general?

A (WITNESS BURNS) They were, in both instances,
they vere either related as Shoreham being one of the
projects of interest, or they were directly related to
Shoreham. In the case of ASME, they would be directly
related to Shoreham. Additionally during that period
all audit reports actually from the period of 1974 right
through until today, all audit reports in the Shorehanm
project would pass through me at one time or another.

I would see them either in draft, in draft

being the initial issue, er I would see them in the
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final form with the responses, especially as they might
affect the activities of the systems division, or the
activities of tha NBT division, but in any event, even
if they didn't affect those two divisions, as an
assistant managar, I wvould see them and be awvare of what
the findings vere. 50, I would participate to that
extent.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Excuse me, Mr. Lanpher.
Could I add something to some of the information that I
passed to ycu earlier? I would like to echo what Bob
sald as being his counterpart as an assistant to a
manager in the department and involved in the audit
cycle program, and I would like to, and I think I might
have mentioned it earlier, indicate that on many
occasions I have been part of the audits as related to
the Shoreham project. As another addi:ion to that wvould
be, I indicated my sponsorship, if you will, or direct
responsibility for the project, QA management division.

There have been over the past several years
many people from that division assigned specifically
full-time to that project, and they reported to me
directly.

Q Mr. Eifert, with respect to your professional
qualifications, I would like to ask you the same

guestion. What specific work have you performed on the
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Shorehas project?

» (WITNESS EIFERT) I Jjoined the engineering
assurance division in 1972, and from 1972 until 1978 I
vas in the procedures development activity, being
supervisor of the group in design control procedures.
Those procedures which wvere prepared "y me and under my
supervision reflected design control program that wvas
applied on the Shoreham project. These procedures vere
1irectly applicable and used on the project. Since
1978, when I became assistant chief engineer in the
engineering assurance division, I took on the
responsibility for the internal audit program which wvas
applied to the Shoreham project =~

Q Excuse me. I missed the first word of that.
Which audit program?

B (WITNESS EIFERT) The internal audit program.
I then became responsible for the procured services
group in engineering assurance, and the group that
administers the corporate problem report system. All of
these three activities are staff activities performed by

the engineering assurance division, all of which are

~applied to the Shoreham project.

Going back to the internal auditing, my
involvement is direct involvement in the scheduling of

the audits for the Shoreham project, participation and
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involvement from a supervisory standpcint during *he
actual coniuct of the audit, involvement, dirazct
involvement in the majority of the post-audit
conferences he2li at the 2nd of the audit, sud *than the
management involvement in evaluation of audit responses
and the follow-up activities with respect to our
internal audits.
Similarly for the procurement services area

and the problem reporting areas, as assistant chief, I
was directly responsible for managing those a<tivities
as they are applied to the Shoreham project.

Q During yrur period of involvement from 1972 to
1974 relating to design control procedures, was it your
responsibility to draft those or to alsoc follow thae
implementation of those procedures with respect to e¢ach
project?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) I joined in '72, and for

pproximately one year I was an engineer in that group,

irafting the procedures. From 1973 until 1978, I wvas

ipervisor of the group, so I didn't draft them syself,
but in the context of your guestion, ve Zaveloped the
procedures. The internal auditing program is the
organization in the engineering asswvrance division which
monitors their implementation,

During those years, and while 48 wvweie
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developing those procedures, I encouraged and in some
cases insisted that my procedures writers actually
participate in the auditing on the various projects, so
that they could better understand and be in a position
to develop better procedures, but we of the group wvere
not responsible for filing the implementation.

Q In your wvork since 1978, that is one of your
responsibilities, correct?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) That is correct.

Q In that work, have you participated or
actually personally conducted any of the engineeiing
assurance audits of engineering assurance activities
pertaining to Shoreham?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) I did not participate as an
auditor, okay. I participated in the audit planning,
post-audit confer2nce and reporting activities, but not
as an auditor.

Q Mr Gerecke, is it correct that you became the
quality assurance manager in 1972 for LILCO?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) That's correct.

Q Prior to 1972, what quality assurance work had
you perforned?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) As I noted in my resume
which is attached to =-- part of Attachment 3, I spent

over six years, almost six and a half years in the
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engineeriny organization up in Long Island Lighting

Company. During this period, many of the duties I
performed and responsibilities I had were actually
quality assurance type activities, preparation and
review of specifications, preparation and review of
procurement documents, dravwiny review, vendor
surveillance, contractor performance, review of welder
wvelding procedures, welder qualifications, review of
non-destructive examination proceiures, and personnel
qualifications.

All of these are quality assurance type
activities. I performed them through the six and a half
years I wvas with the engineering organization of Long
Island Lighting.

Q So would it be fair to say that prior to 1972,
your gquality assurance related activities were as a line
engineer with Long Island Lighting performing
engineering work, including things like the design
verification?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) What you say is true, but
also prior to coming with LILCO, I was with the United
States Navy. Here, particularly on shipboard duty,
almost everything is governed by procz2duras or

instructions, and the responsibility of an officer in
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the Navy, one of his responsibilities, at least, is to
ensure that these procedures and instructions are
followed, to verify that they are followed. In this
sense, much of the Navy experience can be considered as
quality assurance experience.

Q Sir, since taking over as manager of the LILCO
quality assurance department, do you personally conduct
audits?

A (NITNESS GERECKE) I review the audit
schedules, audit procedures, audit checklists, review
the audit ceportse I have not participated as a member
of the audit team except in a few cases, although I have
sat in on the exit conferences of a number of our
audits.

Q Have you conducted any inspections since
becoming the manajer of gquality assurance?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) No, the quality assurance
department does not conduct inspections as such.

N

Q You said that you had cond.cted a few audits,

I believe, since 1972. When was the last one, if you

recall, that you personally conducted?

B \"TTNESS GERECKE) I don't think I can recall
the actual date. It was early in my period in the
quality assurance org¢-nization. Probably back in 1973,

maybe in that era. I would like to clarify a statement

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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I just mad2 relative to the guality assurance department
not performing inspections. We don't perform
inspections per s2, but ve do perform in addition to
audits surveillance type activities.

Q Have you conducted any surveillance
inspections?

x (WITNESS GERECKE) No, I have not.

Q Would it be fair to state that your
responsibilities are primarily managerial or
administrative?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferra2d.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) My responsibilities, I
believe, can be classified as managerial to assure that
the program as developed is properly implemented, that
the program works the way it is supposed to.

Q Mr. Kelly, I would like to direct =--

JUDGE BRENNER: Nr. Lanpher, are you finished
with ¥r. Garecke?

MR. LANPHER: Yes, I anm.

JUDGE BRENNER: Am I pronouncing that
correctly?

WITNESS GERECKE: Yes.

JUDGE BRENNER: N_-. Gerecke, your department
is describ2d as a corporate quality assurance

department. Does it have responsibility for all of
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LILCO's activities or just for the nuclear activities?

WITNESS GERECKE: Our responsibility is almost
entirely for the Shoreham nuclear power plant.
Occasionally, ve get requested to perform a quality
assurance service for possibly another power plant, but
very seldom. Most of our responsibility, most of our
affort is levoted to Shorehanm.

JUDGE BRENNERs: Thank you.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Kelly, in your present position as field
Juality assuranc2 manager for LILCO, are your
responsibilities directed to the construction efforts at
the plant? And those entities performing construction
activities?

A (WNITNESS KELLY) Yes, it primarily relates to
the construction, but I also have responsibilities for
auditing in the start-up area, and later on in
operations.

Q S0 your area of responsibility covers both --
you are part of the OQA department also? Is that
correct?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No. The quality assurance
department consists of two divisions. There is another
section. It is called the OQA section, that is

responsible for the start-up activities, and also for
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the direct start-up activities, I mean, operations
activities. During start-up, ve perform op audits of
the operational QA section to verify that they are
complying with all the procedures. During operations,
that same type of activity would continue, including
reviev of their procedures on non-conformance reports.

Q So your involvement with the operational QA is
in an auditing role?

A (WITNESS KELLY) As I say, it is auditing
procedure review, non-conformance review, and any other
activities that would be associated with those.

Q In your work for LILCO, have you had
cr~sponsibility for auditing in the design area?

A (WITNESS KELLY) People in my organization
perform audits of the engineering and design
coordination report effort that goes on at the site.

0 Have you personally been involved with that
effort?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Personally from the
standpoint that the people in my organization repcrt
directly to me, and the fact that I approve prior to the
conduction of any audits, I approve those checklists, I
aporove those audit reports before they are issued, and
quite freguently I am present at the exit conferences.

Q I don't want to mischaracterize what you said
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earlier, but 4id I hear you correctly that your
involvement in the design area has been with respect to
the E and DCR program?

A (WITNESS KELLY) That's correct.

Q So it is site engineering activities that you
have been involved in?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, primarily.

Q You hav2 not ba2en involved in auditing, for
instance, Stone and Webster engineering in Boston?

L (WITNESS KELLY) No, that is not the
responsibility of my division. It is covered by the QA
department, but just not my division.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Nre. Lanpher, I would like
to add there are two divisions within the quality
assurance department, field quality assurance division,
of which Mr. Kelly is division manager. They are
responsible for the quality assurance activities at the
Shoreham site. Our other division, guality systenms
division, located in Hicksville, it is responsible for
procurement, guality assurance activities, and for
audits of major suppliers such as Stone and Webster in
Boston, General Electric in San Jose.

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County

conferred.)
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Q Mr. Long, with the corrections that were
provided this morning with the prefiled testimony, I
understand that your current job is a special assignment
to the Manager, Quality Assurance and Reliability

Operations. Is that correct?

A (WITNESS LONG) Yes, sir, that is correct.

Q What rasponsibilitiass do you have in this
position?

B (WITNESS LONG) In the new position?

Q Yes, sir.

A (WITNESS LONG) At the moment, primarily to

participate in the Shoreham LILCO public hearing. We
had a recent reorganization within GE betwveen the time
that I prepared the testimony and now. And that is the
reason for the special assignment.

Q From your resume, Mr. Long, you indicate that
you prepar24 PSAR input for the Shoreham facility. That
vas prepared back in the late sixties, early seventies,

is that right?

A (WITNESS LONG) Yes, sir, that would be correct.
Q Did you also prepare input for the FSAR?
A (WITNESS LONG) Yes, sir. The guality

assurance program description relative to the General
Electric scope of supply would have been prepared by

people who worked for me, or by me. I was responsible
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for the basic input.

Q Do you recall wheth2r you actually prepared
that yourself or reviewed it yourself before it was sent
for inclusion int> the FSAR?

A (WITNESS LONG) A proper characterization would
be that as a miminuam, I reviewed it. VYes.

Q Aside from your work on PSAR and FSAR inputs,
have you had any other direct involvement in the
Shoreham projact, except again for this testimony?

A (WITNESS LONG) For the last 14 years, prior to
my present assignment, I was basically responsible for
structuriny and documenting the structure of the overall
quality system, within which specific quality assurance
programs are developed. And this wouldi apply not only
to Shorehaa but t> specific gquality assurance programs
for many other nuclear power plants. That would cover
design, procurement, manufacturing, project management,
interest areas.

For two years prior to that point in time, --
that would be 1966 to 1968 -- I held a position where I
vas responsible for the same basic kinds of system
documentation for procurement and manufacturing
activities.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

Q Mr. Long, is it fair to state that your
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inveolvement with Shoreham has been ‘n the preparation
and updating, I presume, of the overall GE guality
assurance program?

A (WITNESS LONG) That would be one way of
characterizing it, yes.

Q Have you been responsible for determining
vhether that program has actually been implemented? For
instance, whether it was properly implemented in design
activities by GE in San Jose or manufacturing activities
by the Manufacturing Division?

A (WITNESS LONG) I believe I should provide a
little more explanation. I am representing a very large
organization. We are talking about some 7000, 7500
people. W2 have 1 gquality system that encompasses the
procedures, the manpower, the utilization of facilities,
that ve employ to help us satisfy our corporate guality
objectives.

Now, within this quality system we identify
interest aresas like design control and procurement
control an auditing, and many other program aspects.
That is the overall quality system.

Certain s2lements of that system would then be
applied to a particular product or a particular
project. I have no day~-to-day responsibility for

applying elements of the system to a particular project,
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except as I indicated earlier, with regard to

preparation and maintenance of PSAR inputs and
preparation and maintenance of our quality assurance
licensing topical reporte.

Q Then you don't have responsibility, for
instance, for auditing the performance at various QA
activities within GE?

A (WITNESS LONG) That is not one of my bacsic
tesponsibilities. However, I have participated on a
number of audits of the operating line components.

Q Do you recall what audits those were?

A (WITNESS LONG) I have audited in the control
and instrumentation manufacturing area. I have audited
in the Wilaington manufacturing area wherein we
manufacture nuclear fuel. I have been involved in
audits of our design control activities.

Q Mr. Muller, as a quality control engineer in
tha Operating QA Division, who do you report to?

A (WITNESS MULLER) I report to the operating
quality assurance engineer.

Q How many other 2ngineers are there at your
level?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The Operational Quality
Assurance Section consists of the operating quality

assurance engineer, guality control engineer and quality
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assurance 2ngineer. Both the QC engineer and QA
engineer report to the operating QA engineer.

(Panel of witnesses corferring.)

In addition to the OQAE, the QC engineer and
QA engineer, we also have four additional LILCO
inspectors; two of which have engineering or science
degrees. They report to either myself or the QA
enjineer.

I wvould like to also add that the section now
consists of 17 peoples the three management perscnnel,
the rest are designated as inspectors. Some of the
inspectors, in fact, -- the other inspectors than the
LILCO inspectors alsoc have either engineering degrees or
have many years of QA or QC experience.

Q Yr. Muller, your statement of qualifications
indicates that one of your responsibilities is in the
area of implementing the operational QA procedures. Do
you have responsibilities also in developing those
procedures?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, I do.

Q Can you describe those responsibilities?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The operational gquality
assurance procedures are prepared either by myself or
any member of the Operational Quality Assurance

Section. I would review, along with the QA engineer and
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the operating QA engineer, any of those procedures. We
would then submit those procedures for review to the
Quality Assurance Department, plant management, startup
ani other organizations. We would then have those
procedures approved.

Q Who approves the OQR procedures?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The plant manager approves
the OQA procedures, and they are concurred in by the
Quality Assurance Departaent Manager. By plant manager,
I am talking about the Shoreham plant manager.

Q Mr. Museler?

A (wWITNESS MULLER) No, that would be Jim Rivello.

Q Okay, I am sorry.

Mc. Youngling, in your position as startup
manager, you are not part of the LILCD QA Department or
the Operational QA program, is that correct?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) That is a true statement.

Q You refer in your professional gqualifications
to construction relief meetings, I believe. What
exactly are those?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) A construction relief
meeting is a process whereby Mr. Museler's organization
makes a formal transfer of components and systems from
th2 construction organization to the Shoreham startup

organization.
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Q Does that transfer mean that the item, what
items are being transferred, are complete from a
construction point of view?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) That is a true statement,
and what that means is that formal transfer of
responsibility and ownership for those components now
~.ests with the Shoreham startup organization and the
Long Island Lighting Company.

Q Does that mean that there is no further
construction wvork remaining to be done on those items?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) There may be construction
vork on the items. Those are handled as master punch
list items, yes.

Q What is the purpose of a punch list, or the
master punch 1list?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Master punch list, the
major purpose of that document is to have a depository,
if you will, whereby we can put all of the items that
have to be complet2d on a particular system or a
component, to be sure that wve address each and every one
of thenm.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, this completes
the gquestions I was going to ask on qualifications. It
might b2 an appropriate time to take an afternoon

break., I don't know what the BRoard's schedule is.
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JUDGE BRENNER: That is okay. It is just a
few minutes earlier. We will take it now.

MR. LANPHER: I could go on if you prefer.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's take it. It is a good
spot for it. We will take a 15-minute br=ak and come
back at 3:20.

(A short recess was taken.)
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JUDGE BRENNERs All right, Mr. Lanpher, you
can continue.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, for your

information, I am on page 10 of the outline.

JUDGE BRENNER: Should we clue the other
parties in as to the total pages? They are going to
hear it page by page. It is 66 pages.

YR. LANPHER: I have covered 10 pages
already? I have jot to slow down.

JUDGE BRENNER: You could continue without me
if you slow down.

(Laughter.)

MR. LANPHER: 1Is that a promise?

(Laughter.)

BY ME. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Gentlemen, I am going to direct some guestions
regarding the overview section of your prefiled
testimony. At page 1, you quote from Appendix B
regarding the definition of quality assurance. Would
you agree that the definition of -- the words "quality
assurance” as they appear in Ceneral Design Criterion 1
also mean the same thing as Appendix B, except that it
may differ only in scope commensurate with the
importance to safety of a particular item?

(Panel 2f witnesses conferring.)
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MR. ELLIS: Mr. Lanpher, after the panel is
ready, I would like to have that question repeated for
ne.

MR. LANPHER: That vas suggested by my
colleague, also.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Gentlemen, let me start over. Referring your
attention to General Design Criterion 1, that states, "A
quality assurance program shall be 2stablished and
implemented in order to provide adequate assurance that
these structures, systems and components satisfactorily
perform their safety functions.” And that is with
reference to structures, systems and components
important to safety.

Are you familiar with General Design Criterion
17

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Yes, I believe we are
generally familiar with that GDC.

Q And when they use the words “"quality
assurance” there, how do you interpret that term,
quality assurance?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) We interpret the term
"quality assurance®™ as defined in our testimony, as
applicable to safaty-related s2quipment and components

and structures. If you would like me to read the
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1 testimony, I would be glad to do that.
2 Q No. Let me ask a further guestion. The wvords
' 3 *"guality assurance” in GDC-1, in your opinion then, do
4 have refera2nce to the kinds of guality assurance
5 activities which are specified in Appendix B to Part 50,
6 the gquality assurance organization design control,
7 document control, that kind of activity? Correct?
8 A (NITNESS MUSELER) Those activities -- I would
9 agree with your characterization of it, that those
10 activities constitute quality assurance activities as
11 applicable to safety-related components, systems,
12 structures, et cetera.
. 13 Q Turning your attention to page 3 of your
14 prefiled tastimony, you state that the juality assurance
15 program for non-safety related structures, systems and
16 components was discussed in LILCO's testimony on SC/SOC
17 Contention 7(b). Gentlemen, did you review that
18 testimony and the cross examination?
19 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)
20 A (WITNESS MUSELER) Most of us have reviewed at
21 least portions of that testimony.
22 Q Is it fair to state that the testimony which
23 is being sponsored as Exhibit 20, LILCO Exhibit 21, your
. 24 JA testimony which wvas introduced today, addresses only

25 the qguality assurance program as it relates to
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safety-relatedl systems, structures ani components?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) No, that is not the thrust
of our testimony. Our testimony primarily, or in large
measure, relates to the gquality assurance program that
addresses safety-related components and structures.
However, I believe it is cleacr from our ta2stimony that
we have also outlined those quality measures that are
taken in the non-safety related area to insure that
components which are not safety-related but which are
important to the operation of the plant from a
reliability standpoint and which may have a secondary
effect on safety-related systems are, in fact, or do, in
fact, have the appropriate design considerations,
testing considerations and documentation considerations.

So our testimony, wvhile its principal thrust
does go to safety-related components and the Appendix B
type quality assurance type program, I believe also
gives a significant insight into the way non-safety
related portions of the plant ave treated.

Q Mr. Museler, just because you ansvered -- but
anyone else can also respond to this question -- can you
shov me where in your testimony you provide the
significant insights into the program as it addresses
non-safety related systems, structures and components?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)
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MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, if it will save
time, ther2 vere references to non-safety related, in
fact, in my argument on motion to strike. Those wcre
thrown in ay face, as I recall, and I don't think there
is any secret about the fact that it was focused chiefly
on safety-related, because that is howvw we interpreted
the contentions.

But if they wvant us to give them a listing of
vhere we mentioned non-safety related, if it will save
time, we will go tonight and do that.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am alvays interested in
saving time, but that was not the question, Mr. Ellis.
The witness made a statement, and Mr. Lanpher is
entitled to follow up on wher=2 particularly the support
for that statement by the witness lies. MNr. Lanpher
didn't ask him, shos me every place you have referenced
important to safety but not safety related. The
question, as you know, is quite a bit different than
that, so it is fair game for cross examination.

WITNESS MUSELER: Again, if we wanted to
reference avery place in the testimony where the
testimony might be applicable to non-safety related
equipment, that would take a while.

However, in Section III.C, a substantial part

of that section relates to items which are both
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BY ME. LANPHERs (Resuming)

C Mr. Museler, you are talking about the
construction section?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) The construction section,
that's correct, and I will just give you one example of
that in Section C-3-D, which speaks to a particular
program called the final "A"™ release program. That
program is appliei to all systems in the plant, not just
the safety-related system, and it is the same, it is
essentially the same program.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am sorry, Mr. Museler. I am
not with you. What section is that?

WITNESS MUSELER: If you ar2 looking at the
index, it is on Page VI.

BY MKE. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q It might help if you could give us page
numbers.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) 188.

JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you.

WITNESS YOUNGLING: Mr. Lanphe:, on Page 198,
we describs as part of the start-up program the CEIO
program. That particular program is applied not only to
safety related components, but also non-safety related

components.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
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Q Does that apply to 100 percent of the
non-safety related components?
A (NITNESS YOUNGLING) That is applied to

essentially all active components within the power

station.
(Pause.)
Q Are there any others, Nr. Museler, that come
to mind?
A (WITNESS MUSELER) As I said, there 1s one

more, if you would like Mr. BRaldwin to expand on it.
Those are the ones we can come up with very guickly. As
a matter of fact, '.aere are two others, one in
procur2ment and one in the testing program, where the
entire CEI0 testing program is handled, whether it le
safety related or non-safety related. Those are three
areas. If you want, I don't kaow vhere you wvant to go
from there.

Q I only noted tvo. I must have missed one.
The final "A" release and the CEIO.

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Test program and the
procuresent.

Q Is there specific reference, a page reference,
¥r. Baldwin?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes. Are you talking to a

specific raference to the word "non-safety related,"™ or
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are you talking about systems, processes that have been
used in non-safety related application as related to
procurement?

Q What I am talking about is reference to Nr.
Museler's previous testimony, and I apologize if I am
mischaracterizing it, because it was about five minutes
ago, but I believe he stated that while the testimony
mostly addresses the QA-QC program for safety related,
it also gives significant insight or significantly
addresses that for non-safety related. I asked where it
does.

A (VITNESS BALDWIN) Okay. In regard to
procurement, then, I would like to draw your attention
to Section B, Procurement, 1, LILCO, Stone and Webster,
specifically, C2, 3, and 4, but actually that wvhole
section. What I would like to indicate is that LILCO
and Stone and Webster's policy is that a quality
assurance program shall be in effect for the procurement
of Category 1 or safety related. We shall also have
quali:y requirements in effect for non-safety related
procurement.

To give you an idea of the magnitude, there
are approximately 80 to 90 safety related suppliers on
this project. That broken down to certain purchase

sriers, a suppliesr having sevaral purchase orders, is
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somewhere in the neighborhood for safety related of
around 300, and for non-safety related it is
approximately 150 to 175.

To give you some further insight on some
particuliars there -~

Q Mr. Baldwin, I don't mean to interrupt you,
and please come back to it, but is this all contained in
the testimony, your statement, this discussion of what
is applied to non-safety related? 1Is that set forth in
this section of the procurement testimony?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) By specific reference to
non-safety related and safety related, no. But in those
sections, that is what ve are talking about. We are
talking about quality assurance and quality requirements
upon both safety and non-safety related procurement.

And quite an extensive amount of quality assurance
rejuirements as r2lated to non-safety related are
Category 2, and if you would like those examples I can
give them to you.

Q I am not going to cut you off, ¥r. Baldwin, if
you want to give them. I was just asking for the places
in the testimony where it is referenced. So, if that
completes that ansver, that would be fine, unless you
want to expand.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Could you repeat that?
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0 I was only asking, following up on my initial
question of Mr. Museler, wvhere in the testimony there is
reference or discussion relating to non-safety related
systems, structur2s, and components is contained.

A (NITNESS MULLER) ¥r. Lanpher, I would like to
interrupt. Please note on Page 221 ve refer
specifically to non-safety related parts, "aterials, and
components, as far as purchasing is concerned for plant
operationse.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I might also add on that
very same page we follow on in the testimony to describe
a repair control procedure used duriny the operational
phase, which is the maintenance vork raquest on Page
222. If you follow the tastisony through there, you
vill see that that particular device wvhich is a
carefully controlled mechanism, work control mechanism,
is applied at the judgment of the responsible management
personnel to not only safety related but non-safet?
related components.

In addition, in the start-up program, we have
a similar device, vork control device called a repair
revork. This device is applied in much th2 same manner
and with the same judgmental factors involved.

Q Gentlemen, is LILCO's program for quality

assurance as applied to items which are important to
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safety but not safety related described in the final
safety analysis report?
(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Mr. Lanpher, LILCO's
gquality assurance program as defined in the FSAR applies
to items which ar2 safety related and in those areas
vhere we rafer to items with the term important to
safety. That term is synonymous to safety related. So,
the program, the juality assurance program referenced in
the FSAR in accordance vith Appendix B is a program that
is applied to safaty related components, structures, et
cetera, which are safety related and where ve have used
the term in a few place- he FSAR important to
safety, that to us is sy.onymous with safety related.

There are several portions of the FSAR -- NKr.
Youngling just mentioned to me one which he can
elaborate on if he would like in *he operations area,
where the FSAR does describe the treatment of the entire
plant, safety related and non-safety related, aud there
are probably other areas vhere that is referenced. But
I believe the correct ansver to your gJuestion is that
the term important to safety and safety related in the
FSAR are synonymous. They bcth mean safety related, and
that the guality assurance program described therein is

a description of the Appendix B program which is applied
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primarily to those items, although as ve have, I
believe, already discussed today, that progranm is
applied in certain instances directly to non-safety
related equipment and non-safety relaied eguipment in
1diiition where it 4o0es not fall under :ihe Appendix B
Quaiity assurance program does receive aprropriate
quality requirements, the engineering, procurement,
constructian, inspection, and testing levels.,

Q Sr. Museler, LILCO uses a QA Category 2
classification, correct?

A (JITNESS MUSELER) Yes, ve do.

Q Is the quality assurance program which applies
to QA Category 2 1escribed in the FSAR?

A (WITNESS MUSELERE) As I say, the gqualitv
assurance program that is described is applied to
certain Category 2 items which are identified in the
FSAR, but not to all of them. The rest cf the Category
2 items are subject to guality reguirements defined by
engineeriny and implemented by in some cases engineering
ani in som2 places gquality assurance. In some cases,
construction organizations.

But I believe the ansver to your question is
that the non-safety related gquality assurance program is
described to the extent that the Appendix B progranm

applies to certain non-safety rel-ced components, that
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the quality program as applied to the balance of the
non-safety related components is described to the extent
that the eagineering and design process for the entire
plant is described somewhat in the FSAR, but not in the
same break>:o* as 3 specific quality assurance programe.

G And the program as applies to your previous
testimony 3ives your position or your statement -- I
shouldn't say position, that LILCO does have a progranm,
1 quality assurance program for non-safety related
systems, structures, and components commensurate with
their importance to safety, correct?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Yes, sir. We believe that
i: hov ve operate.

Q But that program is not described, for
instance, in Chapter 17 of the FSAR, is it?

L (NITNESS MUSELER) Again, Chapter 17 describes
the Appendix B gquality assurance program which is
applied to some of the non-safety related equipment, but
that program is not the program that is applied to all
of the non-safety relatad equipment.

A (WITNESS EIFERT) If I could clarify fronm
Stone and Webster's engineering and design control
standpoint, we have at Stone and Webster one design
control program, one design control process, and it is

applied to all of our engineering worke. Our nuclear
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safety related aspects of the design, the non-nuclear
safety related aspects of the design, and many of oar
non-nuclear projectse.

de hava one design control process, so, from
Stone and Webster's standpoint for engineering and
design, it is the same program that we apply.
Similarly, in procurement, ve apply the same procurement
program to a degree commensurate with the item's
importance that w2 apply to Category 1. We appiy it to
the non-safety related equipment that had been so
designated by engineering for application to the QA

programe.

So, in that sense the FSAR description is a

description of th2 program that ve are applying to
non-safety related, but ve don't specifically use those
vords and call that out in the FSAR description.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would 1ike to also add
to that. During the operating phase, as I menticned,
the work control mechanisms, MWR's, again, we have one
mechanism, the MWR for safety related work. It behooves
the corporation to have that one mechanism, and where ve
see fit, ve do apply that to non-safety related rather
than develop two different control mechanisnams.

The MWR is just one example. There are other

examples of that kind of process being applied to
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A (JITNESS LONG) T would lik2 to 1dd also that
for the General Electric scope of supply, ve have one
basic overall qguality assurance program that ve apply to
both safety related and non-safety related items. The
differences I found in detailed implementation. When
you talk addressing the basic criteria in 10 CFR 50
Appendix B, yes, all of the criteria are considered with
regard to application, regardless of whether the item is
safety related or non-safety related, and the degree of
application for the non-safety related items in detalled
implementing practice is dependent upon the overall
function served by the item.

JUDGE MORRIS: Excuse me, Nr. Long. Is that
true for both safety related and non-safety related
itams? Th2 d29r22 to which you apply criteria?

WITNESS LONG: No, sir, it is not. That vas
the point I wvas trying to make. It is in the detailed
implementation of certain aspects of the program that
you will find differences. If ve wvere looking in the
design control area, as an example, all of the designs
are design verified. However, if ve are talking a
safety related item, you would find an exta2nsive,
possibly an extensive design verification program with

iocumentation to support it. If we are talking a
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non-safety related item, it would be designed, verified,
but possibly not to the same depth, and possibly not to
the same extent of recordkeeping.

WITNESS MUSELER: Judge Morris, let me add to
that. Just so there are gradations in the level of
quality assurance applied to Category 1 or safety
related eguipment, especially in tha area of seiswmic
piping, Class 1, 2, or 3, all of which are safety
related, but all of which hava various levels of gquality
assurance treatment given to them, the same process just
extends in our view to the non-safety related
equipment. So just as there are gradations in gquality
assurance requirements for safety related equipment,
there are gradations in the raguirements for non-safety
related equipment, and I think what wve are all trying to
say is that the quality assurance or the gquality
measures that are required of the various components or
systems in the non-safety portién of the plant are
looked at from the standpoint of their importance to the
plant, and at the apprcpriate, vhether it be design
control or control of inspections during erection or
vhatever, it is applied to those systems or components
in the same -- with the same general thought process
that goes into applying those requirements to the safety

related portions of the plant.
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JUDGE MORRIS: You responded very well to the
question I thought I wanted to ask. I would then ask
both the GE and Stone £ Webster if that is their
understanding, too.

WITNESS LONG: Speaking for General Electric,
yes, sir, it is.

WI''NESS EIFERT: Speaking for Stone £ Webster,
yes, it is.

JUDGE MORRIS: Thank you.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Ellis, I don't want to
beat a dead horse, but for what it is worth, my
perception of the testimony we have been hearing for the
last 15 minutes is it is consistent with vhat I believe
to be the position of LILCO through tha 7(b) testimony,
and also, although vorded somevhat differently, the
position =t different time -- the position of the staff
witnesses, and is there a reason -- partly the reason
why your motion to strike was denied.

That is, ve disagree with what ve perceive to
be the assertion in the motion to strike that a
reference to Appendix B in the contention ipso facto
must therefore limit all evidence to safety-related. I
think that was point B in your syllogism.

Our other point of disagreement was that ve

vere not ready, in the context of the motion to strike,
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to assert that the contentions wvere limited to Appendix
B due to the other references ve discussed. We vere
sure, based on th2 tastimony >f the staff and the
county's witnesses, that you couldn't assert that there
vas no disagreement with your point B. And now, my own
trecollection is supported again by LILCO's witnesses
who, as I say, vould not support your motion to strike,
as ve read it.

MR. ELLIS: I understand your point, Judge
Brenner. Our point was a different one. Our point was
that Appendix B, as a regulatory requirement, applies
only to safety-related structures, systems and
components. That was our central point, and that was
supported both by the language that introduces Appendix
B -- but T understand the point you just made which I
think is a slightly different one from the point that I
just made and the one I intended in our motion.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. Your point is much
narrower and wouli not have supported striking the
portions of Mr. Hubbard's testimony that you directed us
to in your motion. Since there was no written ruling
issued, I am pointing it out, because if you have a
problem with all of this, you are going to have a shot
at redirect, and it may be a long tima before you get

that shot.
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ME. ELLIS: Thank you.
8Y MR, LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Mr. Long, I vant to come back to the guestion
that Judge Morris asked you originally, and I understood
your answver, your first ansver, to be that when you came
to Appandix B, all systems -- to safety-related, excuse
me -~ all systems that are classified safety-related by
GFE get an identical level of guality assurance. And
that when you come to non-safety related systems, the
leve of quality assurance varies, consistent wvith their
importance to safety. Was that your earlier ansver, or
did I misunderstand you?

A (WITNESS LONG) No, sir, I do not believe that
that was my earlier ansver. If you construed it in that
manner, I would like to clarify. Let me finish, please.

The 18 criteria in 10 CFR SO0, Appendix B are
applied to safety-related structures, systenms,
components and services as appropriate, commensurate
vith the importance of the safety-related functions that
are performed by the item cor the related service. Does
that ansver your guestion?

Q That ansvers it perfectly, thank you. I
iiin‘'t think that was the ansver you had given the first
time, and I think there may have just been a confusion

in my question.
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Mr. Muller, I would like to turn your
attention to Att~schrent 4 to the LILCO testimony, the
LILCO Quality Assurance Manual. This is the operating
QA Manual, correct?

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't you proceed, ¥r.
Lanpher.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming)s

Q Mr. Muller, Attachment 4 to the LILCO
testimony, is this the Operating QA NManual?

) (NITNESS MULLER) Yes, this manual describes
the gquality assurance program in effect during
operations of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station.

Q Now, on the cover page, it is noted to be an
uncontrolled copy which will not be maintained up to
ijate. To the best of your knowledge, is this up to date
as of today?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes.

Q I would 1liks to turn your attention to the
corporate statement of quality assurance policy, which
is Section iii, it is really the third page of this
manual.

A (WITNESS MULLER) I have it in front of nme.

Q It is true, is it not, that the LILCO

corporate statement of quality assurance reads as
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follow-. "The Locny Island Lighting Company quality
assurance policy applies to the activities affecting the
safety-related functions of nuclear station structures,
systems andi components...” and it continues. Is that
correct?

A (NITNESS MULLER) This manual does address the
10 CFR 50, Appendix B program arplied by the Long Island
Lighting Company.

e This is the manual that applies to
safety-related structures, systems and components during
operation, is that correct?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is correct.

Q Is it a manual that addresses non-safety
related structures, systeas and components?

(Panel >f witnesses conferring.)

) (WITNESS MULLER) The station implementing
procedures or station procedures address both
safety-related and non-safety related systenms,
components and activities.

Q Mr. Muller, my question is, does this manual
specify the quality assurance activities for items which
are not classified safety related?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)
A (WITNESS MUSELER) Mr. Lanpher, I think this

question is basically of the same type that you asked
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before. That is, that this particular manual addresses
sur quality assurance program as applied where required
by Appendix B. This program in part in some rases; in
other cases, as a vhole, and 4r. Youngling gave a few
examples bafore, is also applied not as an Appendix B
requirement, but as a quality program to the non-safety
related portions of the plant.

So -- and I guess the only difficulty ve are
having is trying to keep clear for purposes of
responding properly to your guestion the differences
betwveen safety-related and non-safety related. This
program definitely covers all of the safety-related
equipment in the plant. The program, the manual and the
implementing procedures from the manual constitute
really ths entire program, ani that program in some
cases as a vhole, in other cases in part where
appropriate, is applied to the entire plant.

Q Mr. Mus2ler, I understand your general
statement about how you are applying a progranm
everyvhera. I am trying to find the documentation in
your testimony for that. Isn't it true that this manual
applies toc the gquality assurance program for operations
to be applied to those systems, structures ani
components and activities which are classified as safety

related?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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(Panel of vitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Your sti-cment I believe is
correct when you say, is this manual the manual that
implements either directly or through its implementing
procedures the Appendix B requirements for
safety-related components, systems and structures for
the Shoreham plant during the operating phase. The
answer to that guestion is yes, it is, and it does.

Q Does this manual, by its terms, implement a
gquality assurance program for systems, structures and
components or services which are non-safety related?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS MUSELER) The Lighting Company insures
that the appropriate quality measures are applied to
both safety and non-safety related structures, systems
and components ian the pla:t In some cases, this
program is applied to non-safety -elated structures,
systems and components. In other cases, during the
operating phase, other plant procedures are the
implementing or the governing documents for the control
of the gquality of the plant.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, my guestion
vasn't answered. My gquestion was, does this manual, by
its terms, apply to the gquality assurance for systems,

structures and components which are not safety-related.
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I would like to have an ansver to my question.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. In fairness to the
vitness, the ansver he gave would have qualified as
explanation. So I don't want to imply that it was not
pertinent. But sometimes it is useful to get the short
yes or no, or that is possible, and then the explanation
in the nature that you gave.

Mr. Lanpher, wvhen he uses the phrase "by its
terms"” means "expressly." So the guestion is, =-- I
infer from your explanation that the ansver is no. That
is, this manual expressly, by operation of the manual
itself, does not apply the requirements of the gquality
assurance mnanual to non-safety related items. That is
not to say, however, -- and I am attempting to
characterize your ansver =-- that is not to say, howvever,
that the manual may not be applied on whole or in part
to such activities. 1Is that a fair summary of what you
are trying to testify to?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS MUSELER: Yes, I believe that is a
correct summary of the explanation we gave, Judge
Brenner.

JUDGE MORRIS: Mr. Museler, if you would turn
to page 4, the second paragraph, that is page iv, --

WITNESS MUSELER: I believe that is what we

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY_ INC,
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said, Judge Morris, that elements of the program are
applied as necessary to items, functions, et cetera, et
cetera. Just what you are reading.

If that means -- ani again, I am not familiar
with whether there is a specific legalistic meaning to
the term "by the terms”™ of what it says -- but if that
means is there anyvhere in this particular QA manual
wvhere we state that portions of this program are applied
to non-safa2ty related structures, systems and
components, then the answver is yes, as you point out,
right at this point on page iv,

I guess wve are really having a tough time
providing a satisfactory ansvwer to this guestion.

 JUDGE BRENNER: I think we are getting the
picture nowv.

8Y MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Directing your attention tc that sentence on
page iv, which reads, "Elements of the program are
applied as necessary to items and functions described in
appendices to this manual that are not <lassified as
safety-related...”™ I believe that is the sentence that
Judge Morris wvas referring your attention to.

[t is true, is it not, that the appendices
vh .n are referred to are Appendices G through K? For

clarity of the r2cord, I am referring to Saction ii. It
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is really the Table of Contents, I guess, the second
page of the manual.

¥ (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correct.

Q And is it true that four of five of those
appendices are labeled as “"later™ and are not contained
in this manual wvhich wvas introduced into evidence?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correct.

Q The one appendix which is present is the fire
praotection appendix. The others are security =-- the
others whizh ar2 not there are security, environmental
monitoring, packing and shipping of radioactive
material, and emergency planning. 1Is that correct?

* (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correct.

Q Is it your testimony that those five
appendices would cover all non-safety related systenms,
structures and components?

B (WITNESS GERECKE) No, it is not.

Q Is that a listing, hovever, -- I am referring
you back to that sentence wvhich Judge Morris brought to
your attention =-- are those the areas which have been
determined to be necessary to have this manual applied
to?

(Panel »f witnesses conferring.)
A (WNITNESS MUSELER) Mr. lLanpher, I believe these

have been included in this quality assurance manual

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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because the entire scope of the quality activities
joverning these four really systems or particular
processes will be and are subject to the guality
assurance program, and that gquality assurance program
for these non-safa2ty related systems and components is
administered by the Quality Assurance Department within
LILCO.

That is not to say that the discussion ve had
a little earlier about the other types of components,
systems, processes in the plant which may be non-safety
related are not covered or are not covered either by the
implementing procedures vhich flov from this manual for
non-safety related components. I guess what I am saying
is that these don't constitute a total and exhaustive
list of everything that is covered by the Quality
Assurance Department during the operation phase.

Again, other portions of control of processes
or quality of the plant are covered by other plant
procedures. I believe your question was, is this the
total scop2 of the non-safety related quality assurance
involvement. The ansver to that question is no.

Q This is the total -- do you have another
coament? I didn't mean to interrupt.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I might Jjust add that these

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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' are included as appendices because they are not -- they
2 don't really come under the raguirements of Append x B.
3 There are other regulaticns, Reg Guides, NUREGs and so
4 forth which specify QA requirements for these five

5 areas. We, therefore, have included them as appendices
6 rather than just incorporating them as several of the

7 items to which th2 Appendix B program applies.

8 (Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
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Q Sr. Museler, just so I understand, it is your
viev that there are other elements, there are other
areas to which th2 el2ments of this program would be
applied but they are not expressly referenced or
expressly identified in this manual?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) That is a true statement,
Mr. Lanpher.

Q Staying with LILCO manuals, I would like to
turn to Attachment 11 of the prefiled testimony, which
is labeled LILCO Engineering QA Manual. My memory is
short, and I apologize, but Mr. Kelly, didn't wve
establish -- I helieve wve established before that this
is not just a manual for engineering, but it has been
changed through amendments so that it applies to
constructisn, procurement, and engineering. Is that
correct?

A (WITNESS KELLY) The only reason that manual
hai the word Engineeriny Quality Assurance is because at
one point in time the title of our department vas the
Engineering Quality Assurance Department. At no time
did it just relate to the engineering function, but it
vas more just the title of the department.

Q Fine. To the bast of your knowladge, is this
manual up to date as it appears in the testimony today?

(Wheraupon, the witnesses conferred.)
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A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, wve believe so.

Q Turning your attention to Section 1, Page 1 of
the manual, undar the section Scope, I guess I would
call it the second paragraph, the first part of it, it
says "Requirements of this program apply to safety
related activities, including,”™ and it goes on to
iesign, purchasing, et cetera. 1Is that a correct
statement of the scope of this manual?

MR. ELLIS: What page again, ¥r. Lanpher?
MR. LANPHER: Page 1 of Section 1.

MR. ELLIS: Thank you.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Do you see where I was reading from, Mr. Kelly?

A (WITNESS KELLY) This manual specifically
addresses Appendix B reguirements, yes. The safety
related items, vhich is as we described before. There
are programs in effect that provide gquality for every
item in the plant commensurate vith its function in the
plant.

Q This manual by its express terms, however,

addresses only the quality assurance requirements for

safety related itams, correct?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)
A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, the intent of this

manual is specifically to describe those quality
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activities applied to safety related systenms,
components, and structures, but as we discussed before,
ocher sections of this would be applied to non-safety
related functions, activities, and structures.

Q Gentlemen, so I understand from LILCO's point
of view, am I correct that as items are turned over to
start-up, this manual becomes inoperative, and
Attachment 4 of the operating QA manual becomes
operative?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No, when it is turned over to
a plant operation group from the start-up organization,
then the other manual becomes in effect.

Q Then this manual no longer would apply? Is
that right?

A (WITNESS KELLY) For those items, yes.

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County
conferred.)

Q Gentlemen, I vould like to turn your attention
nov to Attachaant 5 of the pr2filed testim- v. entitled
Stone and Webster QA Program Manual, Gen* :n, is this
dccument to the best of your knowledge up to date?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Excuse me. We don't have a
copy available.

(Pause.)

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Could you repeat your

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q Yes, sir. To the best of your knowledge, is
this manual current, up to date?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, sir.

Q And are all aspects of this manual applied to
Stone and Webstar's activities on the Shoreham project?
A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Excuse me? Could you

repeat that, please?

Q Cartainlye. Are all aspects of this manual
applied to Stone and Webster's activities on the
Shoreham project?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes.

Q From the prefiled testimony, the list of
attachments, it states that Appendix V, Roman Numeral V,
is no longer in effect, and the manual is currently
being revised. Now, Appendix V concerns preventive
action, I believe. Why is that no longer in effect, if
you know?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Appendix V to the Stone and
Webster Quality Assurance Fanual was originally prepared
-=- 1 am trying to think back now. I believe it wvas
originally prepared because LILCO gquality assurance had
some concern that LILCO guality assurance wasn't
necessarily getting all the information on

non-conformances, corrective action, problems that might
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organization. The project and engineering personnel in
both organizations sesmed to be getting it.

At the same time, ve vere concerned in getting
the information from Stone and Webster so that they
could essentially be used later to be sure that wve did
not run into the same kinds of problems, so that wve
could avoid the same types of problems during the design
and construction effort for Jamesport.

As a result of our concerns, Stone and Webster
incorporatad Appendix V into their gquality assurance
manual. After a couple of years, they made a number of
changes to their internal corrective action program,
corrective action system, and Jamesport was also
cancelled, so the tvo reasons that vwe had for requesting
that they put this section in the manual disappeared,
ani ve no longer needed to use Appendix V to the Stone
and Webster guality assurance manual for Shoreham. It
wvas an administrative error that it was not removed from
the manual.

Q So when ve --

MR. ELLIS: I am not sure that they wvere
done.

WITNESS BALDWINs Your previous statements to

me, I beliave, that might have caused some confusion
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here is, is this the present manual that wvas in effect,
ani I s2id yes.
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Believe me, I vasn't trying to trick you on
that a bit.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I vas avare of the
revision. We have not published the revision as yet.
It is esentially all the way through its approval
circuit. It has not been sent to the paople who need
it, who are on distribution for it.

Q But when my client or I consider the evidence
in this proceeding, this is no longer -- this appendix
is no longaer part of this manual, correct?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) That is corraect. It has
not physically been taken out. We are vaiting for that
ce«vision to be distributed. That is correct.

Q But it is not being used, either?

R (WITNESS BALDY¥IN) That is correct.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) B8ut the concerns that ve
had vere addressed in the revised Stone and Webster
procedures for their corrective action, problem
reporting system, and so forth.

Q Now, gentlemen, insofar as Stone and Webster
is concern2d4 in th2ir work in utilizing this manual on

the Shoreham project, is this manual applied to only
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safety re'ated structures, systems, and components?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) The ansver to that is no.
I am trying to find a direct reference that I can help
you with.

Q If I may be cf assistance, maybe Section 2.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, I think it is
specifically referen~ed under Section 1.3. Would you
like me to read that into the record?

Q No, but my guestion was, do you apply this
manual in the Stone and Webster program to structures,
systems, and compcnents which are non-safety related?

) (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes.

Q And your ansver is based upon Part 1.3 of
Section 2. 1Is that correct?

(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes.

(Pause.)

Q Mr. Baldwin, I thougiit ve had -- ve alluded to
the fact 2ariier that Stone and Webstar no longer
performs inspections of non-safety related structures,
systems, and components, Stone and Webster field quality
control. Is that correct?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)
A (WITNESS BALDWIN) No, that is not totally

correct. I think Mr. Arrington indicated that his
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cesponsibilities for field quality control are in the
safety related area, and selected non-safety related
areas, and I think he gave you some examples of those.
You are addressing the question here specifically to
field quality control. You are also asking the guestion
of this manual which applies t> several other areas.

For instance or for example, the other areas being
procursment quality assurance.

There is an extensive effort in the
procurement quality assurance area for non-safety
related ejuipment for the Shoreham project. Prsbably
there are, I wvould say, out of the total effort of our
PQA division over the years, and there are numbers in
the testimony, it is probably somewvhere in the
neighborhood of one-half to one-third of all of their
effort has been allocated to non-safety related.

I can probably give you some examples, such as
the turbine generator or feedwater heaters are
non-safety related, wvhere we have had in the
neighborhood of 40 test inspection and documentation
forms which are similar to safety related with anywvhere
in the neighborhood of a dozen to 18 attributes for each
on2 of them, just for that purchase order alone.
Probably it ranges in the neighborhood of, again, 30 or

40 inspection reports or trips for that type of
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equipment. Again, that is all cosmensurate vwith the
quality requirements as established by the engineers
through th2 enginz2ering documents for that piace of
equipment. That is Jjust one example.

Q Sticking with that example in the procurement
area vhich you are addressing generally there, are those
quality assurance activities wvhich Stone and Webster
uniertakes performed by quality assurance personnel?

B (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, sir.

Q And that is undertaken in accordance with the
manual and presumably implementing procedures of the
manual, cortrect?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Definitely, in accordance
vith this program, the quality assurance standards and
directives wvhich are part of this.

Q Does that finish your ansver, Mr. Baldwin?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Yes.

Q Mr. Lon3j, I would like to turn your attention
now to Attachment 17 of the prefiled testimony. For the
record, that is GE BWR Quality Assurance Manual. Do you
have that available, Nr. Long?

A (WITNESS LONG) Yes, I do.

Q And it is -- what has been marked as
Attachment 17 is Revision 13, dated October 16th, 1981,

Is that up to date, sir?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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B (WITNESS LONG) What page are you looking at?

Q I am looking at the front cover page, the
apper righthand corner, sir.

i (WITNESS LONG) Yes, sir, that would be the
revision number for the cover page. However, certain
sections of the manual have different revision numbers
and different revision dates.

Q To the bast of your knowladas, the manual
vhich has been presented in this testimony is up to date
as of today’ There are no further revisions?

A (WITNESS LONG) I would like to direct your
attention, Mr. Lanpher, to Page 1-1 of that document,
and under Paragraph 1.1, the last sentence, vhich reads,
"This manual is ceviewved annually by the implementing
organizations and updated as necessary by the Nuclear
Energy Product and Quality Assurance Operation (PEQAO)
to effect interim changes in the BWR QA program.”

What I can state, sir, is that at the point in
time that Revision 13 wvas issued, all of the identified
1ocuments in here were as identified. There may have
been some changes since October the 16th, 1981,

JUDGE BRENNER: Do we have to vait another
month to see what those changes are?

WITNESS LONGs I can only presume, sir, that

it is going to be revised by that date. That is the
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commitment in the document, that it will be revised
annually and updated as necessary.

JUDGE BRENNERs Well, would you personally be
familiar vith any important material changes wvhich may
have been made in the interim, even though not published
for reasons of the paragraph you just referred to?

WITNESS LONG: I am not avare of any
significant changes, sir, like major changes in
documents systems or major documents being eliminated.
Tn2re may be some exceptions to that statement, but none
that I am avare of.

JUDGE BRENNERs All right., We will leave it
at that right now. If you are still here on October
16th -- On a serious note, wve will have a break after
the next two veeks, and hopefully you could check on
that.

WITNESS LONG: Sir, if I become avare of any

changes, I will so notify you.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. I am asking you
affirmatively to check on any important changes in that
.ime frame.

MR. ELLIS: We will undertake to do that.

JUDGE BRENNER: We are not talking about a
minor chang2, but something that is material to the
issues.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Long, this is not the complete manual, is
127

A (WITNESS LONG) No, sir, it is not. 1If you
will refer to our testimony, ve wvere identifying
activities in the design and design control and in the
procurement control areas. These are the portions of
the manual that are directed towvard describing our
quality assurance program in those interest areas.

Q Well, the section, for instance, on fuel and
reactor eguipment manufacturing, I believe that is not
included in this manual, is that correct, in vhat is in

the testimony?

A (WITNESS LONG) Would you please repeat the
question?
Q Turning your attention to the same page you

referred to before, Page 1-1, the second under

Organization, the third sentence talks about various
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sections of the manual, engineering, project management,
et cetera. I believe the section entitled Fuel and
Reactor Ejuipment Manufacturing is not included in what
you provided.

A (WITNESS LONG) That is correct.

Q I don*'t mean to interrupt you, sir.

: (WITNESS LONG) No, go ahead.

Q My gquestion is, why was that not included?

A (WITNESS LONG) Because the portion that
addresses fuel ani reactor equipment manufacturing is
primarily addressing concerns that are related to the
manufacturing process.

Q Was it your judgment that that was not
relevant to the contentions here at issue?

A (WITNESS LONG) It was my Jjudgment that within
th2 scope of what we were addressing in the written
testimony, that wvhat I provided would support that
written testimony.

{Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County
conferred.)

Q To the best of your knowledge, ¥r. Long, is
General Electric going to be providing operating plant
services to lLong Island Lighting Company in the future?

A (WITNESS LONG) Sir, we make those services

available and would hope that lLong Island Lighting

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Company would partaane of our services, but I have no wvay
of guaranteeing that. Maybe Mr. Museler would like to
speak to that subject, or ¥r. Youngling.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would say that General
Electric will be continuing to provide us services
during the life of this reactor.

Q Then why wasn't the operating plant services
section of this manual provided?

YR. ELLIS: Objection. The guestion has
asked and answera2i, and I don't think it is within
ambit of the contentions in any event.

MR. LANPHER: The gquestion

JUDGE BRENNER: I think you have proceeded as
far as you can with the witness. If you want to argue
later that there is a document that they should have
included or the testimony has less veight for its

absence, you are free to do it.

MR. LANKPHER: I don't want to argue with you,

Judge, but my previsus gquestion went to the
manufacturing section. The question I just asked wvent
to the op2rating plant services section of the manual.
JUDGE BRENNER: All right. HMa it was your
“then”™ that introduced the gquestion that misled me.
MR. LANPHER: I think you are probably right

that my point is made, but I am no%t sure the witness had
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a chance to ansver my latest question.

JUDGE BRENNER: I thought you were asking
about the same section, and you are correct. I did make
that error.

Mr. Long, is your answer the same as to why
you chose not to include the coperating plant services
section as the ansver you gave with respect to why you
chose not to include the fuel and reactor egquipment
manufacturing section?

WITNESS LONG: The answver would be, Your
Honor, that since the services activities were not
covered in the written testimony, that portion of the
manual was not provided as an attachment.

WITNESS MUSELER: Juige Brenner, I think I can
for purposes of what I think the objective of the
gquestion was add something of interest. While we do
have a contract with General Electric to provide some
services beyond start-up, that contract only goes
towards or only goes to the provision of advisors to the
vice president and to the plant manager and assistants
in the control room, which is not the normal scope of
the GE operating services division.

While it is certainly well within the realm of
possibility that GE might be employed to provide those

services, they are not currently contracted to do so,
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nor has a decision been made on how to proceed in that
area. I don't mean to say that we are dissatisfied with
General Elactric, but I don't believe that there is
anything that wve intend to do in the near-term future
that would reguir2 that particular portion of the manual
to be employed at Shorehanm.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Long, is this the quality assurance manual
vhich is utilized by GE in controllings its activities
in accordance with Appendix B?

A (WITNESS LONG) No, sir, it is not. First of
all, this is a descriptive document as stated in the
purpose of the document. It is descriptive of how the
GE guality assurance program works. Our program is
very, very complex, and this document identifies in the
various sections of the document those detailed
reguiraments, documents that are directive and wvhich
actually state the requirements that are to be
implemented in the program. So this document in itself,
Number One, is a descriptive iocument, and Number Twn,
it is not the General Electric licensing topical report
in the juality assurance area. That 1s another separate
document.

(Pause.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Incidentally, Mr. Lanpher,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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following along, you took credit for the rapid progress
to get to Page 10. If I follow the afternoon session
right, we are somewhere betwveen Page 10 and Page 11
still. Is that correct?

MR. LANPHER: That's right.

JUDGE BRENNERs That illustrates the dangers
in sta .istical extrapolation.

MR. LANPHERs If I could just have a moment, I
vant to see -- I am going to try to finish this area
toiay.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. That is the real reason
I broke in. I was going to ask your view as to whether
you could io that in the next 15 minutes.

MR. LANPHERs I am confident that I can, if I
could just have a moment.

JUDGE BRENNERs Sure.

(Pause.)

MR. LANPHERs Judge Brenner, I think I Jjust
have one other line of questioning on this.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Muller, if I could turn your attention
back to tha LILCO OQA manual, Attachment 4 to the
testimony, Section 2, Page 1, at Part 2.1.4 on that
page, it states, "FSAR Table 3.2.1-1, equipment

classification, identifies safa2ty related structures,
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systems, and components as QA Category 1. These and

associated consumables such as welding materials,

nuclear fuel, diesel fuel, et cetera, are subject to the

requirements of the QAR program.”™

Is that FSAR table which I would note is in

evidence as part of the county's 7-B testimony, is that

the only list of safety related egquipment for the QA

program?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS MULLER) The FSAR table that you

reference is only a

summary table. In order to identify

safety related components, we refer to design documents

and specifications.

Q Well, howv do you refer to design documents and

specifications to make that determination?

(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS MULLER) The specifications, the

dravings and the design basis documents identify the

safety related components.

Q So if a person on the QA staff needs to

determine the classification of an item, they would

first go to the FSAR table. Is that correct? And then

if that didn't provide an ansver as to classification,

they would have to go to design documents and

specifications?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC
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2 not go to the FSAR table first. He would go to the

. 3 design basis documents or the specification.
4 Q Is that direction specified in this manual?
5 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)
6 A (WITNESS NULLER) A good example would be

7 station procedure providing for design modification

8 packages, or even the procurement control procedure that
9 has been l2ft in 2vidence would direct the individual to
10 go to the specification.

1" Q Excuse me. I am sorry. You said something

12 wvas left in evidence?

13 A (WITNESS MULLER) I am sorry. What I meant

14 was, you have the station procedure for, I think it is

15 SP 1201901. It is procurement of material for the

16 plant.

17 Q Is that one of the attachments?

18 A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it is.

19 Q Is that Attachment 46, sir, just so the record

20 is clear?
21 B (WITNESS MULLER) Yes.
22 Q The manual doesn’t provide that direction,
23 correct?
’ 24 A (WITNESS MULLER) That is correc:. But the

25 individual that was following, that would be following

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the procedure would go to the specification or design
basis dscuaent .o determine if in fact the component he
was reviewing was safety related or non-safety related.

3 (WITNESS KELLY) I would also like to add that
as far as the CA department is concerned, all the
individuals in the QA department when they first come in
are indoctrinated into the necessity of all their
activities, whether they be auditing, surveillance, or
any reviews, to use the design basis documents.

Q Well, then, why not change the quality
assurance manual in the section that I quoted earlier to
state that?

A (WITNESS MUSELER) Mr. Lanpher, just as in
some of th2 other overall QA manuals, the intent of the
overall manual is to describe the program and provide
summary information as to hov the program is supposed to
vork, as opposed to providing the detailed procedures
wvhich flow from the program, and together with the
manual form the overall QA prograr.

To implement the Table 3.2.1, I think, is a
table that does provide some information in terms of
what components are safety related, and in fact I am
sure you are avare that table is not strictly a list of
safety related components. It lists major systems and

components throughout the plant and identifies some as

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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safety related and some as non-safety related.

So, while, you know, the manual certainly

could say without any contradiction that the QA Category

1 items are identified in the specific design documents,

this refers to something that at least to somebody who

is only utilizing the manual would have an idea of what

it applies to.

There is no reason why it couldn't say

what you suggest, but the implementing procedures are

really the place to include the detail on what is really

used to identify from an operative standpoint what has

to receive the particular requirements of these

pracedures.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I think this

completes this line of guestioning. There may be a

cleanup gquestion or two that comes to me overnight, but

as of now I have no further questions. I can turn to

another line, but if we are going to stop at 5 --

JUDGE BRENNERs: No, ve might as well stop.

Incidentally, we are going to proceed by allowing cross

axamination. We were not planning to break subjects, so

that the staff could -- so that LILCO could ask for

redirect and the staff could ask questions. Howvever, if

the parties among thems2lves believe there will be a one

or two discrete breaks, I don't know, possibly betwveen

enjgineeriny and

construction as opposa1 to operations,
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you could consider that and suggest such a procedure to

the board. Otherwise, you are going to be waiting with

ail of your questions, and it is up to you.

I noticed Mr. Nuller today did have to jump in

and ansver some qgquestions even though not dirzcted to

him. And the cross examiner is not cognizant

necessarily of every place where Mr. Muller's input

wvould have been useful in LILCO's view, and even if he

wvas, it is hard .o restrict it. I think the way to

solve that problex is, as we have done on one or two

other occasions, to expect that Mr. Muller will read the

transcript after and if LILCO sees anything that Mr.

Nuller believes he can usefully clarify and would have

had he been here at the time, he can let you know, MNr.

Ellis, and you can apprise the other parties so they are

not surprised, and we will be very liberal abcut backing

up if something important comes up like that. So, that

ought to sclve that problem.

MR.

ELLISs Yes. Thank you, Judge Brenner. I

have one item L did want to mention at the very end, if

this is thes very end.

JUDGE BRENNERs Of today.

¥R.

ELLIS: There is one thing that I think --

JUDGE BRENNER: Do you want to let the

witnesses go?
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anyvaye.

There was one point, Judge Brenner, that I
ion't intend and 410 not want to reargue anything, and T
understand the board's ruling, but I really failed to
make clear my point, and that is a distinction between a
regulatory requirement and good practice, ani what one
does as a result of engineering.

My point was that the reason I put it in the
syllogism was that our position wvas that as a regulatory
requirement, Appendix B stands as a regulatory
requirement in our view only to safety related, and to
the extent that there is testimony going beyond that,
that vas our view, that that was good practice. 1T don't
think I made that very clear.

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't want to belabor it
either. I understand your point now. I understood it
at the tima of tha phone call. And I may not have fully
understood it at the time I read your written motion.
However, even if I had, you would have gotten the same
ruling, for the r2asons discussed this morning and
reiterated here.

I would have been less surprised at the
statement you made in your written testimony that no

party could disagree as to Appendix B. I will note that
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it is not as simple as the distinction between a
regulatory requirement and good practice, because it is
dangerous to state, but I think everybody also has the
view that GDC 1 plugs in somewhere alss, and to the
extent that you look to Appendix B for szome sort of
guidance, even when you are applying GDC 1 to what LILCO
wvould call non-safety related, and to what the staff
would call important to safety.

You have guite a job to straighten this all
out, and maybe it is a good time now to note that the
staff likes to say, well, it is 3just a semantic
problem. Well, the vhole game is semantics, as it turns
out, in applying these ragulatory requirements. And I
need only cite the dialogue betveen staff counsel and
LILCO's 7-B witna2sses as to vhether they would make the
so-called commitment.

There is a lot to put together, and I also
hope that counsel involved in the 7-B testimony is going
to become familiar with this testimony to the extent
that it pertains and vice versa.

I vant to emphasize, this is going to be an
important area in everybody's findings, and everybody
has a particular point of view. The staff was wvorried
about the regulatory program, and if they have concern

that our d=2cision might be inconsistent with their view,
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averyone =2lse. W2 thought about it a lot, and wve could
use a lot of help on it. That is what findings are
for.

I guess we will adjourn until 9:00 o'clock
tomorrow morning. Mr. Alexander and Hr.'lullet won't be
with us tomorrow.

(Whereupon, at 5:00 p.m., the board was
recessed, to reconvene at 9300 a.m. of the following

da’o)
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