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TNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

................ x
3
In the Matter of H
F
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY s Dacket No. 50-322-0L
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station) 3
H
................ -x

Bethesda, Maryland
Wednesday, October 27, 1982

The hearing in the above-entitled matter

convened, pursuant to notice, at 10330 a.m.

BEFORE;

LAWRENCE BRENNER, Chairman
Administrative Judge

JAMES CARPENTER, Member
Administrative Judge

PETER A. MORRIS, ¥Nember
Administrative Judge

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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

On behalf of Applicant:

ANTHONY F. EARLEY, Esa.
T.S. ELLIS III, Esgq.
Hunton & Williams

707 East Main Street
Richmond, VA. 23212

On behalf of the Ragulatory Staff:

BERNARD BORDENICK, Esq.
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of Suffolk County:s

LAWRENCE COE LANPHER, Esqg.
Kirkratrick, Lockhart, Hill,

Christopher &€ Phillips
1900 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.Ce.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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COQNIENTIS
WITNESSES: DIBECT (CEOSS REDIRECT RECROSS BCARD

T. Tracy Arrington,
Frederick B. Baldwin,
William M. Eifert,
T. Frank Gerecke,
Joseph M. Kelly,
Donald G. long (Resumed)
By ¥r. Lanpher 12,034

(Afternoon Session..12,090)

T. Tracy Arrington,
Frederick B, Baldwin
William M. Eifert,

T. Frank Gerecke,

Joseph M. Kelly,

Donald G. Long (Resumed)

By Mr. Lanpher 12,094
By Judge Brenner 12,115
By Judge Morris 12,123
By Mr. Lanpher 12,130

EXHIBIIS

NUMBER ILENTIEIED RECEIVED TRANSCRIPT
LILCO 22 12,033 * 12,033 12,033
EA Audit 19, Finding (2.B.2) 12,050

EA 22, Observation 021(2) 12,050

EA 23, Observation 037 12,050

EA 27, Observation 078 12,050

FQC Audit 14, Finding (A.1l) 12,050

FQC Audit 14, Fiﬁding (B.2) 12,051

FQC Audit 14, Finding (D.2) 12,051

FQC Audit 14, Finding (D.3) 12,051

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE 8. W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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NUMBER IDENTIFIED RECEIVED
FQC Audit 16, Finding (B.2.A. thru E.) 12,051
FQC Audit 16, Finding (D.4) 12,051
FQC Audit 18, Finding (B.l) 12,051
EA Audit 18, page 2, #4 12,051
EA Audit 24, Observation 050, #1 12,051
EA Audit 30, 0972A 12,051
EA Audit 30, #104, Parts 2 and 4 12,051
EA Audit 38, Observation 1l¢l,

Findings 1 and 2 12,051
EA Audit 22, Finding 020(4) 12,069
EA Audit 22, Finding 021(1) 12,069
EA Audit 26, Finding 066, Parts 2 and 3 12,069
EA Audit 26, Finding 067, Part 2 12,069
EA 30, Observation 104, Part 1 12,069
EA 39, Observation 152 12,070
EA 40, Observation 155 and 159 12,070
EA Audit 19, Finding 2.B.3 12,087
EA 27, Observation 074 12,087
FQC 9, Finding 06676 (1) 12,087
FQC 16, Finding D.2 12,087
FQC 19, Finding K.l 12,087

COQNTIERNRTIS

A_DERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

12,025

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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12,025-A

NUMBER IDENTIFIED RECEIVED
FQC 20, Finding (L.4) 12,098
FQC 26, Finding (L.4B) 12,098
Suffolk County 68 12,107

Site QA Audit 7 12,175
No. 4 Audit of LILCO Purchasing Dept.

page 1, bottom paragraph ' 12,175
Audit 1 S&W, FQC Attachment, Item

1.A.1 12,175
S&W PQC Audit 1, Attached page 1,

bottom Portion re training 12,175
QA Audit 6 LILCO Purchasing Dept.

page 3 re recommendation A 12,175
Audit 8l-1l1 LILCO Purchasing Dept.

page 4, open item 1 12,175
April 8, 1981 Memo fr Mr. Gerecke

thru next to last para. on first page 12,175
Audit Findings 3 and 4 of QA Audit

77-8 12,193
RECESSES:

Noon - 12,089

Afternoon - 12,137

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE.. S.W., \VASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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PROCEEDISNGS
(10320 a.m.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Good morning.

We appraciate the parties®' flexibility having
shifted over one day. It is our suggestion -- and the
parties can talk about it and come back and tell us =--
that for the next tvo weeks we should run until 5:00 on
Friday -- that is, this Friday and the :iollowing Friday
== to make up the time, because I don't want to make up
the time by going int> a new wveek with things ve wvere
supposed to be accomplishing this week and next week in
the County's cross examination., But if the parties
don't want to do that, we will consider it.

All right. We have no preliminary matters and
no recollection of whsre we are.

MR. ELLIS: VWe have a couple of preliminary
matters, Judge Branner.

JUDGE BRENNER: The last remark was facetious,
but I want Mr. Lanpher to orisnt us when we begin the
cross examination. But go ahead.

MR. ELLIS: First of all, for the record I
vill note that Mr. Museler is not here today. He will
be here tomorrow. This is a particularly critical
period during which there are some portions of the

containment being transferred, and he will be here

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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tomorrow. Mr. Youngling and Mr. Muller are on the other
QA. Mr. Muller has been here almost continuously, and
since this has gone on for as long as it has, ve simply
have to begir making judgments about using people. MNr.
Youngling and Mr. Muller will both be back for OQA as
soon as ve have -~ I'm sure Mr. Lanpher will tell us wen
OQA comes up again.

¥r. Muller, I should note also for the record,
is the head of OQA now and has been promoted, and that
is another ceason why he needs to be in the vicinity of
the plant vhenever possible.

¥r. Burns, though here today, I think since
Mr. Lanpher is joing to be on these audits, he is not
necessary on these audits as the other wvitnesses here
are; and as soon as ve have some indication from Mr.
Lanpher on wvhen he proposes to go back, if he does, to
the prefiled testimony, we will have Nr. Burns return
for that.

I wvant to give that short status report, and
then we have two dutstanding inguiries pending, first
relating to the NCDR verification, and second relating
to housekeeping.

The first one was a response to Judge
Carpenter's question about the population from which ¥Fr.

Lanpher s2lected the storige housekeeping findings, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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Mr. Kelly said he would get those figures, and he can
9ive those figures quickly.
JUDGF BRENNER: Well, let's not do it yet.

Let's be sure we've exhausted all of the preliminary

matters.
MR. ELLIS: I'm sorry.
JUDGE BRENNER: Did you have anything else?
MR. ELLIS: That is all we had. As far as
going until S3:00 on Friday --

JUDGE BRENNER: Well), don't tell me now. Talk
about it asong the parties.

Any othar preliminary matters?

(No response.)

JUDGE BRENNERs: All right,

Mr. Lanpher, vhy don't you orient us as to
vhere ycu are and then tell us if you have any probleas
vith Mr. Kelly supplying that information now as opposed
to some other point in the day.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, if you ioock at
page 4 of the October 26th letter, of which I believe
you have a copy, I think that orients -- we wvere in
document control group 5 findings concerning manuals,
vhich had not been kept up to date. T had asked
questions about the five specific audi:. findings, and

vhen wve broke I was going to get together the so-called

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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grouping for a more global gquestion. And in yesterday's
letter I tried to advise the vitnesses of where I wvas
going to be gcing on that also. So that is where I am.

In your response to your other inquiry, I have
no objection if Mr. Ellis would like to have Mr. Kelly
supply the information that Judge Carpenter had asked
for now or at any other time.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Let's do it now
then.

Whereupcn,
T. TRACY ARRINGTON
FREDERICK B. BALDWIN
WILLIAM M. EIFERT
T. FRANK GERECKE
JOSEPH M. KELLY
DONALD G. LONG
resumed the stand and were further examined and
testified as follows:

WITNESS KELLY: Judge Carpenter, as far as the
question regarding housekeeping, there were 230 audits
that the LILCO Field Quality Assurance Division
conducted that addressed storage areas as far as
housekeeping was concerned.

During that, S80 storage areas vere looked

at. In only 23 was there any indication of any

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S'W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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departure from the requirements. That only represents
3.97 percent in which there was a departure from the
requirements. I think it points out that the large
quantity of items that we did fine acceptable -- and as
I said, I must point out percentages are -- you have to
be careful with percentages.

As far as wve're concerned, the important thing
is in those 23 items that were a departure. You have to
look at the significance, and in all cases there was no
significance to these findings.

MR. ELLIS: The second ingquiry concerned the
EEDCR verification program, and wve committed to give ¥r.
Lanpher an update on that. We have passed out a sheet
on that, and Mr. Arrington has some explanatory points
to maka about the figures there on the ELDCR
verification.

WITNESS ARRINGTON: Do you have the chart
before you, Mr. Lanpher -- the EEDCR verification chart?

MR. LANPHER: VYes, I do.

WITNESS ARRINGTON: Looking at the righthand
column, the number 69,946 EELDCR, it says the total
population of all EEDCRs that have been issued to date.
This would include all of the project EEDCRs, the P
series, and all of the field EEDCRs, which is the F

series. This would also include all revisions to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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

It is important to note that all of the EEDCRs
that affect the physical plant or the inspection of
document rejuirements are verified through a normal site
process which includes the normal construction program
as <ell as the site quality assurance and the
engineering assurance organizations.

The EEDCR verification program for which these
statistics appear is an extra or reiundant check against
systems operation or the logic to that system. There
are a very large number of EE&DCRs out of this total
population that are classified for information only.
These EELDCRs are merely ansvers to a writer's guestion.

We looked first at phase 1. This is the
backfit phase of the project which the time span
inzludes up to July 15th of '76. There is a total of
4,331 EEDCRs issued of which 1,445 require
verification. To date we have verified 1,366 with 79
remaining to be verified.

Under phase 2 the time frame would be from
July 15th o>f '76 to August th2 S5th of *77. During this
time there wvere 5,832 EE&DCRs issued, 1,961 . requiring to
be verified. To jate we have verified 1,956, five
remaining to be verified.

Phase 3, which is the final phase of the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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August the Sth of *77 through October of °*82. During
this time frame ve've issued 59,783 ELDCRs; 4,480 are
required to be verified. Thus far we have verified
3,720 with 760 remaining to be verified.

I would like to again emphasize that this
program is not a1 regulatory requirement; that our normal
site procedures do require that we do the verification
on the individual basis on those EE&DCRs that affect the
design to the plant systems. This is an extra layer of
assurance that LILCO has applied to the EEDCR process.

JUDGE BRENNER: ¥r. Ellis, what 10 you want to
do with the document which I think helped illustrate the
answer and presumably is the reason you had it prepared.

MR. ELLIS: I think it should be marked and
bound in for the aid of the record. T think also when
Mr. Arrington used the date, did you mean October &,
19827

WITNESS ARRINGTON: That is the statistics
oczcurring through October the 4th.

JUDGE BRENNERs All right. Any objections to
marking this and admitting it into evidence?

(Ko response.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. According to our

records that would be LILCO Exhibit 22.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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(The document referred to
vas marked LILCO Exhibit
No. 22 for identification
and received in
evidence.)
JUDGE BRENNER: And we will admit it into
evidence at this point and also bind it into the record.
(LIL70 Exhibit No., 22 for identification and

evidence followss:)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



E&DCR VERIFICATION PROGRAM STATISTICS

NUMBER TOTAL
NUMBER NUMBER REMAINING E&DCRs
REQUIRING VERIFIED TO BE ISSUED
PHASE DATE VERIFICATION TO DATE VERIFIED IN PHASE
I Up To 07/15/76 1,445 1,366 79 4,331
II 07/15/76 to 08/05/77 1,961 1,956 5 5,832
III 08/05/77 to 10/04/82 4,480 3,720 760 59,783
Total 7,886 7,042 844 69,946

Lilcg Ex 2L
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JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, Mr. Lanpher.
MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to
say I may obviously need to come back on this after I
have a chance to look at it. I am not going to take
time on the EEDCR document right now.
CROSS EXAMINATION -- Continued
BY MR. LANPHER:

Q Mr. Kelly, with respect to your comments on
the storage matter I would like to get a bit of
clarification. You said that there were 230 audits that
looked at 580 areas. Are you talking about physical
areas like storage areas and in plant storage, or wvhat
exactly do you m2an by 580 areas?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Okay. The areas that we
discussad in previous audits such as the main warehouse
designated as -- I don't recall the numbers -- say B2,
okay. The far vwest storage area would have a D
designation for outdoor storage, and that would be
considered one area. So when ve're saying 580, we're
talking about separate designated storage areas that
vere addressed in each of the audits.

In the case of stored in place audits, which
are includsd in this 273 --

Q You said 230.

A (WITNESS KELLY) Two hundred and thirty.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW , WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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excuse me. That would -- we were talking about an area
there just being simply the reactor building. Okay. 1If
the piece of eguipment that vas stored in place that was
being checked, we would just consider that the reactor
building and count that as one area. Even if possibly
during that audit we looked at four pieces of equipment
in that reactor area, that would count as one as far as
that 580 goes.

Q Is it your testimony -- and we discussed a
number of audit findings in the storage housekeeping
area -- is it your testimony then that all of those
audit findings that ve've discussed focused or related
to problems which physically wvere located in a total of
23 areas?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS KELLY) This strictly relates to the
housekeeping items that we discussed. When I scy 580
storage areas were checked and 23 wvere found to have
some departure from the requirement in the area of
housekeeping, those are obviously multiple checks of the
same storage areas.

Jkay. So in other words there are not 580
storage areas at the Shoreham site. There are --1I

ion't recall the 2xact number, but this would be a count

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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of howvw many times each of those was looked at.

Q Okay. Now, why don't you define for us the
vay you‘'re using the term "housekeeping?”™ Are you
talking about trash and debris?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Trash and debris.

Q Findings that we were discussing, for
instance, in the area of capping or covering outside of
the polycovers, that is not included in what you're
talking about?

A (4ITNESS KELLY) That is correct. And you do
understand that these are strictly the LILCO field
quality assurance audits.

Q Right. I understand you looked multiple times
at certain physical areas like the B1 warehouse or
anything like that. The 580 figure then relates to you
looked on 580 different occasions for whether proper
housekeeping was being maintained, is that correct?

A (WITNESS KELLY) I think =-- let me try and
describe it. I think I could clear it up. Say during a
particular audit we looked at six different storage
areas -~ the main wvarehouse, outdoor storage area in the
vest yard, the warehouse in the west storage yard. Say
ve looked at five of those. That would be five, and
that would contribute to that 580.

Q Now, in drawing up the numbers that you came

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 up with, did you also determine how many audit findings
2 concerning housekeeping were noted in the LILCO field

3 quality audits in these 23 areas? Did you make a tally,
4 in other words, of the number of audit findings?

5 LY (NITNESS KELLY) This is a tally of the number
6 of times, the number of storage areas that had any

7 indication of what wve're calling a housekeeping

8 departure from the requirement.

9 Q Well, is the 23 -- you call that 23 areas had
10 departure.

11 A (WITNESS KELLY) Right.

12 Q That also, that 23, is that also 23 audit

13 findings in the housekeeping area?

14 A (WITNESS KELLY) I don't recall. The

156 possibility exists that there could have been one audit
16 finding that described possibly two storage areas, and
17 in that case that would have counted as two. These are
18 the actual areas that were found to have a d:parture and
19 not necessarily a count of the items.

20 (Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

21 MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am prepared to
22 proceed with othar examination unless the Board had

23 questions on this matter.

24 (Boar1 conferring.)

25 JUDGE CARPENTER: I just have one gquestion.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W., WASHINGTON, D .C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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Mr. Kelly, you remarked that it was your
opinion that these findings had no significance. Could
you help me just a little bit by what you mean by that?

WITNESS KELLY: I think an awful lot of the
audit findings that ve went through, particularly I
believe that was Group 5 for storage which dealt with
trash, I think ve talked about cases vere there was
debris in an outdoor storage area. Okay. That would in
no vway affect the equipment around it.

T'here vere cases where debris could have been
on equipment, and in no case was that determined to be
of any significance; and that is wvhat ve mean by the
word "significance”™ as far as it ultimately affected the
item and the installation of that item into the plant.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you. I have no
further questions.

BY MR. LANPHER: (R2suming)

0 Gentlemen, turning your attention back to
where we broke at the end of the last session, ve had
discussed five audit findings. They vere Engineering
Assurance Audit 19, Finding (2.B2); Engineering
Assurance Audit 22, Finding (021(2)); Engineering
Assurance Audit 23, Finding (037); Engineering Audit 27,
Finding (078); and FQC Audit 14, Finding (A.1).

Gentlemen, do you agree that each of those

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) £54-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

25

12,039

findings involve a failure to maintain a manual up to
date?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, with respect to
th2 engineering assurance audits, wve agree that these do
fall into the grouping and category as you have
described it, and vwe are also confident that these
difficulties have not had an adverse 2ffect on the
plant, and that they do not represent violations of
criterion 618 or 16.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I'm going to ask
right novw that we keep things very narrow, if possible,
in this examination fc¢ <the remainder of this wveek. I'm
going to tell you where I'm going.

I'm geing to make every effort personally to
complete all examination outside of OQA by Friday
afterncon with the intention that my colleague, MNr.
Minor, will return with the commencement next week to
OQA so we ~an meet the d2adline which the Board has
imposed. And maybe there is flexibility, but I would
rather not reach that question.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Ellis, I vas more patient
when I thought we were on a learning curve, but I
thought we should have hit tha peak of the learning
curve by now. And if he is going to stay within the

time frames that we've established and if we're going to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW ., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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stay with those time frames that we have imposed upon
the County, wvwe expect to follow the pattern that T
thought we learned; and that is, he wants to know
whether the vitness is agreed that it fits within the
category. If it doesn't fit within the category, they
should explain that; but if the ansver is yes, it does,
I don't vant to hear everything about the signifi-ance
of it in ansver to his relatively narrowv question.
Okay? The idea is for him to ask that question to avoid
having to ask the same guestions about each and every
audit, because if the witn2ss's answvers force him to go
through each and every audit, we're going to take that
into account.

MR. ELLIS: I'm a little puzzled by ¥Mr.
Lanpher's indifference to the significance --

JUDGE BRENNER: Didn't we ¢go through all of
this last veek a number of times, or two veeks ago? I
mean don't you recall all of that, or am I just
remembering incorrectly? Because I don't want to “ave
to stop every time this happens acain. I understood why
ve should have to do it a fev times the last time.

MR. ELLIS: Yes, sir. I don't think that
answer took more than 10 seconds. In fact --

JUDGE BRENNER: It is the pattern that Mr.

Lanpher is worried about, and I agree with him. The

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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everything that wvas discussed the last time, and I
thought you would have talked to the witnesses in
between aboat what occurred last time.

All right. Let's proceed.

MRE. LANPHER: For the record, I want it to be
clear, if I didn't have a time limit I wouldn't have
made the comment.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's proceed.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, do you have a copy of my October
26th lstter to Mr. Ellis and Mr. Earley in which I
listed some additional audit findings?

El (NITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, we have the letter.

Q Turning your attention to page 4 of that
letter there are a series of audit findings listed there
ander item B, and so T ion't have to read them twice
into the record, they are the ones that start with
Engineering Assurance Audit 18, page 2, number 4.

Do you see where I'm reading from?

A (WNITNESS BALDWIN) Yes, we do.

Q Gentlemen, do you agree that these audit
findings also involve instances wvhere manuals were not
kept up to date?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)
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B (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Mr. Lanpher, I will take
the field guality control audits with the exception of
Field Cuality Control Audit 16.

We 40 ajree that the Fiell Quality Control
Audit 14, observation B.2, D.2 and D.3, vere situations
vhere the manuals were no>t up to date. These manuals
vere for various organizations.

FQC 18, observation B.1, we agree that that
manual was not up to date at the time of the audit. We
disagree in part with Field Quality Control Audit 16.
In observation B.2, item E, ve disagree that that is not
an update problem with regard to the manual.

Q Nr. Arrington ==~

MR. ELLIS: Now, you have to let him finish
his ansver as long as you're going to be particular
about othervise. He hadn't finished his answver yet.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. I guess that the
attempt at efficiency of allowing you to talk to each
other is going to have to stop because you're not
talking civilly to> each other. Although the tone was
measured, the vords wveren't,

Let him finish the answver and then come back.
I take it you missed 31 d12signation?

¥R. LANPHER: I just wanted a clarification on

the one that he was just talking about.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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JUDGE BRENNER: I needed the same =

clarification, I suspect, but let him finish, and then
ve will get it.

WITNESS AnaINGTON: Going back to item E of
Field Quality Control Audit 16, observation B.2, item E,
ve do not agree that that is an update problem. That
vas a situation vhere the procedure wvas simply reversed
in ordering the manual. The procedure was there. It
vas not out of date.

Field Quality Control Audit 16, observation
D.4, we disagree with item D. It was not -- this vas a
situation where the manual was not assigned to an
individual.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Does that complete your answer, Nr. Arrington?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes. I covered Field
Quality Control Audit 18, Finding (B.1), I believe.

Q Before we go to the engineering assurance
then, am I correct that in FQC 16, item B.2, you agree
that A through D involves -- D as in dog -- involves the
situation or situations where manuals were not kept up
to date?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q Items A through D.

A (NITNESS ARRINGTON) Items A through D were

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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manuals that vere issued to various organizations that
were not kept up to 1ate. The same with D.4,

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Give me a moment
off the ra2cori.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Let's go back on.

BY MR, LANPHER:s (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Acrrington, on FQC .16, item D.4, I Jjust
didn't follow part of your ansver, I°'m afraid. T think
you agreed that certain parts of this observation
involved manuals that were not kept up to date. There
was one part -- was it part D as in dog again -- that
you disagrese?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct.

Q So A through C you agree with my gquestion.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes.

Q ¥r. Eifert, do you have a response to the
juestion with ra2spact to the engineering assurance
audit, sir?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher. With
respect to EA Audit 18, page 2, number 4, and with
respect to EA Audit 30, observation 104-4, I would agree
that these observations are similar t> the ones wve
discussed earlier with respect toc manualholders

maintaining their manuals up to date.
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With respect to EA Audit 24, item 050-1, and
also EA Audit 30, observation 097(2a), I dc not agree
that these reflect the failure to maintain manuals up to
date. In EA Audit 24 what we have identified was that
the Engineering Mechanics Division people who had
initiated this nev manual, the pipe stress and pipe
support manual, wvere encountering some difficulty in
getting that manual initi2lly issued. This was a new
manual that came about because of a reorganization in
the enginearing department wvhereby we organized the
Engineering Mechanics Division as a nev division taking
the pipe stress and pipe support people and others but
relative to this, pipe stress and pipe support people,
and putting them in a nev division.

As a result of that and as a result of a
decision by the new division to develop a totally new
set of technical standards and guides in a new format,
they required that the ongoing projects at that time,
including Shoreham, adopt the existing standards and
guides that had been published by the Power Division
into a project unique manual.

So this audit observation reflects sonre
difficulties that they wvere having in putting that
manual together initially. The audit observation 30,097

involves the same manual, but I believe they changed the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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name of it to the LILCO Job Cnly HManual at that time,
but they are the same manuals.

In this particular case the audit identified
that some information in that manual wvas not up to
date. It was established that this was information not
relating to the technical standards and guides that I
referred to earlier, but to additional information that
the Engineering and Mechanics people had included in the
manual for reference purposes -- information such as
vendor catalogues and materials stocklist on standard
materials that were available or being procured at the
site so that the people would hopefully design pipe
supports, for example, using available materials and not
create a need for a newv procurement.

50 this was information that did not bear on
the performance of pipe stress or pipe support
analyses. So the two situations on these audits are
significantly different than the problems with
manualholders maintaining their manuals up to date.

With respect to the remaining three
engineering assurance audit observaticns in that group,
EA Audit 30, number 104, item 2, this problem was again
different in that the people responsible for the project
manual are different than the people responsible for

either the LJO manual or the EAP manual, ard there was
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some difficulty with the project memoranda that was in
tha book.

The project did have some out of date
information in the book with respect to some
administrative matters. The specific project memoranda
that is referenced in the audit observation we have been
able to identify was instructions on commuting between
Boston and Islip. The project did go back and update
the project memorandum section of the project manual,
ani it was a2stablishel that those 4id not have a
technical effect, any effect on technical instructions
in the manual.

Similarly, EA Audit 38, number 141-2, involves
the project manual maintenance itself in being different
from the earlier problems with respect to the EAP
manuals and the problems with manualholders.

Okay. EA Audit 38, number 141, parts 1 and 2,
that again relates to the maintenance of the project
manual within the project team responsible.

So, in summary, I see three distinct
differences in those groups: one, the problems relating
to the earlier discussion of the difficulties with
manualholders keeping their manual precisely up to date;
twvo, the problems dealing with the LILCO Job Only

Manual; and tnree, the difficulties with the proiject

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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manual.

Q With respect to EA 38, observation 141-1 and
2, project manual, while that is different than the EAP
manual -- it is a different manual -- the finding was

that portions of the manual had not been maintained up

to date, correct -- the auiitor's finding?
A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, that is correct, Nr.
Lanpher. None of the observations with respect to the

EAP manual in this grouping indicate any failure by the
people responsibls for preparing the EAP manual for
having that as an up-to-date manual. So it is different
than the problems with the EAP manual, a totally
different situation. Different people were responsible,
different actions, in effect a different cause
situation. And that is the distinction that I'm trying
to make.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
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¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, at this time I
would like to move into evidence the findings that we
have been discussing this morning for the reporter’'s
benefit. They will be those at the top and middle of
page 4 of the letter, which he has a copy 2f, and I
guess I had better read them for the record at this time.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's see if we will have any
objections first, so that your reading will be right at
the point where we act on thenm.

MR. LANPHER: It is the five at the top of the
page, Judge EBrenner, and that grouping under (b) at the
bottom of the page, as explained by the witnesses this
morning.

JUDGE BRENNER: Any objections?

MR. ELLIS: None other than the standard
objection. The latter isn't going in.

JUDGE BRENNER: No. It was just a convenience
just to save time, and I think it is meecing that goal.
All right, why don't you read them in at this point, Nr.
Lanpher. You might want to separate the two groups when
you read them as the wvitnesses address them separately.

MR. LANPHER: I would like to move into
evidence first the five that we discussed last wveek, or
a veek and a half ago, initially. ERA Audit 19, Finding

(2.B.2); EA 22, Observation 021(2); ER 23, Observation

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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037; EA 27, Observation 078; and FQC Audit 14, Finding
(A.1).

Now, with respect to the items that we
discussed for the first time, --

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, let's admit those into
evidence at this point.

(The documents referred
to, previously marked for
identification as EA
Audit 19, Finding
(2.B.2); EA 22,
Observation 021(2); EA
23, Observation 037; EA
27, Observation 078; and
FQC Audit 14, Finding
(A.1), vere received in
evidence.)

MR. LANPHER: With respect to the findings
discussed this morniny, first, the FQC audits discussed
by Mr. Arrington in his response, I wvould move into
evidence FQC 14, Finding (B.2); FQC 14, Finding (D.2);
FQC 14, Finding (D.3); FQC 16, Finding (B.2.A through
«E); FQC 15, Finding (D.4); FQC 18, Finding (B.1).

JUDGE BRENNER: We can, I think, complete this

group, Mr. Lanpher.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. LANPHER: And those engineering assurance
audits addressed by Nr. Eifer* in his responses,
Ernzineeriny Assurance Audit 18, page 2, number 4;
Engireering Assurance Audit 24, Observation 050, number
1; Engineering Assurance Audit 30, Number 09722;
Engineering Assurance Audit 30, Number 104, Parts 2 and
4; and Engineering Assurance 38, Observation 141,
Findings 1 and 2.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, those 1ocumerts will be
Exhibit Nc. o evidence.

{The documents previously
marked FQC Audit 14,
Findings (B.2); FQC Audit
14, Findings (D.2); FQC
Audit 14, Findings (L 3);
FQC Audit 16, Findings
(Be2.A-.E); FQC Audit 16,
Findings (D.4); FQC Audit
18, Findings (B.1); EA
Audit 18, pg. 2, #u4; EA
Audit 24, Observ. 0SO,
#1; ER ARudit 30, #0972A;
EA Audit 30, #7104, Parts
2 and 4; EA Audit 38,

Observ. 141, Findings 1

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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and 2 for identification
vere received in
evidence.)

JUDGE BRENNER: All of these documents were
originally listed and summarized in Suffolk County
Exhibit 67 for identification, according to my notes.

I= that correct?

MR. LANPHER: I believe that's right.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

0 Gentlemen, I would like to discuss with you
certain of the audits that are listed at th2 bottom of
page 4 of my letter of October 26th. I would like to
direct your attention first to Enginesring Assurance
Audit 22, Observation 020, Number 4, and let me ask: is
this an instance wvhere the indices where controlled
files of dravings vere not maintained up to date?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) No, Mr. Lanpher, this does
not indicate that the indices were not up to date. What
the auditor was reporting in this instance was that
iuring his document control audit, he verified that the
file was up to date with the drawvings. He reported that
the people responsible for that file had not included
the index in that file.

0 The index is supposed to be with the file?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Well, can explain thate.

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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The audit observation itself said that the index was nct
!n the file. Tt wvas not a spacitic raquirement that the
index be in the file; it was, however, a requirement
that the people responsible for maintaining the control
files be on distribution and receive the control
iniexes. And thus, to my knowledge, these people were
being sent the indexes.

But during the aud.c, the people responsible
for that file do not have a copy of that index readily
available to demonstrate to the auditor that they did
have the index. But specifically to your question, it
was no a case of indexes not being up to date.

Q In your review, have you been able to
determine that there were, in fact, up-to-date indices
for these files in existence at this time?

(Panel 2f witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) I'm sorry, would you repeat
that question?

Q In the review that you performed, Mr. Eifert,
or your colleagues performed in reviewing this audit
observation, 4id you determine whether, in fact,
up-to-date indices existed for the files that are
referenced?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Can I have a moment to check

that?
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Q Sure.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

: (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, I didn't ask
that specific gquestion, so I do not have a definite
ansver on that. This was a document control audit, and
I believe that the audit would have included not only a
check of the files, but it also would have included as
part of the audit a verifying that the project was
properly iaplementing the requirements for maintaining
indexes. I do not believe there was any concern
reported with respect to the adequacy of the indexes
themselves r-r the project drawingse.

Q Mr. Eifert, turning to your attention now to
Engineering Assurance Audit 39, Observation 152, is this
an instance where the job book index for several
disciplines vas not maintained up to date?

A (WNITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, this is an
example vhere the specific sketch index, as part of the
job books, was not being maintained up to date. This
problem is different than the one we have just discussed
vith respect to the indexes in the control files.

The job book index is maintained to reflect
the special sketches that engineers develop, and which
are filed in th2 job book, which is the filing systen.

And there is a requirement that that index be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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maintained. What was happening wes that the engineers
were filing the sketches withcout notifyina the document
contrel clerk who was responsible for maintaining that
index.

Q These sketches are design documents that are
being used by the engineers? 1Is that correct?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Primarily, no. The sketches
that fall into this category are primarily sketches

iaveloped by the 2ngineers that are used as

illustrations and attachments in other design documents,

such as specifications. We have an engineering
assurance procedure that describes this process and
requires that the project establish a mechanism as
necessary for numbering and filing such skatches.

The desiagn document is the parent document
which contains the sketch. These, for example, lead to
the specification. The review, approval ani control
such as document control with respect to distribution of
those sketches is a part of that parent document.

Q The sketches become part of that parent design
document?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes. They are not handled as
a separate design document.

Q Mr. Eifert, turning your attention to

Engineering Assurance Audit 40, Observation 155, is this

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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an instance vhere the indices for the elementary and
loop diagrams wvere not kept up to date? And I direct
your attention first of all to the top of that
observation, and then the description down below.

(Pause.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, with respect to
the elementary diagram index, this is not a situation
vhere the elementary diagram was not being updated.
This audit revealed two concerns. One, that there was
an administrative problem that the project was having
vith what is the ATS group, which is an automatic
terminal system that is used as part of the computer
typing system Stone & Webster has, in the timing of
releasing the updates to the elementary diagranm.

In this respect, this finding is different
than other updating problems. The situation was that
the diagrams at the time they were issued were behind
the issue of elementary diagrams because of delays being
encountered in the ATS system and in publishing the
updated indices.

The second problem relating to this particular
observation was a concern by the auditors and not a
viclation. The requirement for updating the ESK index
vas to issue it gquarterly, and it was the auditor's

judgment at this audit that it should be issued more
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1982, and it was our judgment that based upon the level

of activity with respect to revisions of flow diagranms
and the lavel of activity at the site vith respect to
these, that they should issue the-;pdated index more
frequently. And we did identify that and the project
agreed and has chinged that frequency, as well as having
resolved our prorblem with the ATS systenm.

The problem with th2 loop diagram index is,
again, it is different in that the auditor in this case
was primarily looking for a master index, and it had not
been the practice of the project or of Stone & Webster's
control system division in its directives to its people
for directives for loop diagrams to maintain one master
index that listed all of the loop diagrams. The
practice has always been to maintain an index of loop
diagrams by systems. And the auditor in this case wvas
questioning that practice, more than being concerned
with not having the loop diagrams up to date.

Q Did you complete your ansver?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, I did.

Q Wasn't the auditor, with respect to the loop
diagrams, also concerned that what he called the sub
indexes wer2 not beiny updated in a timely manner?

(Panel of witnesses conferred.)
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2 (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. lLanpher, the auditor
did identify that there were some discrepancies between
the updating of the index maintained by the people who
hold the loop diagrams as the changes were issued. And
again, if I may, that type of problem is different than

the problem we encountered with the elementary diagram

indexes.
Q Well, in both instances, isn't it correct that
the auditor felt that a more frequent updating of the

indices would be appropriate?
(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) I believe that was the case
for elementary diagrams. For the loop diagrams, the
auditor made the comment that the last time that the
index wvas distributed had been November 1980. Put we
4id4 not, as I understand that post-auiit conference,
express concern with that timing because the process for
maintaining that index did provide for the people to
mark their copy of the index as they received the
revision to loop diagrams. So it wvas not the same type
of timing -oncern that was expressed wvith elementary
diagrams.

Q Nr. Eifert, looking at Observation 159 of the
same audit, Audit 40, am I correct that th2 auditor

found here that the calculations index for the
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structural mechanics discipline was not maintained in an
up~-to-date manner?

A (4ITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher, the auditor
did indicate that the indexes maintained by the
structural mechanics group were not being maintained
totally up to dats with respect to all of the
information contained on the calculations index. But
again, this is a different situation because as we
discussed in the cross examination on calculations, what
ve call the calculation index contains much information
beyond the indexing information which identifies the
specific calculation and calculation number.

The information we're identifying in this
audit -- and we maybe even discussed this audit in the
cross examination on calculations, I don't recall =-- bhut
this was information beyond what we typically consider
indexing information, which is that information
necessary to identify and number the documents.

So in that sense, this problem, I believe, is
different than most at least of all of the audits that
you've identified in this subgrouping. Ani I say most
because I believe there is another one that does reflect
on calculation in this, and I would have to lcok at that
again.

0 Is that Engineering Assurance Audit 26,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Finding 067(2)?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, it is.

Q That was another instance where the
calculation for file indices had apparently not been
updated to the satisfaction of the auditor?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher. This
observation from EA Audit 26, Finding 067 doces identify
difficultias with maintaining calculation indices. The
situation, however, is that it is a different group who
wvas responsible for these particular calculations, and
the audit observation from EA Audit 40, Observation 159
== that is the structural mechanics group =-=- this
observation is against the engineering mechanics' pipe
support design people. And I see a distince difference
vhen ve talk about the general topic of logs, files,
indices and lists, when we look at the many different
pepole who were involved in that process.

#e have over 300 logs, files and lists that
the project engineering people are required to maintain,
and in addition, many files. The requirements for
maintaining those are contained in many different
procedures. The requirements are different.

The pe2ople responsible for the various logs,
files, indices and lists are different, and that is why

I indicate that ] see these as being a very, very broad
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category. And a category in which I cannot see a clear

pattern for the way we have to look at this and assess

project performance to see if there is a commonality on

actions, and a vay to judge that; to judge whether or
not we have taken effective corrective action.

Q Mr. Fifert, the observations wve've addressed
so far in this suboroup are only those dealing with
indices, correct? We talked about EAR 22, Observation
020, Number 4; EA 26, 067, Number 2; and then the three
observations from EA 39 and 40. All of these involved
== well, with the exception of EA 22, Finiing 020,
Number 4, which you explained the index was missing from
the file apparently. The othars indicated various
problems with the index, itself; correct? The auditor
had expressed resa2rvations in each instance, and there
vere problems with the index.

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Nr. Lanpher. What I
vould point out is that the people responsible for those
are different people, and the procedures, with the
exception of the EA Audit 40, Observation 159 and EA
Audit 26, 067, Part 2, the procedures for maintaining
these indices and req ‘rements are different. So vhen
ve evaluate problems to judge whether we are getting an
acceptable level of performance from project

angineering, ve have to include in our assessment the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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individuals as well as the requirements to determine if
we have an unacc2ptable pattern, if you will, and that

is what I'ma vrying to point out. And I won't go any

further.
Q Now, Mr. Eifert, am I correct that the purpose
of having an index up to date is so that persons who may

need to us2 the underlying documents can readily
determine the latest revision of a document they may
need to utilize? 1Is that correct?

1 (WITNESS EIFERT) That is the primary purpose
for maintaining an index.

Q At page 88 of your prefiled testimony, at the
top of the page, you stated that "Up-to-date indexes of
design documents...” -- well, the preface, it starts
really on page 86. You say, "Internal design interfaces
are controlled by the following methodss...” and then if
you skip several pages to 88, it goes on to say,
"Up~-to-date indexes of design documents so that one can
readily identify the latest issue of documents.”™ What
indexes were you referring to in this testimony?

2 (WITNESS EIFFERT) Mr. Lanpher, this wvas a
general referencs to all of the indices that we maintain
of control design documents.

Q Such as zalculation indices, or calculations?

Or documents holding calculaticns are design documents;

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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correct?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, sir. It would have
included reference to calculation indices. They are one
of the way that we insure that people do use the
information. And I am confident that we have satisfied
that mechanism as I referenced it in our prefiled
testimony, that these four examples that we are
discussing are not significant in light of the number of
years of this project and in light of the indices that
we maintain for all of the design documents that wve have.

Q Well, your testimony on this point, then, is
designed to describe your program, is it not? It is not
designed to assert that there have not been at least
some instances where up-to-date indices were not
maintained?

a (WITNESS EIFERT) That is absolutely correct,
¥r. Lanpher. We have a program that includes not only
insuring that we have the measures, but we have, for
example, auditing to monitor the implementation. People
vho formulated the program and program requirements
recognize that there would be implementation
difficulties, and that is why wve have auditing.

We are confident that we have identified the
specific items and have taken the nacessary corrective

action and follow-up action to insure that we did

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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implement our pragyram over the years.

Q Mr. Eifert, if you could look at three audits
as a group at the bottom of page 4 of my letter, and
these are Engineering Assurance Audit 22, Finding
021(1); Engineering Assurance Audit 26, Finding 066,
Parts 2 and 3; and Engineering Assurance Auvdit 30,
Observation 104(1). And if you could look at those to
determine whether each of these reflect instances where
there vere problems of maintaining the project manual
indices up to date.

(Pause.)

B (NITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. lLanpher, these three
observations do identify difficulties with maintaining
the project manual index up to date. The progranm
reguirement that we impose on projects is that they
periodically update the project manual index. We do not
require a specific time period. These audits reflect,
in the auditor's judgment, that the projects at these
point in time had made a sufficient number of changes to
the manual sinc2 th2 last index and it would be
appropriate to issue a complete revised index. And the
project, in those cases, did indeed issue the revised
indexes.

JUDGE BRENNER: When you say that, Nr. Eifert,

you imply that it was a matter of judgment and that the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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auditor felt a sufficient number had been issued;
vhereas, apparently, the people in charge of issuing the
updates or posting the updates did not. Is that what
you mean? Or are these cases where there are so many
updates that any reasonable judgment would be that they
should have been updated?

I'm looking particularly at EA 26, Findings
066, 2 and 3, but you =an deal wvith them as a group if
you want. It looks like -- I would ask yous: did not a
sufficient number issue at least in those two =-- and you
can talk about the others, also -- that any reasonable
judgment applied would have been that they should have
been udated?

WITNESS EIFERT: I think I can best respond
generically to your question. The procedures for
maintaining the manual require that you have an index,
and that as you distribute changes to the manual holders
they are required to, in pen and ink, update their index
so that it is at all times a current index of what they
have in their manual.

There is not a specific requirement that
indicates that 2very three months, for example, a
completely revised index must be issued. So it is
clearly a judgment situation that can be argued either

vay. The auditor felt that there had been sufficient

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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changes that had been made to the manual so that when he
looked at an index with any changes on it, there were a
lot of changes.

Maybe it was a little more difficult to read
that pen and ink change indexed because there were such
a number of changes. I don't recall specifically if the
people on the project made any specific argument that
they didn't agree with the audit judgment; I doubt that
they did. I believe that they just did agree and
proceeded to revise the index. It is not a matter of
two people really disagreeing; it is probably more a
matter of timing of the projects; update, the official
update and revision of the index.

JUDGE BRENNER: Do I understand that these
audit findings in this last group that Mr. Lanpher
directed your attention to wvould have been written by
the auditor with these wvords and as audit findings, even
though the indices and the other portions of the project
manual had pen and ink updates noted on them?

(Pause.)

WITNESS EIFERT: That is very difficult to
ansver. I believe that the auditor would have written
the observation if he believed that an updated index
issued by the proje~t would have been much better in the

hands of the people holding the manual with respect to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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their use of the manual. I really can't tell you
specifically what the auditor's judgment would be in
those instances.

JUDGE BRENNER: The reason I asked was I got
the impression from your earlie' what you termed generic
answer was that this wvas kind of a no-never mind, and
that it would have been better to have the printed ones
out, but the indices or the other parts of the project
manual wvere still fully up to date and useful because of
pen and ink changes, and the auditor was just talking
about getting the typed version out.

That certainly is not apparent from these
audit findings, and there is a big difference in my mind
at least on the spur of the spur of the mcment richt now
between being neater, if you will, and having documents
that are not up to date through any changes, pen and ink
or otherwise. But you don't know as to these findings?

WITNESS EIFERT: T know that ve have, on
occasions, identified problems where the manual holders
vere not as accurate in marking up their index as ve
believed they should have been, and I believe wve talked
about thos2 alre2aiy this morning, vith respect to the
first general grouping of audit observations that Mr.
Lanpher discusseu. And I Jjust can't be specific to your

Juestion.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Certainly, the intent of revising the index
ani redistribu+ing it is to minimize the problems with

the pen and ink changes.
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JUDGE BRENNER: OCkay. You may continue, MNr.
Laapher.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to
move certain audit findings into evidence, and they are
the following: From the bottom of page 4, deleting EA
17; starting with EA 22, Finding 020(4)3; ER 22, Finding
021(1); EA 26, Finding 066, Parts 2 and 3; EA 26,
Finding 067, Part 2; EA 30, Observation 104, Part
skip 37; then, EA 39, Observation 152; EA 40,

Observations 155 and 159.

JUDGE BFENNER: Did you mean to skip EA

Finding 020(1)?
MR. LANPHER: Yes, sir.
JUDGE BRENNER: Any objections?
(No respose.)
JUDGE BPENNER: All right, they will be
admitted into evidence.
(The documents previously
marked Audits EA
Finding 020(4); EA
Finding 021(1); EA
Finding 066, Parts 2 and
33 EA 26, Finding 067,
Part 2; EA 30, Observ.

104, Part 13 EA 39,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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Observ. 152; EA 40,
Observ. 155 & 159 for
identification wvere
received in evidence.)
JUDGE BRENNER: I'm assuming, without
double~checking in each instance, that unla2ss you tell
us othervise, all of these are already in 2n identified
2xhibit, and I will just make that generzl comment.
MR. LANPHER: They are all meant to be. I

not gone back and made that check in the last week.

JUDGE BRENNER: If you find that we're missing

even aftar ths fact, let us know as soon as you
that out and we will take care of it.

MR. LANPHER: I will try to do all of that
next week. In addition, we are getting a master index,
as I discussed last time. I haven't had a chance to
check that, but hopefully, next week we will be able to
deliver that in advance so people can lock at it before
ve move some of those other ones in.

JUDGE BRENNER: I haven't noted any missing as
we've been going through it, but that is not your best
assurance.

8Y MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Gentlemen, I would like to turn your attention

to page 5 of my Ozctober 26th letter and what I have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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termed Group C of document control group S. Turning
your attention first to Engineering Assurance Audit 19,
Finding 2.B.3; is this an instance where the most recent
revision of a draving was not to be found in the file,
or drawvings?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

1) (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher, EA Audit
19, Item 2.B.3, Subpart (a) is an indication wvhere the
documents in the file were out of date by one revision.

Q By at least one revision? 1Is that correct?

(Pause.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes. In going back, the
information that I was able to get is that the file,
vith respect to the Stone £ Webster drawings, the
dravings vere cut of date by one revision. And it was
an instance of a manufacturer's draving that vas out of
date by more than one revision step.

Q Mr. Eifert and Nr. Arrington, if you could
look at th2 n2xt four audits that I referenced; that is,
EA 27, Finding 074, FQC 9, Finding 06676, Item 1; FQC
16, Finding D.2 and FQC 19, Finding K.1. Are each of
these instances where the most recent revision of the
dravwing or a similar document was not found in the file
vhen the auditor looked?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, with respect to

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



EA Audit 27, Observation 074, this is a situation where

the latest drawing was not in the file. The problem was

identified as being that the clerk who was responsible

for maintaining that file vas allowing a backlog to

build up ba2fore she filad the documents in the file.
(Discussion off the record.)

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Mr. Arrington, are you ready to respond as to

the three FQC audits, or anyone else on the panel?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I can go through the
three, yes. FQC 9, Observation 06676, Item 1, is a
situation where four dravings were listed by one draft
as not being the latest issued. These were information
drawings that were given to that particular area. The
flow diagrams, the FM diagrams that are listed there are
simply system dravings that construction would use
simply for marking up during hydros. Tha FM 4ravings
are contractor's dravings for the primary shield wvall.
They vere issued to this construction area for
information only.

Moving to Field Quality Control Audit 16,
Observation D.2, I do not agree that this wvas a
situation where the latest drawing was not issued to the
field. Th2 auditor compared 14 ASME isometrics through

the task group Field Quality Control reactor building

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC
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ani document control as well. The task group is the
orjanization that designs these -- not flow diagrams,
but -- isometrics. And the current site practice, as
was in 1975, is the construction department is allowed
three days to go back to the document control department
to indicat2 to them that they had not received the
current issue of the isometrics.

By comparing the originator, which would be
the task group, to other organizations that are in the
distribution after these documents go through document
control and the distribution process, you would find
instances wvhere the designer would have the latest
drawing, but it had not completed its cycle. I would
characterize this as 2 timeliness deficiency as opposed
to having the latest issued drawving, because the
construction department was aware that they did not have
that because of the timeframe.

They are required to go back to document
control within seven days ar1 indicate that they had not
received these drawvings.

Q While w2're on that, Mr. Arrington, and I know
you have one more to respond to, does that ansver apply
to the 11 copies which are referenced as not being the
latest revision? That same problem applied.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, he did. What he did

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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== let me explain what the auditor d4id. He took 14
isometric drawings and he took the five organizations
that were on the diistribution for this, including the
originator. And he compared the originacor, which wouid
be the task group, and the other four organizations or
five organizations that were on the distribution and he
found 11 and 14 did not have the latest issued drawing.

What I'm saying is if you go to the originator
and compar2 everyone that is on the distribution, there
is a timeframe involved in getting these isometrics
issued through the document control process and
distributed to the various site organizations. The
procedure is that all organizations that are on the
distribution for these documents receive that computer
printout on a weekly basis, so they will know what
dravings they are required to have in their files.

The process is thar once you find out that you
1on't have the latest issue, you go back to the document
control department and indicate to thea that you have
not received it. You can't put it in there, or it has
not been distributed. And this is a situation where ve
took the originator of the document, which was the task
group that designs these isometrics, and compared the
distribution of the other four organizations to his

iozument list, and we found 11 of 14, You would

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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multiply the 14 times the number of organizations to get
a total number of drawings that are looked at. T think
it is like 70 some-odd drawings.

So I'm saying it is a timeliness deficiency or
problem as opposed to not having the latest issued
dravings. The construction organization is required to
go back to document control and indicate to them that
they have not received the latest issued isometric.

This was a normal process and this took place in this
particular instance here.

Q Mr. Arrington, you said it vas a timeliness
problem. 3And you used the word problem. From that I
interrupt -- and correct me if I'm wrong -~ that at the
time the auditor made this observation he felt that by
that time they should have hai that latest revision.

.} (WITNESS ARRINGTON) No, I don't think the
auditor -- the auditor took one base document, that was
14 isometric drawings. He compared the task
organization -- the corganizations he looked at were
document control, the task force, field gquality control
and the field reactor trailer and the reactor building
areas, They wvere 11 isometrics that he compared, all of
these organizations, to see if they all had the same
issued drawvings.

What we're saying is the task group had the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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latest issued drawings. The other 11 that were talked
about in the audit itself or the organizations that wvere
on distribution, the task force would have to have the
latest issue because they are the ones who brought it up
in the first place. And ve're saying that once task
finishes it, you send it to the document control
iepartment; the document control would then go cut for
copies and distribution would be made from that. There
is a time lag between task and document control. There
is also a time lag between document control making the

copies, and we're talking about a matter of days.

Q In this instance, do you knowv what the time
lag was?
B (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Specifically on each one,

no. But the procedure is three days. Within three days
you would receive a computer printout at the time that
the draving is issued from task to document control, so
everybody that is on distribution would know what
dravings they vere required to have.

At the end of seven days after that, you would
go back to document control and indicate that ycu have
not received these yet.

Q Am I correc’ that in this instance you don't
know whethar we're talking about seven days or two weeks

or three w2eks or a month?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) We are talking a short
timeframe. In talking with the paople who were involved
with it, 've are talking a short timeframe.

Q . But you can't tell me what that timeframe was?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Specifically with each
document, no, I couldn®t. There is too much research to
go back ;nd find out in 1975 what the date of the issued
later revision was. I didn't pursue that.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferred.)

Q Mr. Arrington, if we could go on to FQC Audit
19, Finding K.1, and let me direct your attention that
it is only a portion of that finding that I'm
particularly interested in, and that would be the second
paragraph >f that finding, the paragraph starting,
"During the current audit...”

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, okay. And your
gquestion again is the latest issue of dravings?

Q Yos. Is this an instance where the auditor
determined that the latest revision of dravings was not
on file at the proper place?

A (VITNESS APRTNCTON) In this paragraph, it does
indicate that there are cases wvhere there wvere two
dravings, and it gives drawing numbers, that could not
be located. There were four drawings that were not the

latest revisions that were issued, and the two drawings

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that coull not be located. It is no*t uncommon that
occasionally someone would be doing work in the field
with a drawing; therefore, the drawing would be out in
the field as opposed to being on the stick itself. The
draving stick. The drawing stick may have 25 or 30
dravings on it, so in order to go out and do an
inspection or to do some verification on the
construction behalf, it is not uncommon that you wvould
take this draving off of the drawing stick and go out
and do the work. Or to verify that something has been
done, as opposed to rolling up 25 pounds of drawings and
taking them out in the field.

Q Do you know if that was the case in this
instance?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) No, I do not. The four
that were issued listed as not being to the latest
revision I agree with, but they wvere replaced subsequent
to the auiit.

Q Did that finish your answer, Nr. Arringten?

2 (WITNESS ARRINGTON) We're only talking about
drawvings in this paragraph, I assume by your questions.

Q Yes, sir. MNr. Arrington, I would like to go
back for a moment to FQC Audit 9, the first one that you
addressed, sir, and one portion of your ansver, I

believe, was that these drawings were for information
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purposes; is that correct?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I indicatei that the FN
dravings or flow d4iagrams are used by the construction
department to mark up these drawings during the hydro
phase of the job site. We had not gotten to that point
of the project. These are flow diagrams.

The FE drawvings, the other two drawings that
are listed, are dravings that the contractor would use;
not the construction department but the contractors
themselves, would use and they wvere listed or issued to
th2 construction departaent as for information only.
They do not work to those types of drawings, the FE
dravings. And this observation was against the
construction department, it was not against the vendor
or the contractor.

Q Looking at the audit report, the auditor
listed this as a so-called major -- well, he called it
major -- a major problem or a major whatever. And also
stated that corrective action was required. Do you know
why he listed this as major?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Just a minute, let me get
the audit itself out, the observation.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Could you tell me what

paragraph yvyou are referring to there, please?
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Q I am on the sheet that is sort of a chart; the
lefthand column is the serial number column. The serial
number C£676. And I'm not sure we have a page number.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) You're referrinag to the
column on the righthand side which says Level, and
underneath there is the major.

Q Major, and it also indicates from the legend
at the bottom that the auditor required corrective
action. Yes.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I believe this was a
coding system that was used by the auditing department.
The terminslogy "major”™ there doesn't mean that it is a
major problem. Our program does require that with
control dravings orx documents that wve do issue and work
to the latest revision. So anytime you would find a
situation wvhere you did not have the latest, regardless
of whether this wvas for information only, if it was on
the control distribution you would be required to update
that.

Q These are control drawings, then?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) This is a control
distribution, yes, that is issued for information only.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to

move into evidence the five findings we have just been
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discussing and move on to the others. That's EA 19,
Finding 2.B«.33; EA 27, Observation 0743 FQC 9, Finding
06676(1); FQC 16, Finding D.2; and FQC 19, Finding K.1.

MR. ELLIS: On a couple of occasions, the only
objection I would have in addition to the usual one is
that only portions of the finding wvere discussed, and
presumably only those portions that are inguired about
are introduced.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, that gets very tricky
vhen you say that, Mr. Ellis. Ky understanding of what
we're doinj is admitting the entire subportion of the
audit identified. Scmetimes it is down to a particular
subportion and sometimes it is not. And otherwise, we
vould have to ask the witness about each and every word
to assure that they have been asked about it, and the
vhole purpose is not to do that.

So what we have been doing is admitting the
finding into evidence, or the subfinding, as identified.

MR. FLLIS: Well, in this instance, though, I
think ¥r. Lanpher indicated that there was a2 portion
that he was askinj about, and that is the porticn that
I'm saying should be admitted and . the othe portions.

JUDGE BRENNER: When you have a particular
problem like that, you had better raise it as you have

just done because otherwise, the whole designation is
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going in. Now, in this instance, wvhich one do you have
a problem 4ith? And I think Mr. Eifert wants to help
you out.

WITNESS EIFERT: On EA Audit 135, Item 2.B.3,
ve only discussed Item (a) of that audit observation.

MR. ELLIS: And FQC 19, K.1 I think was
another one where only parts of it werc discussed.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, let me stay with EA
19 for a moment.

MR. LANPEER: Judge Brenner, I can shorten
this. On both of these -- wvell, first of all, on EA 19,
Subpart (a) of 2.B.3 is vhat wve talked about, and that
is what our interest is in. Let me take a look at FQC
19, which I think wvas the other one.

JUDGE BRENNER: I cut Mr. Ellis off, I think.

MR. LANPHER: 1I'm trying to anticipate him.

JUDGE BRENNER: FQC 19, is that the other one,
Mr. Ellis?

¥R. ELLIS: Yes, sir.

¥R. LANPHER: So that would be the second
paragraph of that. I do think it is important that that
distinction be drawn out if they want to draw it,
because in many instances, everything relates to each
other. But in each of these instances I think they are

separable.
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JUDGE BRENNERs I think ve're all on the sare
vavelenjyth as this one, so as limited, then, we will
admit those into evidence.

MR. LANPHERs Do you wvant me to repeat them,
Judge Brenner?

JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't you do that gquickly,
but just before ve do, why don't you try to anticipate,
or when there is a clear designation when you are moving
it in, even if it wvasn't so, further subdivide it in
your written list, ¥r. Lanpher. And then if LILCO
thinks they missed any distinction that should be made,
as you just did, they can raise it and we will get the
further distinction. But unless those distinctions are
made, ve are admitting the whole portion of the finding
as labeled into evidence.

All right, why don't you read these now?

¥R. LANPHER: The only two that are altered --
and maybe that's 3ll I need to read =-- are EA 19.

JUDGE BRENNER: You had better give the whole
list for the reporter's benefit.

MR. LANPHER: EA 19, Finding 2.B.3(a); EA 27,
Observation 074; FQC 9, Observation 06676(1); FQC 16,
Findirng D.23; and FQC 19, Finding K.1, second paragraphe.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me put them into evidence.

FR. ELLISs Well, there is a problem with FQC

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Ke1, even admitting it to the second paragraph. There
is more in the second paragraph than ¥r. Lanpher focused
on,.

JUDGE BRENNER: This is a tough one. All
right. The second paragraph limited to the four
dravings which vere not the latest revisions. 1Is that
correct, Mr. Lanpher?

MR. LANPHER: No, I don't think so. I believe
ve also talked about drawings that were missing, and
this was the example of Mr. Arrington saying people take
things off the stick sometimes when they're out in the
field or something to that effect. The discussion was
beyond that. We didn*t talk about specifications, but I
think wve talked beyond just the four drawings. So we
get in a hard distinction here.

I think the more appropriate vay is where you
have hard lines to draw the appropriate wveight to be
given in findings if someone goes inside something that
is not brought up at all. The Board is going to have to
veigh that.

JUDGE BRENNER: I know, but I want to avoid
spending all of my days doing that after this hearing is
over. And that limitation has some problems because the
whole idea of tcrying to streazsline this is that there

will be findings that are not talked about at all other
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than by group catagorization, and nevertheless, those
are going into evidence if they were part of a croup.
If they were not part of a group, cf course, the
witnesses then would have discussed the rzasons why and
that would have been discussed.

So I will let you pull out the portions
because I don't want to get into the business of "to the
extent discussed."”™ I want the whole subpart identified
in evidenca, obviously. The weight we assign it may
vary, depending upon what was asked about it, dut that
is a diffacent matter.

This one is particularly hard, and hopefully,
most of them won't be that hard. You didn't talk about
the ones not assigned to the area. I don't recall that,
anyway. Right?

¥R. LANPHER: That is correct. And I didn°'t
talk about specifications.

JUDGE BRENNER: But you do want to talk about
22 dravings that could not be located?

MR. LANPHER: No. I will 1limit it to what he
discussed with nme.

JUDGE BRENNER; I don't remember anymore what
he discussed with you.

MR. LANPHER: Well, that is what is

difficult. I think what he discussed is the two
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dravings that couldn't be located.

AITNESS RRRINGTON: I also indicated that that
is not a violation; that it is not unacceptable to take
the dravings out and use them in the field. They wvere
just not there wvh2n the auditor was there. That is the
point I was trying to make.

Your gquestion was with the latest revisions of
the dravings, I thought.

JUDGE BRENNER: Do you want to ask him
anything else about the missing ones, and then we will
get the whole paragraph in? If I survive this
contention I am going to be surprised. Go ahead.

MR. ELLIS: To shorten things, I agree that
vhat he asked him about were the two drawings that could
not be located and the four drawvings that were not the
latest revisions as indicated in the audit finding. And
that is what ought to be admitted.

MR. LANPHER: Fine, let's agree to that.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, great.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, as listed and to the
extent we have limited it in our discussion at the time
of admitting it, those audits are admitted into evidence.

(The documents previously

marked Audits EA 19,
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Finding 2.B.3; EA 27,
Observ. 074; FQC 9,
Finding 06676(1); FCC 16,
Finding D.2; and FQC 19,
Finding K.1 for
identification wvere
received in evidence.)

JUDGE BRENNER: I do want to break at this
point for lunch but there are one or two things I want
to remind the parties of. I know there are one or two
in this same category.

MR. LANPHER: TIf the Boarc¢ wants to break,
fine.

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't think you will finish
them in five minutes or less; at least I'm not assured
of that.

MR. LANPHER: I'm not assured of it, either.

JUDGE BRENNER: I want to remind the parties
that we had asked them to start thinking about and
talking with each other to get time estimates for the
remainder of the juality assuranc2 contentions, and we
vould like those presented to us no later than next
Tuasday mocning. If we can get it by the end of the
session this week, that would help us, so we can look at

them betwveen then and Tuesday morning. You can just
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give us ~ handvritten indication if ycu wvant and ve will
get it on the record eventually when we discuss it. And
ve want it broken down by each party's examination of
each panel of witnesses.

In addition, wve would like to discuss overall
scheduling matters which would involve discussion of
emergency planning onsite, contentions or LILCO planned
contentions, =-- whatever shorthand label you use and
either is fully accurate, but we're just using them as a
shorthand label -- next Tuesday morning if that is
convenient for whatever counsel you would need to have
here. If it is not convenient, let us know and we will
adjust.

And ve would be amenable to starting at 8330
next Tuesday so w2 can have that discussion first. And
it vould be a discussion of how we are going to
coordinate the schedule for the safety contentions
remaining, including the remainder of guality assurance
and also, the emerg~>ncy planning contentions upon which
testimony has been 1iled. Whather there are procedures
such that things can be done without the presence of the
Board to make it more efficient to put the evidence
before us and thinas of that nature. So you all can
think about the possibilities. Also, you will probably

come up vwith better ones than we can come up withe.
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#e are under the present impression that it is
unlikely that aanything will have to pe litigated on
security matters, and I say that even though that is not
before us directly and could affect the scheduling of
the parties. So if that plays a factor in the parties’
time when we discuss these things next Tuesday, bring it
to our attantion, of course.

All right, let's break for an hour and a half
and come back at 1:;50.

(Whereupon, at 12320 p.m. the hearing in the
above-entitled matter wvas recessed for lunch, to

reconvene at 1350 p.m. the same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION
(1:55 pem)

JUDGE BRENNFR: Let's goc back on the record.

Mr. Lanpher, before you get going, I°'ve now
had an opportunity over the lunch break to read at least
one of your letters that I had not previously read as
thoroughly as I might have liked, your October 26th
letter, ani I have reread the other letters, the one of
the 22nd and I think the 20th. I'm trying to put it all
together, but you can do it easier for me.

Could you give us the outline of what subjects
and then sub-subjects you are going to get to this week
and the segjuenc2? «¥e are now, just to start the
conversation off, within the document control group on
group S involving keeping the manuals, procedures and
instructions up to date.

MR. LANPHER: And we are almost through that
group, and hopefully we will be in just a few minutes.
We will then go to document control group 1 as reduced
pursuant to my October 26th letter, and wvwe will skip
control groups 2 and 3 for the reasons I stated in that
letter and go to the final group, oroup 7.

JUDGE BRENNER: Just to fill out the record at
this point, group 1 within document control is

procedures?
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MR. LANPHER: Yes. Procedures in criterion S.

JUDGE BRENNER: And 7 is reviewv and checking
of dravings and diagrams.

MR. LANPHER: Correct. At that point,
depending upon what we have done this afternoon on those
materials, T would hope that we are finished. My
intention would be to ask questions related to FSAR
configuration control. I indicated that to -- I guess
to Mr. Earley yesterday. And if wve get to that this
afternoon they have got a problem apparently with Mr.
Museler's absence today.

Depending upon timing -- well, I am prepared
to skip that for today. I would prefer to go to it
directly, but I will probably then go to materials
related to Torrey Pines and the Torrey Pines inspection
effort. And then I'm going to be returning to portions
of the testimony conc2rning Contention 14, Cbntentions
14 and 1S. I believe that's at approximately pages 43
to 57 or so of thes testimony.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, we don't need the exact
pages.

MR. LANPHER: Then I'm going to be covering
the various projrams which LILCO talks about in their
testimony both at the end of the design area and at the

end of the construction area like tn: as-built, the

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



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12,092

stress-built and the as-built program. Then there are
various areas in the cross plan, specific items which
I'm geing to be covering =-- I mean most of those are
already outlined in the cross plan -- but without going
through it exactly.

JUDGE CRENNER: All right. And that is what
you plan to do this week, and then you would go to
operational QA next week with Mr. Dynner?

MR. LANPHER: Yes.

JUDGE MORRIS: Mr. Lanpher, I don't believe ve
have seen the Torrey Pines report yet. Am I correct on
that? Would you plan to cover that before the report is
available?

¥R. LANPHER: Well, what we have is -- I will
have it here later this afternoon. We have the
so-called program plan, and wve have three status
reports. We have a June, a July and an Fugust status
report, and I believe there is a September status report
as wvell wvhich I spoke to Mr. Carley about yesterday,
vhether it wvould be possible to get that. And there are
some results concerning the progranm.

I know the Board has expressed interest in
what is happ2ning in the Torrey Pines program and that
the County is similarly interested in results of that

program. And I intend to probe those results to the
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extent they are known.

JUDGE MORRIS: Mr. Earley or Mr. Ellis, can
you tell us what the status is of that and what
documents have been provided to the Board?

MR. EARLEY: Judge, I believe the Board has
been provided with the scoping document that ¥r. Lanpher
referred to. I'm not sure whether the Board has the
monthly status reports. I don't think they have been
provided. As ¥r. Lanpher saiil late yesterday, he asked
me about the September status report, and I am checking
into that.,

l'he final report of Torrey Pines I believe is
scheduled to be out in mid-November, and that is the
latest wori that we have.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, when you get ready to go
into it, please make sur2 you have copies of the
documents for everyone, including four for the Board and
¥r. Brown.

MR. LANPHER: As I indicated, I think, they
are being messengered out from my office right now, and
I will be happy to pass those out ahead of time.

JUDGE BRENNER: We can help with copies when
ve are in this building, so let's see what you have. As
long as there's enough lead time to give it to somebody

to copy.
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MR. LANPHER: I'm getting sufficient ccpies.
JUDGE BRENNER: I don't have the scoping
iocument ha2re, nor do I even recall what it looks like.
So if that's goingy to be used, we should get copies cf
that even though previously we might have been served
them.
All right. You may continue the examination.
Whereupon,
T. TRACY ARRINGTON
FREDERICK B. BALDWIN
WILLIAM M. EIFERT
T. FRANK GERECKE
JOSEPH M. KELLY
DONALD G. LONG
resumed the stand and were further examined and
testified as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION -- Continued
BY MR. LANPHER:
Q Mr. Arrington, if I could your attention to
FQC Rudit 26, Finding (L.4B), the auditor noted in this
finding that you looked at a sample of nine control
iravings in the turbine area ani that the site document
distribution record card indicated that three of the
dravings that he locked at were obsolete.

Is that a correct finding, to the best of your
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knowledge?
(Panel of wvitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) It is correct that these
dravings vere one revision away from the current
revision for those particular documents.

Q Then vould you agree, Mr. Arrington, that this
findiny is similar to those that we were discussing
before lunch where the latest revision of a particular
kind of drawing or particular drawvings vere not
aviilable when th2 auditor checked the files?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) This is not similar to
the situation where the drawings were no* in the area at
the time of the audit. This is a condition where the
drawings were not up to their latest required revision.
They were one revision away from the 4document control
log.

Q So the drawings themselves had not been
revised at all, is that what you mean?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) No. The drawings had
been revised in this particular area. These three
dravings were not the latest issued drawings. They vere
different, as I indicated, from some of the other
conditions that we discussed. And that we did talk
about drawings that wvere not in the area at the time of

th2 audiit. Thes2 wer2 there. The drawings were not to
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1 the latest revision per the document control card.

2 Q So the correct revision wvas not present?

3 A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) At that time, no. It was
' 4 corrected.

5 Q Mr. Acrington, if you could turn back to FQC

6 Audit 22, again Finding (L.4), am I correct that in this
7 situation the auditor determined that the correct
8 revision wvas not present because -- or the most recent
9 revision was not present because it vas being reviewed
10 out in California?
11 A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct.
12 According to the guality control manual for reactor
13 controls, they are to receive their drawings through

. 14 their corporate office, vwhich is in San Jose. They vere
16 working to the latest issued drawvings per their own
16 program. The FP drawing was a Stone and Webster
17 engineering drawving that was submitted to RCI or Reactor
18 Coatrols, Incorporated in San Jose. They were reviewing
19 it. Once they review it and concur with it, they would
20 send it to thair JA department in construction on site.
21 It is a separate control system altogether with NRC
22 guide.
23 So they were working at the time of the audit
24 to the latest issuved drawing through their own process.

25 But what I'm saying is that they do not raceive their
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dravings directly from Stone and Webster engineering;
the site does not.

Q So they in California wvere working with the
most recent drawing, is that correct?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) They vere reviewing the
most recent drawving.

Q But at the site they vere not in possession of
the most recent drawving, is that correct?

R (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct. But I
explained the process is that there was no viclation of
their program in that the RCI construction department
vas working to the latest issued FP drawing. the FP
series 12 dravings. They were working to the latest
issued vithin their own organization.

Q Do you know why the auditor wrote this up as
an observation then? I mean your testimony is that it
didn't violate any of the procedures that were
applicable.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I belisve the auditor
vrote this because of the difference in the revs that
vere issued within Stone and Webster when the FP 12
series dravings and those dravings that Reactor Controls
vas wvorking to in the field.

The process is that these drawings are not

distributed from Stcone and Webster Boston to Reactor
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Controls on the site. They are distributed through the
corporate office for the work that RCI is involved
with., RCI vas doing this in their corporate office.
Once they concur with the conditions that is on the
never edition of the drawing, they would submit them to
the field.

In this case, the field forces for RCI was
vorking to the latest issued FP series, FP series 12
drawings. That was issued within RCI's system.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to
move into evidence the two findings that we've talked
about since lunch, FQC 20, Finding (L.4) and FQC 26,
Finding (L.4B).

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. In the absence of
objection we will admit those two into evidence.

(The documents referred
to, FQC 20, Finding (L.4)
and FQC 26, Finding
(L.4B), were received in
evidence.)

JUDGE BRENNER: HNr. Ellis.

¥R, ELLIS: Unfortunately, we had a document
control problem. We don't have the FQC 19, was it, or

22. We did have 26, but we didn't have 22. May I just
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have a momant to look at it?

JUDGE BREKNER: Sure. You may look at mine.

(Pausea.)

¥R. ELLIS: Thank you, Judge.

No objection.

JUDGE BRENNER: So they are admitted into
evidence.

MR. LANPHER: Thank you, Judge Brenner.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, I'm going to turn your attention to
so-called document control group 1. But first, would
you agree that under criterion 5 of Appendix B, where
activities affect quality the licensee is required to
carry out those activities by issuing documented
instructions, procedures and drawings?

(Discussion off the record.)
BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming)

Q Gentlema2n, let me start over. Do you agree
that -- and let me rephrase it -- under criterion 5 the
licensee for activities affecting gquality must prescribe
documented instructions, procedures and dravings?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher, that is a
part of th2 criterion. The wording goes on to indicate
the type appropriate to the circumstances, so I would

emphasize that because the amount of detail that you
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prescribe in your procedures is always subject to
judgment to the extent you ne2d details to ensure that
the activities are appropriately carried out.

Q And once these procedures, instructions, et
cetera, are documented, ycu must carry out the
activities pursuant to those procedures and
instructions, correct?

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Yes, Mr. Lanpher. The
program is expected to be implemented. As I indicated
earlier, I believe the people who composed Appendix B
recognize that there would be certain irplementation
difficulties, ani that is why ve have criterions such as
criterion 18 and criterion 16, and we have programs to
monitor implementation and to catch the implementation
problems and ensare that they are correct and fully
addressed.

Q Mr. Eifert, the first sentence of criterion 5
states that "Activities affecting guality shall bde
prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, et
cetera.”

What does "documented”™ mean ¢o you?

r ‘WITNESS EIFERT) Written.

Q In other words, it has got to be reproducible
sc that people can agree on what the regquirements are,

SO you have a written manual or a written procedure,
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souethidq of that kind?

(Panel >f vitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) MNr. Lanpher, I believe that
the written instructions are documented, qualified as I
stated earlier, respecting the amount of detail, but the
purpose for documenting them is both to have agreement
on what th2 requirements are normally in the fact that
the appropriate management people agreed, as well as to
be able to have the instructions available to people who
will be required to implement them.

Q So oral procedures would not be adequate under
criterion 5, is that correct?

MR. ELLIS: I object to the guestion insofar
as it is excessiv2ly broad. When he said procedures,
he's not saying what kind of procedures; and I think for
the guestion to be answverable he has to say what kind of
procedures.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, he said oral, but that
is not what you meant by your objection.

MR. ELLIS: Right.

MR. LANPHER: Let me rephrase it. Xaybe I can
obviate th2 objection.

JUDGE BRENNER: Normally I would say the
witness can answer it, but we will very quickly get to

that point. I think it®s obvious to all of us that we
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could be more efficient.
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q If you have an activity affecting guality, it
would not be adequate, would it? Would ysu believe that
it wculd be adequate to have an oral »rocedure
describing how to carry out that activity or really it's
a followup, ¥r. Eifert, on your earlier -- let me finish
the question and then you all can take as long as you
need. It's really a followup on your earlier answver
when you said documented means writing. And I Jjust
wanted to clearly understand your position that you have
an activity affecting quality; that it would not be
adaquate to> have oral procedures specifying how that
activity is to be carried out.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, going back
again, wvhen I criginally addressed criterion 5, I
iniicated that there are varying degreses of detail with
respect to how to do work, and that the detail that is
required in the procedures is as is determined
appropriate in accordance with the activity being
carried out.

There will be inevitably certain detailed
steps in a process that we do not spell out the

step-by-step detail in procedures, nor need we spell out
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the step-b7-step details in procedures in order to have
a complete and acceptable program and procednres that
are sufficiently -omplete to ensure that the activities
are appropriately carried out.

Some of those detailed steps might be
communicated orally between supervisors and their
staffs, but they are really beyond the level of
instruction that is needa2d to ensura that the activity
is appropriately carried out.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

Q Mr. Eifert, looking at the second sentence of
criterion S, there is reference to instructions,
procedures and drawings needing to include appropriate
quantitative or qualitative acceptance criteria. Is it
your understanding in the QA field under Appendix B that
such acceptance criteria need to be documented, in other
words in writing?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Mr. Lanpher, I would agree
that certain instructions and procedures would regquire
such acceptance criteria and that where it is
appropriate, criterion 5 would indicate that the
procedu ¢s shoulil contain that criterion. But all
procedvres do not contain acceptance criteria, nor was

it appprcpriate that acceptance criteria in the context

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that I understand this, it is not appropriate tc hzve
acceptance criteria involve p:ccodutes..

Q Where it is appropriate for procedures to have
acceptance criteria, those should be in writing and
documented, is that correct?

(Panel of wvitnesses -onferring.)

A (WITNESS EIFERT) Where it is appropriate it
should bPe described in writing in the procedure. I
think that the difficulty that we're having in
communicating here is that Appendix B is a very broad
document, and you really have to when you get to asking
questions as specific as you are, have to think of it in
context.

Inspection procedures, for example, the
activity of the inspection would have to be -- would
have to include acceptance criteria. That is part of
that process.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferred.)

JUDGE MORRIS: Mr. Lanpher, are you done with
that general discussion?

¥MR. LANPHER: Yes, sir. .

JUDGE MORRIS: Criterion S5 is guite short. It
is only two sentences, I find, but it has several
adjectives in it, and I think it was one of our former

chairmen of the AEC who said never use an adjective if

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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you don't have to.

But "appropriate™ and "important"™ are key
vords. And, Mr., Eifert, I would ask you if Stone and
Webster in trying to comply with this criterion, if they
ever tried to come to grips as to howv you decide what is
important or appropriate on a generic basis or a
specific basis or an application of this criterion to
specific instances?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS EIFERT: Judge Morris, the direct
ansver is I haven't been involved to my recollection in
any specific discussion on criterion 5 to make that kind
of distinction, having thought here for a couple of
moments about procedures and procedure types in general
vhere the type of activity would be "sufficiently
important™ that it would be appropriate for a
quantitative and gqualitative acceptance criteria.

It is the situation that those types of
procedures such as inspection procedures, procedures in
the testing program that bear most immediately on the
quality of the plant and are the ones that include
acceptance criteria are the most important. And then
movinc back from that type of procedure, the other
extreme of the procedure or procedures wvhich are purely

administrative in nature are those still relating to
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activities important to quality but which are steps
further removed from the immediate adeguacy of the power
plant.

There is definitely a way to look at the
procedures in that light and understand that the
importance is, I believe, evaluatei on the basis of the
immediate impact of the procedure or the activity on the
physical plant.

JUDGE MORRIS: Your answer was rather
nonspecific, and one of the reasons I asked the question
vas because I expacted that kind of answver, and you will
not have to repeat that speech in ansvering Nr.
Lanpher's juestions.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Morris, wvhat is our next
exhibit number?

JUDGE MORRIS: Sixty-eight.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to
have marked Suffolk County Exhibit 68 for identification
a document which I passed out earlier today entitled
"Additional Audits Reporting Document Control
Problems.” That is our cover sheet. And included in
that are a number of audits.

JUDGE BRENNERs: Twventy-four?

MR. LANPHER: Well, there are more than that.

There are some Courter audits after that.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE , SW_ WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



N

w

10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

12,107

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. This will be so

marked. Jf course, in marking it we won't gquibble with

vhether all of the parties agree with your title.

sheet.

MR. LANPHER: That's why I said it was our

(The document referred to
vas marked Suffolk County
Exhibit No. 68 for
identification.)

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, if I may, just

for convenience you might want to say this. You might

vant to do this. But if you look at my October 26th

letter, I
of audits,

would like

record sin

That I thi

Q
site QA on
68 for ide

to pages 1

ve list2d at the bottom of the page a number
and I can give you the tab numbers if you
to mark on your letter the tab numbers.
JUDGE BRENNER: Yes. Let's do that off the
ce tha2 latter won't be in the record anyvay.
nk will be very helpful.
(Discussion off the record.)
JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go back on the record.
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
Gentlemen, I would like to refer you to tab 8,
number 7, contained in Suffolk County Exhibit
ntification, and I wvould iiract your attention

and 2, numbers 2 and 3.
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Am I correct that in this audit that the
auditor deterrinel that there was a routine practice of
varbally placing orders for category 1 equipment prior
to issuing written purchase orders? I may have said tabd
8 -- I meant -- or I may have said tab 7. I meant to
say tab 8, if I didn't.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Mr. Lanpher, could you
repeat the question, please?

Q Am I correct that the auditor determined that
there vas a routine practice at this time in 1973 of
verbally placinjy oriers for category 1 equipment prior
to issuing the written purchase orders?

il (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is what the auditor
indicated in this particular audit. Upon furtier
investigation it turns out that that was not the site
practice; that during the time frame that this audit was
performed, about 95 percent of the purchase orders that
vere issued vere for non-permanent plant type equipment,
for building structures, for the craftspeople on site.
Thare were office buildings being fabricated, office
supplies that were being bought. There was very little
safety-related equipment being ordered at that time.

e Well, doesn't this finding say that to the
extent that category 1 equipment, materials and services

were beinj purchase2d, there was a routine practice at

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that time of placing the order prior to issuing the

formal written purchase order?

Are you telling me that the auditor was
incorrect?
A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I'm indicating that in
this particular case the auditor was incorrect in that

during that time frame there was identified 13 category
1 purchase orders issued during this time frame up to
the time the audit wvas performed. In 6 of the 13 there
was written confirmation from the suppliers or vendors
before the purchase order was issued. We know that
based upon 3 reviaw that was done. The rerainder,
seven, vere items that were non-engineer type items.
They were auditor ASTM standards. There was no
fabricated components ordered on those seven remaining
purchase orders.

I vas not able to determine whether or not
there was verbal communication with the vendor, but in
those seven cases those purchase orders were left with
the vendor before the material wvas fabrizata24 or shipped
to the site.

It is common at times to make initial
ingquiries to the respective vendors in order to find out
wvhether or not they would be in a position to supply you

with the material that you ara trying to purchase,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



either in quantity or size or pricewise.

There is, as I indicated, very often there is
some contact with the buyers, with the vendors to find
out 1f they are in a position to supply this material,
but the purchase order is not issued to the vandor or
the vendor does not start fabrication of the components
antil after the purchass order. The purchase order is a
binding contract between the site and the vendor itself.

Q Well, if the auditor in the second sentence of
Finding number 2 goes on to state that "Freguently
suppliers do not receive written instructions regarding
quality control m=2asures until after shipmant of the
material or performance of the service."

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) He does indicate that

there.

Q I dddn't ask you a question. Po you have any

reason to disagre2 with his statement? And by the way,
if you could give me an indication of -- well, never
mind. I will follow it up.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

(WITNESS ARRINGTON) I have to disagree wvwith
his conclusion that he has in that particular
paragraphe As I indicated, there was a review performed
5>f all purchase orders that were issued during this time

frame through the end of that particular month of August
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of *73, and we accounted for 13 category 1 purchase
orders that were issued durinj this time frame.

The major components that are ordered for the
site are ordered through the Hicksville and the Stone
and Webster Boston office. These are site-supplied
pieces of equipment. It is, as I indicated, ASTM
non-engineer type items -- 36 plate steel inserts, that
type of thing. 1It's non-engineer. It's a catalog-type
item is what I'm trying teo say.

In seven cases this is what the material
consisted 2f. In the ot'er six of the 13, which
accounts for the total population of category 1 items
that vere identified, were -- we have written
confirmation betwezen the vendor and long Island Lighting
Company before the purchase order was let.

As T indicated, we had in excess of 95 percent
of the purchase orders that were issued during that time
frame that the auditor would have been reviewing as well
vere for nonpermanent plant type items =-- 2 by Uus,
nails, office equipment, that type of thing. We were
building temporary facilities there for the craftspeople
on site,

Q Well, his finding goes to category 1 findings
only, doesa't it?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) He indicates category 1

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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items. He vas reviewing the entire process, I believe.
Q Mr. Gerecke, is this an audit that was
performed by LILCO? I see it is addressed to you. Was
this a LILCO-performed audit?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir, it was.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
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Q You indicated that a stuly was performed to
find out the number of Category 1 purchase orders. Was
this a study that was done recently or done back in
August or around August 1973, or what?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Both.

Q So there were two studies?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) There was one that was
done during the timeframe of the audit. I did one in
reviewing the field purchase orders, with the Purchasing
Department reviewing the purchase regs that we issued
iuring that timeframe, racently.

Q Now, is there documentation contemporaneous
with this audit or in reply to this audit which
indiicates to the auditors that, in fact, their
conclusions in paragraph 2 are incorrect?

(Panel of witnasses conferring.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I am not avare of any.
This was only identified once in 1973 by the auditor.
There was no specific program chang2 that vas made as a
result of the audit indicating that there was a change
in policy. There were memoranda that wvere issued
reminding people 2f placing verbal orders. And as I
indicated, that we do sometimes make contact with
vendors over the telephone as opposed to strictly doing

it in writing. It would take too much time to find out
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. ! two months later or two weeks later that h2 could supply
2 the material you needed in the first place.
3 The raviaw that is placed on the purchase
4 requisition and the purchase orders is a manacement and
5 a quality assurance review prior to the purchase order
6 being issued. There may be verbal contact at times, but
7 the purchase order and the material is not fabricated
8 until the purchase order or the purchase req goes
9 tnrough this review.
10 Q Looking at page 2 of this audit, at the top of
11 the page, it is item 3.C, one of the corrective actions
12 which the auditor suggests to be taken is to develop a
13 method which will enable QC to verify the acceptability
' 14 of prospective suppliers prior to placement of orders.

15 Do you see that, sir?

17 Q Was such a procedure developed?
18 B (NITNESS ARRINGTON) That procedure was already

19 in place at the time of the audit. That outlined the

20 same requirement.

21 Q Do you know -~ had the auditor reviewed that,

22 do you know?

23 A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Specifically, I don't know
‘ 24 that he did. I know that the auditor was made avare,

|
i
16 A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, I 4o0.
25 subsequent to the audit, that this procedure existed,
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and as I indicated, we did not change procedure or write
procedure. There was no change in our program
rejuirements as a result of this audit in this area.

Q ¥r. Gerecke, do you recall wvhat action, if
any, you took when you received this audit report?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

’ (WITNESS GERECKE) Specifically, on receipt of
this audit report I don't recall what action I took
other than the normal followup for assuring that the
normal followup was accomplished. We closed out the
items that vere identified during the audit report.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
BOARD EXAMINATION
BY JUDGE BREKNNER:

Q I guess this is directed to both ¥r. Arrington
and Mr. Gerecke. There was an exit critique, as is
normally the case, was there not? I see a notation of
it on the third page of this audit. Actually, it is the
first page of the audit report after the two-page
memorandum to Mr. Gera2ckza.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir, there was.

Q Previously, we have had gquestions and ansvers
as to the fact that auditors have been wrong as to
particulars, and these erroneous impressions of the

auditor found their way into the report because perhaps
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he wvasn't fully enlightened at the conference or he
didn°*t believe them at the conference, or he didn't know
all of the rioht people at the conference, correct?

B (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir.

Q And unlike those other findings is to
reasonably narrow particulars, this is a very broad
finding in numbar2d paragraph 2 in the memorandum to
you, Mr. Gerecke. It says, "M most significant finding
is the present routine practice of verbally placing
orders for Category 1 equipment, materials and services
prior to issuing formal written purchase orders.” And
the paragraph goes on to explain a little more. This is
a very broad-based critique by the auditor, is it not?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir, it is.

Q Well, how can he be so wrong, and what happens
at these exit conferences?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Judge Brenner, in discussing
this particular audit, and in particular, this finding
in paragraph 2 of the auditor, he had looked at the
total procurement program at the site. He wvas primarily
interested in Category 1 but he had to look at the total
program.

And he was avare that -- he became aware
during the audit that verbal purchase orders had been

placed. He considered it most significant in terms of
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future if the system of placing verbal purchase orders
vithout a control =-- he did not find that there was no
control, but he was concerned that if this persisted
vithout the control established over it that the

potential could be most significant in the case of this

finding.

Q How do you know that?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Pardon me, sir?

0 How d2 you know that?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I discussed this finding
with the auditors.

Q At the time of “he audit or recently?

A (NITNESS GERECKE) Just recently.

0 The r2aling of this sentenc2 is in the present
tense, with respect to Category 1 equipment, correct?
It doesn*t look like he is worried about the future; he
is talking about a problem now in Category 1.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) In the first sentence of
paragraph 2?7

Q Yes, sir.

H (WITNESS GERECKE) I think he was concerned
about it right thare. It was in tiie present tense. But
the reason for his concern was because ¢f the potential

significance, the potantial impact that something like
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this could have in the future had it been continued and
had it not had adsquate controls established for it.

But that is right, the sentence does indicate
that the statement is made in the present tense.

Q Well, that is at varianc2, is it not, Nr.
Arrington, with what you believe the situation to have
been? Do you think that this really 4idn't occur with
the Category 1 purchase orders?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yea, sir, I do believe that
it did not occur. I talked with the purchasing
department and individuals that were on the site duringy
this timeframe, and the individnals that I talked with
said that there were occasions when verbal contact had
to be made with the vendors, but in no case vere they
avare of any situation vhere material had been placed on
order over a telephone conversation, that the material
had been fabricated and shipped to the site without a
purchase order. Vendors just normally dor't do that.
You're talking about large items and there's too much
money involved that vendors would not do that.

If that vere to have happened, it would have
been pickel up in our r2ceiving and inspection process
in that we received a piece of equipment onsite with neo
identification as to where it came from or what the

pedigree of this particular item is, and wa 4id not find
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that this occurred.
Q Mr. Geracke, you said you recently spoke to

the auditor or auditors, right? Did I understand that

correctly?

3 (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir.

Q Did they tell you whether or not they found
this to be the case with Category 1 equipment at the

time of their audit? Did you ask them, Mr. Gerecke, I
guess. I think this is for you because I'm asking you
vhat you talked with the auditors about.

i (WITNESS GERECKE) The auditors, in my
discussion with them, indicat24 that as they recalled,
they had found some Category 1 materials. The order had
been placed verbally without issuance of a formal
written purchase srder prior to placement of the verbal
order.

With respect to the, "Frequently, suppliers do
not receive written instructions regarding quality
control measures ..." and the rest of that statement,
this vas 31 statement referring to the ganeral
procurement program at the site. As ¥r. Arrington
indicated earlier, many of these other procurements wvere
not Category 1, were not safety related and probably
were not even permanent plant type equipment.

Q Well, what about the first sentence; the

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



10

1

12

13

14

18

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25

12,120

sentence that we've indicated talks about a present
ctoutine practice2 of verbally placing orders for Category
1 equipment? It doesn®t talk about one or two. The
present routine is pretty broad. I understand your
explanation as to why they might have said most
significant, but what about presently routine?

Did you ask tham about what they found in your
recent discussions in terms of numbers of Category 1
equipment? It is hard for me in this case to put it
bluntly, t> put the written word together with Mr.
Arrington's explanation, and I need your help in seeing
wvhat the situation is. Unlike some other situations
vhere I can understand patent or latent ambiguities in
what the auditor wrote and the clarifying explanation
helping.

A (WITRESS GERECKE) There vere, according to the
auditors, very limited instances, but it had happened,
where the Category 1 equipment had been ordered verbally
prior to the issuing of a formal written purchase
order. They did not find that there had not been
written instructions provided to the vendor. The vendor
had some of these instructions in other forms than a
formal written purchase order. And this was a limited
nunber of cases but it had been done. And the auditor

just felt that this vas being done as a routine practice.
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1 Q Well, that is part of my problem. You say
2 they found a very limited number of cases. Why would
3 they say "present routine practice™ if it was just a
' 4 limited number of cases? Did you ask the auditor that?
5 A (WITNESS GERECKE) I don't recall asking the
6 auditor that specific question. No, sir.
7 Q Mr. Arrington, you look like you wanted to add
8 something.
9 A (WITNESS ARRINCTON) Yes, Judge Brenner. I did
10 talk with the auditor last week when I revieved the
11 purchase ordiers that were audited daring this particular
12 tinmeframe, and I asked him if he krew specifically of
13 any cases, or could recall any cases, where Category 1
‘ 14 material had been ordered without the purchase order
15 being issued, and vhere these instructions, these
16 Juality instructions, had not been provided to the
17 vendor. H2 could not recall any.
18 And the reason for asking that question was
19 that ve reviewed the 592 purchase orders that were
20 issued during this timeframe and wve accounted for 13
21 Category 1 type materials. And the six of the 13 we had
22 vritten confirmation prior to the order being placed.
23 It vas written on the purchase order itself. The other
24 7 ve could not find that terminology written on the

25 report, but in those 7 cases they wvere non-engineered
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items, meaning catalogue items.

The purchasing process is that a buyer would
not be ablz to g5 out and oriar a valve because they
wouldn't know -- they have no reason to order it unless
they have a purchase req in front of them. A purchase
order is issued, or written from a purchase req. What
I'm saying is in the cases wvhere we do have verbal
contact with the vendor, the information that is on the
purchase req is conveyed to the vendor.

We car onliy purchase from approved Categoury 1
vendors. This is verifiosd through the review process
and the purchase req. The buyer wculd mot be able to go
out and orier 2 valve because they wouldn't know what
the valve was used for, nor the size of the valve. All
of the information that they would convey verbally to
the vendor would come from this one document.

That is why I'm saying that we vere not
concerned that we had a problem. We did issue some
memoranda, management type memoranda, cautioning people
to make sure that they did not do this extensively, but
there are occasions when you have to do that in order to
get the ball to roll in order to find out if the
material can be procured from a particular vendor.

Q Well, are you telling me you think the auditor

confusad those initial verbal contacts with the actual
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consummation of a formal order?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) In talking with the
auditor, I think that he was corcerned that =-- given the
number of purchase orders that were issued during this

timeframe that he had reviewed that he was concerned
that there would be occasions when this information may
not promptly be conveyed to the vendor. I asked hinm
specifically if he recalled of any instances where we
did order material from the vendors without a written
purchase order; he2 did rot.

The responses from the varicus organizations
did not indicate that we had this sitvation. We did not
change our gprojram as a result of it. That was just a
management or department head memo that wvas issued,
reminding people not to d¢ this on a regulz2r basis. T
did talk with the same auditor that NMr. Gerecke was
referring to.

JUDGE BRENNER: I guess that's about as far as
I can take it with you gentlemen.

BY JUDGE MORRIS:

Q ¥r. Arrington, let me ask you one more
question. On page 2 at the top it says, “"However, it
vas noted that certain changes are required in the
system..." and the rest of the page lists those. I'm

sorry, that's page 2 of the audit report.
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MR. LANPHER: Juige Morris, do you mean the
page with Summary of Findings, Continued?

JUDGE MORRIS: Correct.

BY JUDGE MORRIS (Resuming):

Q So are you saying that none of those
recommendations wvas needed? That the auditor was
wrong? Or are you saying that they were, in fact,
carried out?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I'm sorry, Judge Yorris,
could you repeat the guestion so I fully understand it?
Q On the second line the sentence starts,
"However, it was ncted that certain changes are reguired
In the system to obtain compliance with Appendix B, the
LTILCO QA Manual and the Stone & Webster Field Quality
Control Manual.” These items are itemized below, and

the rest of the page )ists thenm.

Is it your position that the auditor was
vrong; that these changes vere not necessary? Or that
the program =-- well, in that program 2lready required
them and the auditor didn't know?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I believe that to be the
case, as is indicated under Item 1 where it says,
"discontinue the routine practice of making verbal
avards.” There was a memorandum, the one that I was

referring to, that was issued by the superintended
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. 1 cautioning people not to do this on a routine basis; to
2 place verbal orders. But we could not find a case where
3 the verbal order had been placed and there was no
‘ 4 purchase order that was issued as a result of that
5§ contact with th2 vendor.
6 The r2commendations that are listed here --
7 and I haven't gone through all of them; I did in the
8 past tut not recently, like today or yesterday so I
9 don't tecall all of them. I think that part of it was
10 that the auditor was not fully avare of their own
11 progra® requirements. Whether or not there was a lack
12 of communication between the auditor and the individuals
12 that vere being auvdited T don't know, by not being there.
. 14 All T did vas try to reconstruct the items
15 that were listed on this audit through the purchasing
16 department and their own quality assurance procedures.
17 The ptocedures were there prior to the audit. The
18 practice of placing verbal orders, in my opinion based
19 upon the discussion with the purchasing department, with
20 th2 individuals that were there during the time of the
21 audit, that there was a preliminary contact in some
22 cases with th2 vendors but in no case were there verbal
23 orders wvhere material was being fabricated and supplied
24 to the site without a purchase order being issued.

25 Q Okay. Now look at number 2.
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400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W.. WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

R R R R R T~~~



10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

12,126

(Pause.)
And I'm focusing on the first lead sentence
that says, "Prepare and implement wvork procedures,”

which implies that there were no procedures. Is that

incorrect?
A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is my opinion. The
QC procedure that I'm referring to is a procurement

procedure, 7.1 of that QC manual. This is a governing
document for Category 1 purchase orders that the
construction and the purchasing as wvell as the field
quality control departments work from. This is a
suoveraing document tnat gives you the criteria for the
reviev of purchase orders as well as the vendor review
for qualified vendors.

0 That procedure vas in effect at the time of
the audit?

A (WNITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, sir.

Q das the auditor not aware of that?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) T don't know. These were
the types of questions that I asked the auditor because
ve do have a historical file that wve maintain onsite
that indicates that thess procedures wvere in existence
at the tim2 of the audit. The field gquality control
procedures vere the governing documents. Specific

procedures for administrative responsibilities within
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the purchasing department. They have been updated from
time to time, but specifically I could not find anything
that was contrary to what our current site practice was
ducring that timaframe.

Q So that either the auditor was unaware that
the procedures existed, or if he was awvare he thought
they vere not being followed. Is that correct?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Yes, sir.

Q And it is your belief that h2 was unavare of
the procedure?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I do believe he was not
fully avar2 of all of the procedures. T went through
the same ltems with the auditor and indicated tc him
that ve had a procedure in place at the time of the
audit.

Q And no feedback from him as to vhether he knew
about it or not?

2 (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Not specifically, no,
sir. I was more concerned with the actual Category 1
items that could have been placed without a purchase
odrder beiny issued. I spent more time discussing that
trying to get the specifics, because in trying to
reconstruct this I was not able to find, through my own
ctecords, that w2 had ieviations from that practice. Nor

could I find any specifics in the body of the audit

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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




12,128

1 itself that indicated which purchase orders or which

2 pieces of equipment he was referring to. He simply made
3 a statement and I could not confirm that, and I

4 discussed it with hinm.

5 Q Mr. Gerecke, perhaps you answered this

6 question ba2fore but I think you were a2 little too far

7 avay from the microphone for me to hear clearly. What

8 vas the follow-up action to this audit report?

9 A (WITNESS GERECKE) The follow-up action, as

10 best I can determine, after this particular audit report
11 #as that the practice cf placing verbal purchass orders
12 vas temporarily stopped at the site to assure that there
13 were adequate controls in place so that whea it was

14 resumed there was no chance of anything slipping through
15 the cracks, particularly no change of a Category 1

16 procurament being processed without adequate contrecls

17 being established.

18 And then the procedure for so-called verbal

19 purchase orders or verbal purchases was resumed again,
20 but the adequate controls had been verified that they

21 vere there. The auditor accepted this finding.

22 Q You say that the controls were there. You

23 verified that they were there. Are you speaking about
24 the items listed in number 2 o5n page 2 of the audit

25 report?
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A (NITNESS GERECKE) No, T'm speaking of Item 1,
the note, the finding wvas a statement to discontinue the
routine practic2 of making verbal awards. This was
temporarily halted until it vas verified that adeguate
controls wvere in place and vere in effect, and then it
was resumei. But it had been verified that the adequate
controls in this area vere there. They were effective
anl they wa2re working.

With respect to the various recommendations
relative to the detailed comments on various work
procedures, T haven't been able tc £ind very auch that
happened. There vere sore clarifications made. These
vere acceptable to the auditor, the finding was closei
out, and on subseguent audits of site purchasing at the
site there was no recurrence of this type of a finding.

Q I recognize this was perhaps nine years ago,
but at that time wvhat was the general procedure for
closing out items on an auditor's report?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Normally upon publication,
the auditor's report would be forwarded to the audited
organization. They would be regquired to respond to that
audit report, detailing the action they proposed to take
in respons2 to th2 audit. They would also normally give
a date wvhen that action would be completed, and this

would be, again, satisfactory completion. Other
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corrective action would be verified.

Q And would that verification be documented?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) It should be. 1In this
particular audit I have been unable to find any specific
documentation describing the precise corrective action
that was taken and accepting this corrective action.

But T do not know that the audit was closed; that we did
have audited site purchasing, and since that 1973 date
ve found no recurrence of these type conditions.
JUDGE MORRIS: Thank you.
CPOSS EXAMINATION -~ Resumed
8Y MR. LANPHER:s

Q Mr. Ceracke, let me followv up on Judge
Morris®s last question so I understand. Is it your
testinony that there is no documentation in the file
telating to actions taken subsequent to this 2udit? And
vhen I say documentation I mean, for instance, replies
or lettars back that say ve have read your £findings but
they are wrong, for the following reasons? Similar to
the kinds of things that ve have been shown in some
instances of your attorney has provida2d to us in some
instances about some of the subsequent audits. Are
there any such pisces of paper in the file that show the
response to these findings?

(Panel of witnesses conferringe.)
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A (NITNESS GERECKE) There is one document in the
files that we have been able to locate which indicates
that the practice of making verbal awards hacs “esen
temporarily terminated, and the same document 'ndicates
that clarifications will be made to certain procedures.
It did not cover each item, each specific finding, item

by item. That was the only documentation I was able to

locate.
referenced earlier in an earlier answver, Mr. CGerecke?

Q Is that the memorandum that I think you
|
A (WITNESS GERECKE) It was referenced earlier.
I'm not sure whether I did or M¥r. Arrington did, but
yes, it was the one that was initiated by Mr. T.AR. Hill
vho vas the site manager at the tire of this audit.
Q Well, looking at the first page of the audit,
the report itself, in othe wvords, the page before theone
that Judge Morris wvas just asking you about, the T.A.
Hill you r2ferenc2i is the Stone & Webster manager?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correct.
0 Now looking just above that, there were four
LILCO auditors who conducted this audit, one of whom vas
the purchasing manager, correct?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) That's correct.

0 And it's your testimony that the purchasing

manager maie an ecrror about what the routine practice
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vas in terms of placing verbal orders for Category 1
equipment, because he was involved in this, correct?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correct, yes, sir.
Q But it is your belief that he made a mistake
in writing up this audit finding?

MR. ELLIS: 1I object to the question. There's
no evidence that he wvrote -- that the purchasing manager
vrote that audit finding. That guestion should come
first.

JUDGE BRENNEK: All right. Technically, you
ar2 correct with th2 objection. They can explain it.
Le*'s reformulate the guestion., That is, it's your
testimony that he apparently made a mistake as part of
his involvamert with the audit, or you can explain why
you think he was not irvolved rotwithstanding his nanme
being listad ther2 as one of the four auditors. We can
all see that he was not one of the signatories, if that
is your point.

MR. ELLISs That was my point.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I was unclear
whether there was a gquestion pending or whether Nr.
Lanpher was going to rephrase the guestion.

JUDGE BRENNERs I rephrased it in a very

long-winded fashion, so I can give the witnesses maximum
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flexibility to explain it because I'm curious about
that, too. Do you need the gquestion repeated?

WITNESS GERECKEs Please.

JUDGE BRENNER: I guess the essence of it is
how could a finding which you presently believe to have
been incorrect on the part of whoever put the audit
report together come 2ut so incorrect when one of the
LILCO auditors is the purchasing manager, and the
finding we're focusing on deals with purchasirng
practices?

(Pan2l of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS GERECKE: Judge Prenner, Mr. Stoll,
the purchasing manager who was one 2f the members of
this LILCO audit team, vas the purchasing marnager for
LILCO in Hicksville. He vas the purchasing manager of
the purchasing department in Hicksville. While he would
have baen thoroughly familiar with th2 operations and
procedures of that department, he may not himself have
been personally familiar with all of the purchasing
procedures and practices and polices in place at the
construction site.

There was a LILCO resident buyer at the site
vho represented him in the area of purchasing, but the
purchasing manager, Mr. Stoll, wvas not necessarily fully

familiar with all of the site purchasing procedures and
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practices in effect.
JUDGE BRENNER: I guess I have to ask which

auditor did you talk to recently?

WITNESS GERECKE: I talked primarily to Mr.
Bajada.

JUDGE BRENNER: I'm looking at the two teams
formed, and there would be the B team that would have

made this finding, correct? Messrs. Stoll and Schoner.
And I'm looking at the first page of the audit report --

WITNESS GERECKF: Judge PBrenner, which finding
are you talking abouvt, specifically?

JUDGE BRENNER: The finding on paragraph 2 in
the memo t2> you, the first sentence, particularly the
first sentence.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

JUDCE BRENNER: Well, I guess the whole
paragraph.

WITNESS GERECKE: I talked primarily with Mr.
Bajada, but I've got other people who are trying to get
additional information on this audit for me, and they
also talkei with ¥r. Schoner. They are the only two
members of the audit team still with LILCO; Mr. Stoll
and Mr. Black hav2 both retired. I did not personally
talk to Mr. Schoner to the same length that I did with

Mr. Bajada, but other people who are d0ing research on
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this for me did, and the information which I presented
is the best we have been able to come up with to date.

JUDGE BRENNERs Is that true for Nr.
Arcrington's discussions, also?

WITNESS ARRINGTON: I did discuss it with ¥r.
Bajada. I would like to point out that those two areas,
A and B, do have a certain amount of overlap. The teanm
A would be looking at the procurement cycle as well as
the quality assurance aspects. Team B would be looking
primarily at the construction, the process itself and
talking about dollars and cents as vell as the total
process of placing orders. There is a certain amount of

overlap there.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. You may continue.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, turning to the next page of this
audiit, the page that Judge Morris directed gquestions to,
and the following page, pages 2 and 3, with respect to
Findings 2, 3, 4, and 5, is it your understanding that
none of the changes which are suggested in those
paragraphs, paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5, vere effected or
carried out pursuant to this audit or subseqguent to this
audit?

I3 (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Just a second. Let us go
over it.

Q Yes. I want you to focus not on number 1
because you told us about the memorandum that goes to
number 1, discontinuing the routine practice, but it is
the other findings or other racommendations. Were any
of those implemented?

(Panel of wvitnesses conferring.)

JUDGE BRENNER: We wvere going to break closer
to 3330, but T recall ¥r. Arrington's testimony that he
hadn't lookad at these recently, and it covers two full
pages. We couli break nuw, in other words, unless the
vitnesses -- if you wvant more than just a fewv minutes to
look at it, we ar2 happy to break now and give you extra

time.
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WITNESS ARRINGTON: Thank you. I need it.

JUDGE BREKKNER:

back at 3:;30.

(Recess.)

Ckay. Let's do that and core
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JUDGE BRENNER: We can go back on the record.
And you may want to repeat your question, unless they
remember it.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resumiug)

Q Gentlemen, I don't recall my exact words, but
the essence of my question was for you to review items 2
through 5 on pages 2 and 3 of the audit report and
indicate which, if any, of these recommendations had
been implemented or actions had been taken.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) In reviewing this list of
recommendations we were not able to determine that any
changes in the program had been implemented as a result
of the audit. Subsequent to the audit there may have
been some changes in the field office procedures that
vere referenced here. I don't have access to those, so
I'm not sure what changes may have been incorporated.
The Hill memo that was issued may be part of that
procedure. I'm not familiar with it. It is an
administrative set of procedures, I believe.

In talking with the auditor, the ¥r. Bajada
that we talked about, we talked with him at the break,
and ve vent back very briefly with him to ask him when
he was satisfiel that this procedurs of placing orders
with category 1 vendors, the current site practice, and

he went back and reviewed it subseguent to this initial
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audit, that he was satisfied, was there a change in the
porgram, and he said that no, that there wasn't; that
there vas more understanding on his part as a result of
this, as a result of the initial audit itself.

I vas not able to find if we made any changes
in our QA procedures which governs the purchasing cycle
in the first place. We 4id not make a change as a
result of this audit. MNr. Bajada does not recall any
changes in the practice at ths site. It was for making
the auditors more familiar wvith wvhat ve were doing.

And I think that when we lcok at the total
scope of the items that wvere being audited during that
time frame, I think he vas misled somevhat because of
the types >f items we were ordering. We did not make a
change to the program.

Q Thank you for your review, ¥r. Arrington.

Mr. Gerecke, in an earlier ansver referring to
the discontinuance of the routine practice of making
verbal avards you indicated that that practice had been
temporarily discontinued until appropriate controls wvere
2stablished. And those weren't your exact words. The
temporary I know you used. Do you recall that statement?

¥R. ELLIS: I object to the characterization
because it isn't accurate. He didn't say until the

controls were established. And I'm very careful not to
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say vhat he did say, but he didn’'t say "until they wvere
established.”

JUDGE BRENNER: I won't give you my
recollection because it is as likely to be wrong as
anybody else's, but he 1id say something to the effect
of temporary.

MR. ELLIS: Yes, he did.

JUDGE BPENNER: Why don't you ask him again --
vell, your key here is temporary, and then you're going
to ask him what change that allowed it to be
re-established anyvay, so ve will get at it that way. I
just don't remember.

MR. LANPHER: I don't either, Judge Brenner.

I thought my question was quite fair to Mr. Gerecke to
ask him if he recalled the statement, and if he didn't,
he certainly could have clarified it to be accurate. I
don't think wve need the coaching.

BY MPR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Gerecke, do you recall a statement to the
effect that you temporarily discontinued the practice of
allowing verbal purchase orders?

B (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, I do.

Q And vas that practice subsequently allowed
again or permitted again?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, it was.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q And vas it after you had established some kind
of control system?

A (4ITNESS GERECKE) No, sir. I don't believe
any additional control system was needed during that
period. I believ2 what I said, that it was discontinued
for a temporary period while it was verified that
adequate controls were in place and effec’ive. If I
said that any new controls were implemented, that was an
error. I didn't intend that. The controls were there.

But I'a advis2l now that we took another look
at the controls to be sure they vere accurate. They
vere and -- well, they lifted the restriction on the
placement of the purchase orders.

Q What are the controls that were in place that
you believe to be adeguate relating to verbal purchase
orders?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) These were the controls in
place at the site. There were a body of controls that
required, first of all, that a purchase requisition be
prepared and reviewed by Quality Assurance if it was say
a purchase order by Quality Control.

Excuse me just a minute.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Reviewed by Quality

Control, whether or not it was safaty-related; that the
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list and that he has a jualified program for whatever
category of material he would be supplying; that the
specification accompanying the purchase orders -- that
the specification requiring that required be properly
written and go through the proper review cycle to be
sure that it has the necessary technical and quality
attributes included.

And T think that is basically the controls
that are and have been established at the site for
procurement activities.

Q 'hen what is done verbally, Mr. Gerecke? And
the reason I ask that is that all of the things that yon
mentioned seem to be written or documented, that a
purchase requisition be prepared and reviewed by QC; the
vendor has to be approved; and specification, if thaore
is one, has to bs properly written.

I think those were the three main things you
mentioned. But my question was in the context of a
verbal purchase order, so what is done verbally?

(Panel of wvitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) Would you like for me to
pass that information along to you? I am familiar with
the process.

Q If Mr. Cerecke can't answver, yes, certainlye.
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But I would like him to try first.

A (NITNESS GERECKE) The documents =-- and this
is my understanding, and ¥r. Arrington I'm sure will be
able to adi more t> my answer -- but the initial contact
with the vendor might well be made to be sure that he
has the facility and the capability to provide the itenm
being procured. He might be sent the specifications to
describe to him the technical and quality reguirements
for the item. He might come back with a proposal saying
yes, he can provide this. Ani I assume the proposal
vould also contain the necessary commercial information,
vhich ve're not concerned with, that upon receipt of
this verbal purchase order might be placed with him.

Okay. You go ahead and commence fabrication
on this particular or these particular items in
accordance with the specifications you already have, and
he would not be given the verbal purchase order without
having some written documentation describing the
eguipment, material being purchased or being procured.

Q ¥r. Arrington.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) We're talking about
verbal purchase orders. We're talking in the context of
having a telephone conversation with a prospective
vendor that is on the vandor rating list to find out if

they can indeed supply us with the material that we are
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trying to procure.

And in the case of category 1 material, wvhen
you correspond with the vendor via the teleghone or in
written formats, vhen you use the terminslogy category
1, they know what you're talking about because these are
Jualified vendors, and they are not the local shops or
vhat have you. The buyers are procuring material from'
this approved list of vendors.

We make contact with the vendors to find out
if they can supply it. We tell them what our needs are,
and they are given the 42tails of the specifications,
the technical aspects that the buyer would convey to the
vendor would come from the purchase order or purchase
rejuisition, T should say, that is before that person.
They would not go out and order a valve, a 12-inch
valve, without 7iving some specifics as to what this
valve was supposed to do. The buyer would have no need
to go out and order a valve. The construction
supervisor would be trying to purchase a valve as an
example or a permanent plant piece of eguipment as a
result of 1 specification or a draving, and the
information that is on those dravings are in turn put on
the purchase reguisition, and this information is
conveyed to the vendor. And we're talking about verbal

purchase orders. That is what we're talking about --
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verbal contact with the vendor prior to placing the
order.

Vendors will not ship you or fabricate these
components without having a contract in hand indicating
that they're gocing to get paid a sum of money that they
have indicated that this component is goingy to cost
you. We're talking major pieces of equipment.

But in the case of ordering building materials
for temporary sheds and facilities, you are dealing with
local suppliers that Long Island Lighting would be
accustomed to dealing with, and you're going to get a
little bit further because you have open purchase orders
vith these suppliers. But when you're talking about
permanent plant equipment and major equipment, the buyer
has indicated that in no case would a vendor fabricate a
component without first getting a contract indicating
that you're going to pay for that.

Q Gentlemen, let me turn your attention to tabd
10, audit number 4, page 4 of tab 10, the bottom
paragraph.

Gentlemen, is this an instance wvhere the
auditor deemed it recessary for there to be a procedure
describing the maintenance and distribution of the
purchase order register? And by the way, I'm looking at

-=- the page 1 I'm looking at is the page entitled

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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"Number 4 Audit of LILCO Purchasing Department.” It is
after the cover sheet memo. And the bottom paragraph,
the numbered paragraph 1.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) No, Mr. Lanpher, this is
not a finding where the auditor deemed that a purchase
order register was necessary and must be available.

Q Well, the auditor states that a procedure
describing the maintenance and distribution of the
purchase order register is still not available after
repeated requests. It is your testimony that that does
not indicate that the auditor believes such a procedure
is necessary?

A (NITNESS GERECKE) I don't believe that does
indicate that the auditor believed that such a procedure
vas necessary. This particular audit finding was based
on -- at least had its oriagin in a recommendation made
during earlier audit of the purchasing department when
an earlier auditor indicated that a purchase order 1list,
a list which would be an administrative aid and help
correlating purchase orders and specifications would be
advisable, and it would be advisable if the purchasing
department had a procedure describing how this
particular list would be maintained and distributed.

In the earlier audit it was a recommendation.

There was no inference that it was a necessary list or a
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it vasn't required, did agree to publish the list and to
publish a procedure prior to the audit which ve are
discussing now.

The list which was entitled "Purchase Order
Register,"” was publish241, but the procedure had not
been. And this was the case. They had agreed to the
recommendation and said they were going to publish the
procedure. They had be2n asked a couple of times if
they had it. They said no, and at the time of this
audit they still 1idn't have it.

They, as I say, there was no requirement for
it. But even though it vas not a requirement, the list
or the procedure, hovever, was finally published
sometime later in 1974,

Q Gentleman, let me turn your attention to Tab
14, QA audit number 1. There is an attachment to that
audit that is finding 1 or Poman numeral number I.A.1.
At the top of the page the auditor first statas that he
found that there were no detailed quality control
procedures or instructions to prescribe the FQC review
of vendor-provided documentation. Do you agree with
that stateaent?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir, I agree with

that. That is a statement in the audit report.
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Q Well, is it accurate to the best of your
knovledge?

(Witnesses conferred.)

B (WITNESS GERECKE) I believe here is an
accurate statement in that the auditor felt that while
the procedure did exist, that it would be advisable that
more details be included in that procedure.

Q Looking at the second sentence of that same
paragraph or finding, it states that, "The F(QC
documentation group has performed in-depth reviews of
vendor data package without a basis for planning the
extent or specific items to be checked during the
reviev." Do you have any reason to disagree with that
statement?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I would have to disagree
with that statement in the sense there was -- the
auditor was correct in that there was no specific
documentation to this particular documentation review
group.

Hovwever, there were procedures in effect.
There wvas a field quality control procedure which did
require the documentation review that required that
documentation be reviewad. And the document review
group was performing the in-depth reviews of the vendor

data packages in accordance with the documentation
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requirements in the governing specifications for that
particular piece of equipment or material. There was
only the fact that there was no detailed procedure
tajilored specifically to this documentation review group.

Q The auditor believed, did he not, that such
detailed documentation was necessary?

(Witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) 1 would say the auditor
felt that a detailed procedure would be advisable. I
1on't know that I could agree positivaly that he felt
that such a procedure was necessary.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) ¥Mr. Lanpher, the auditor
did indicate a concern in this area. A procedure vas
issued as a result of this particular recommendation or
observation. The procedure outlined the same practices
that ve vere using prior to the audit. There was a
detailed documentation review that was being performed.
That wvas noted in the audit itself.

The auditor wvas looking for confirmation of

the extent of that review, like in a checklist form. A
review had been taken or had taker place. A procedure
was issued subsejuent to the audit that outlined the
same Tractice that we vere using prior to the audit.

Q Well, vasn't it in maybe not your personal

testimony, Mr. Arrington, but the testimony of this
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panel, that under criterion 5 under certain
circumstances at least there needs to be documented,
fi.e., vritten, procedures for how activities affecting

jJuality will be carried out. Do you recall that

testimony?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) I do recall the question,
Yese.

Q Is this an instance where the necessary

documentation did not exist at the time the activities
vere carried out?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is not true. The
procedure vwas in place at the time of the audit. The QC
procedure was in place at the time the audit was
performed. The auditor wvas looking for more detail

indicating what the document reviewer was looking at.

Q Was the detailed quality control procedure in
existence?
A (NITNESS ARRINGTON) The 2C procedure 9.1 wvas

in existence at the time of the audit, yes, it wvas. The
auditor requested mcore detail. Fiesld guality control
concurred with that. They issued a subsequent procedure
vith the same detail that ve were performing prior to
the audit. The documentation was there. It was not in
the detail that the auditor felt like it should have

been in. In this case, field guality control agreei

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that we would document in a checklist form .at .ur
jocument was.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferrad.)

Q Mr. Gerecke and ¥r. Arrington, if you would
turn two pages earlier in this audit. And I apologize,
there is not a number on the page. But it has Roman
nuneral II ani III on it on the left-hand side. And the
fourth paragraph under III.A, particularly the last four
lines of it, I would like you to review that., And I
will ask you a guestion.

(Pause.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher, this is my
fault. I wvas talking. I missed your reference.

MR. LANPHERE: It is two pages earlier. And
there is a Roman numeral II at the top of the page. And
under III.A the fourth paragraph beginning, "The LILCO
audit team.” And I am directing attention particularly
to the last four or five lines.

JUDGE BREKNER: Thank you.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Gerecke or Mr. Arrington or anyone on the
panel, am I corract here that the auditor has found that
the existing reviewv procedures that vere being performed
of vendor documentation by Stone & Webster were not

adequate?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A (WITNESS ARRINGTCN) That's not what I get out

of that paragraph, noe.

Q Well, how do you interpret those last few
lines?

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) The last few, linas or
the total paragraph?

Q Where it indicates that the daficient
documentation by vendors is being accepted by Stone &
Webster.

A (WITNESS ARRINGTON) The statement here is
referring to the documentation that had been reviewed by
the product gquality assurance inspector. This is not a
final documentation reviewvw during this time of the job
site., Field quality control vas responsible for the
final documentation review for vendor documents -- not
field, but the purchasing quality assurance inspector
vould only be doing a random review of the documentation.

At the time of the shipment he is looking at
the total process within the vendor shop. He is not
doing a 100 percent review of every pi2ce of paper that
is in the document package. Field quality control would
perform that reviesw.

Q Is it your testimony then, Mr. Arrington, that
this finding on the unnumbered page =-- not finding, but

that paragraph and the comments relate to a different

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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aspect of Stone L Webster review than that referred to
in paragraph I.AR.1 which ve looked at originally?

® (WITNESS ARRINGTON) That is correct. FHe's
talking about the PQC inspector in the shop. I think
what the auditor's concern there was that the field
quality control's final reviev that there vere some
1iscrepant conditions that wvere observed at the time of
closure of these items had not taken place.

Q Gentlemen, I would like you to turn to Tab 15
irn Exhibit 68 and the attachment, the first page of the
attachment and the bottom portion under training of PQC.

And if I could turn your attention
particularly to the last sentence there where it
indicates that the PQC districts are continuing their
vendor document reviews without a formal basis for the
review, I would like to know if you have any reason to
disagree with that statement?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Could you help us again and
tell us vhere we are at with that one?

Q I sure can. It is Tab 15, the attachment, the
page entitled "Attachment: Quality Assurance Rudit
Number 1." The very bottom portion, particularly the
last sentence. And, of course, read any portion ahead
of that that you need to for the context.

(Pause.)
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Q Gentlema2n, my juestion is whethar you have any
reason to iisagree with the statement that the PQC
districts are continuing their vendor document reviews
vithout a formal basis for the review?

(Witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Mr. Lanpher, I will add to
that guestion.

Q To the guestion? I would like the answver.

(Laughter.)

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) The auditor does indicate
that there2 was no formal basis for a review. But he
also indicates there has been considerable training
programs provided by the district and in Stone £
Webster. And he goes on tc say, no specific training
has been formally provided to date regarding the vendor
Juality document requirements.

However, if it has been or was standard PQC
division policy at the time to> have informal training
ani that informal training took the place of meetings,
meetings with the district chief, assistant district
chief and the inspectors, reviews on sugch subjects as
vendor document requirements.

We did have formal programs. We d. have
formal programs today. At that point in tim. we did not

have a formal program, but we had informal programs in
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talkino with th2 manager of the PQC division at the time
and the assistant PQC manager at the time these reviews
and meetings and informal training did take place.

Subsequent to this particular time frame there
vere Instructions and training that formally took place
within, I believ2, 2 or 3 months. And as I recall
discussing this, this was a district office in
Pittsburgh and there was formal training provided in
that office in late summer or fall of that year.

But I think the-ilportant point is that at
that point in time ve did not have a formal training
session for every single detailed minute activity we
vere docing. We had many training sessions that vere
formal and were scheduled. Those that we did not have
before versz informal, provided by either people from
Boston or people from the district; namely, the district
chief.

Q Mr. Balivin, my gquestion was whether you had
any reason to disagree with the accuracy of that
statemant. And I think your answver is no, but then you
gave some explanation. Is that correct?

A (WITNESS BALDWIYX) That is correct.

Q Now, whan I read that statement, the portion
saying, "A formal basis for the reviev,” I did not

understani that to be referring to training
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necessarily. There is no mention of training in that
sentence, although it is under the training paragraph.
Is that what is meant by "formal basis for reviev"™ that
is referring to training?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I believa it is.

Q What is the basis for that belief?

B (WITNESS BALDWIN) Just my opinion of reading
that paragraph.

Q So you do not refer to any of the documents or
materials to interpret that sentence?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) No.

Q Mr. Baldwin, would it not be equally plausible
to interpr2t that sentence where it says, "A formal
basis for the review,” there is no formal plan,
documented plan for the raview of vendor documents?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) But I think there is. You
have the specifications. The specifications indicate
vhat kind of documentation reguirements you have got.

o) Where is that in here?

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) In where?

Q In this attachment that we are referring to.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) I am talking from
experience.

Q Okay. I am sorry. I didn't mean to interrupt

you. Go ahead.
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A (WITNESS BALDWIN) In my experience and in
talking, talking with people who vere in management at
the time, when performing informal training on subjects
such as this, documents such as the specifications would
be used as informal aids in talking to them about the
requirements for document review.

They may pick different types of documents
that have different types of document reguirements, and
the experience, district chief would explain to the
inspectors, this is what is required, this is what you
should look for, this is how often you ought to do it,
this is one you ought to review, when you ought to
reviev them during the procurement cycle, things of that
nature.

The document requirements for purchase order,
specifically for purchase order would be found in the
specification. The general documentation requirements
€or this type of activity wvould be described by those
that had the experience. And this would be on-the-job
training.

Subsegquent to that, as I indicated, ve did
become a bit more formal, and procedures were
generated. And in this particular area, as I recall,
all of the districts were indicated toc have more formal

training, and they did. In this particular area that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,

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



1

2

3

4

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12,159

pertains to the Pittsburgh district office, I believe it

toock place in the summer or the fall of that year.
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Q Gentlemen, turning your attention to Tab 18,
page 3 of 3, recommendation A, the first sentence, "The
auditoreee™ ==

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Mr. Lanpher, we don't have
the beocok; everybody else does. Could you just read the
2A audit number so-and-so? We're working from your
Octcber 26th letter, and that doesn't have tabs.

Q Okay, it's QA Audit 6, LILCO Purchasing
Department.

A (WITNESS BALDWIN) Thank youe.

JUDGE BRENNER: It's probably not a bad idea
to mention every 30 transcript pages or so that these
tabs are from County Exhibit 68 for identification, as
long as we have the identification interruption.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Gentlemen, turning your attention to the top
of page 3, it states that "Th2re is no written procedure
or memorandum outlining the requirements for the
generation of purchase orders or purchase order
addendums.” Do ysu have any reason to disagree with
that statement?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) No, sir, T don't.

Q I would like to turn your attention to --

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Could I add anything to that

statement?
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JUDGE BRENNER: VYes.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

0 Okay, yes.

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I don't agre2. I mean, I
don't disagree with the statement but this statement is
dritten as the initial clause, or it is written as a
recommendation for the purchasing department. The
purchasing department at that time merely took the
information from a purchase regquisition which had been
prepared, reviewed and approved and transcribed that
same information to a purchase order form.

They did the same thing with the purchase
order addenda. There was no requirement for a procedure
for them to do that. The auditor felt that it might be
helpful, although there was no requirement. Purchasing
1i1 accept the recommendation to publish a procedure and
they did publish the procedure.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

MR. LANPHER: Gentlemen, turning your
attenticn to Tab 24, and this is LILCO Purchasing
Department 81-11, page 4, open item 1. The auditor =--
am I correct that the auditor makes the statement that
many of the current problems associated with the
processing of purchase regquisitions generated by LILCO

organizations stem from the fact that these
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organizations do not have procedures to implement the
LILCC quality program requirements for control of

procurement documents? That is stated in this audit.

Correct?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir, that is the
statement in the audit under open item 1.

Q Do you disagree with that statement, MNr.
Gerecke?

] (NITNESS GERECKE) No, sir, I don't disagree
with that statement. That was the condition identified

by the auditor. This situation developed b2-iuse while
there wvere procedures, project procedures which covered
the processing of purchass regquisitions, they wvere
tailored primarily to purchase requisitions initiated
vithin Stone £ Webster.

We vere now reaching a point in the program in
1981 where LILCO organizations were beginning to become
involved in initiating procurements of their own, and in
these cases “he procuring orcanizations wveren't awvare of
or didn*t believe that the project procedures applied,
one or the other, to the procurements they wvere
initiating.

Therefore, LILCO did issue instructiors to all
of the various departments wvho were or might be

initiating purchases or procurement activities for
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Shoreham and advising them (2a) as to the requirements
necessary for these procurement activities, and advising
them also that they must develop their own procedures to
cover their procurement activities.

In each of the cases where there had been a
procurement initiated, that either did not have the
purchase release form attached to it or did not have a
QA category identified within the procurement
documentation, each of these was reviewed by guality
assurance and found to be satisfactory.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

0 Hr. Gerecke, just so I understand correctly,
LILCO had not been the actual initiator of a lot of
these purchase recommendations prior to this point in
time; correct?

ER. ELLIS: What do ycu mean by "these®™? The
question vas "these purchase requisitions”™ and that has
no antecedent, and I'm not sure that I understand the
guestion.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher?

MR. LANPHER: Let m2 rephrase the gquestion.
Obviously, thewitness understocod, but let me start over.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming)s:

Q In your previous answver, Mr. Gerecke, you

indicated that up until approximately this time period,
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early 1981, most of the purchasing for the project had
bean done by Ston2 & Webster; correct?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) No, sir. The procurement
documents had been initiated by Stone & Webster. They
developed the specifications. Ultimately, the purchase
order vas placed by the LILCO Purchasing Department.

Q l'hank you. At about this time or sometime
prior to this audit finding a shift had begun to where
LILCO was initiating more of the purchase documents
itself, the specifications and tiis kind of thing. Is
that correct?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Let me answver it this wvay.
Sometime during this timeframe, LILCO began initiating
procurement activities or some engineering services; it
had not yet begun procurement activities for materials,
parts, components and equipment. These were purchase
requisitions for engineering services only that wve're
iiscussing here.

Q Subsequent to this, audit procedures were
developed to handle the problems which are referenced in
this audit finding, or in this audit open itenm?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) A corporate instruction was
published which iientified the reguirement for
LILCO-injtiated procurements in support of the Shorehanm

project, and this was applicable to all departments.
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Each department is developing its own procedure covering
its ovn procurement activities.
(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

Q Is the project instruction that you just
mentioned, Mr. Gerecke, the April 8, 1981 document
which, if you turn the page in your audit, the next two
pages, that's a letter from you to various people;
procurement document review, Shoreham Nuclear Power
Station. Do you have that document?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) That is not the document I
vas referring to. No, sir. That was done initially.
Subsequent to that, a datailed instruction was
published, I believe under the signature of Vice
President, Nuclear and Vice President, Engineering,
applicable to all departments to gcvern their
procurement activities for Shorehanm.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Gerecke, you're going to
have to pull your mike a little closer.
BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming)s

Q Now, you prepared this April 8, 1981 document;
correct, that ve just referenced?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I did not prepare it; I did
sign it.

Q Well, in signing it you reviewed it and you

agreed with the statements, correct?
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A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir.

Q And on page 1, the paragraph next to the
bottom, it states, "LILCC organizations are planning and
originating these types of procurements without
consideriny overall gquality program requirements, and
they are not routinely including guality assurance
revievs as part of their procurement plan.” Do you see
that statement?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes, sir.

Q What types of procurements is being referred
to there?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) These are still engineering
services.

Q And did you believe ti.ut that was an accurate
statement at the time you signed thiﬁ memc? Correct?

? (WITNESS GERECKE) At the time I believed it
vas an accurate statement. As I mentioned, we did go
back and reviewvw all of those procurements and the
necessary quality requirements, however, had been
incorporatad.

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, at this time I
would like to move into evidence the findings under
group B as referenced in my October 26th letter that we
have been discussing. And if I may say, I will try to

be inclusive of the pages that we discussed, but in
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certain areas we have discussaed other pages besides the
ones that are referenced in my letter, including sonme
unnumbered pages, so I would like to move into evidence
the items that are referenced in my letter plus the
specific areas that we have guestioned in the
examination.

So I would move into evidence Site QA Audit 7,
the entire audit because our guestioning went to that
entire audit. Number 4 Audit of LILCO Purchasing
Department, page 1, the bottom paragraph.

JUDGE BRENNER: Giva me one moment on the
first one.

(Pause.)

Okay, 3> ahead.

MR. LANPHER: I wvas down to the bottom of that
page, Judge Brenner. QA Audit 1, Stone & Webster FQC
Attachment, Item I.A.1; then Stone £ Webster PQC Audit
1, the attachment, page 1, the bottom portion related to
training. QA Rudit 6, LILCO Purchasing Department, page
3, related to recommendation A. And Audit 81-11, LILCO
Purchasing Department, page 4, open item 1, and the
April 8th, 1981 m2morandum from Mr. Gerecke, the
portions discussed.

JUDGE BRENNER: The portion discussed of that

April 8, 1981 memorandum is the pen ultimate paragraph
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of the first page of the memorandum. And is there
anything else in there?

MR. LANPHEER: Well, the materials, -- to put
it in context, I think the materials leading up to that
paragraph, also, vwhich we indirectly discussed with Mr.
Gerecke in other juestioning.

JUDGE BRENNER: So it would be -- your
proposal would be that memorandum through the next to
the last paragraph on the first page.

MR. LANPHER: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Do I hear any objections?

MR. ELLTIS: Yes, sir, I think ve 10 on the
first two items. May I have a moment?

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes.

(Counsel for the applicant conferring.)

MR. ELLIS: The reason we need a moment is
that this is broader than what was listed on the Cctober
26th letter in two instances.

JUDGE BRENNER: There isn't much that got left
out of Tab 8. That's what I was looking at and that's
why I halted ¥r. Lanpher before, but you give me your
viewve.

MR. ELLIS: Well, in part it is difficult to
give you my view because I am not sure that I fully

understand the relationship among various things that
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ar2 in her2. W2 focused very narrowly on what was given
to us in the October 26th letter, and there may be
matters in here that I need to look at.

JUDGE BRENNER: It's my vievw that everything
in here was asked about, but you can take a look.

MR. ELLIS: It is not my viewv that everything
in here wvas asked about in terms of the various
statements, particularly concerning Appendix B. He
avoided gquestions concerning Appendix B. Or not
avoided, strike that. He did not ask guestions
concerning Appendix B, and they vere global guestions on
the various paragraphs.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me cut you off. Tell me
what part you want to object to and why.

MR. ELLIS: May I inquire whether Mr. Lanpher
is also offering, in addition to the twvo pages, the
quality assurance audit report that is attached?

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, he is.

MR. LANPHER: The whole thing.

MR. ELLIS: On page 1 on Tab 8, no guestions
vere asked about the sentence that begins, "This is in
direct non-compliance with 10 CFR Appendix B." I
suppose inferentially., though, on page 2 of the
attachment, he 1il1 ask guestions, as I recall, about

overall questions about 1 through 6. He did not ask
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specifically vhether those were necessary, as stated
there, to obtain compliance with Appendix B.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Ellis, he doesn't have to
ask any question you want to ask in order to get it into
evidence. And in fact, the santence you piciked out is
out of the one portion of the finding that he did focus
on in the letter. We went as far as wve could with these
witnesses on this audit report. I can tell you. I
tried also. We exhausted their knowledge.

MR. ELLIS: Well, you asked me whether I had
an objection. I do on those twvo grounds, for those two
sections, because I don't think those vere asked about.

JUDGE BRENNER: OJUkay. What about the other
ones?

MR. ELLIS: My objection goes to the fact that
he focused specifically on the last portion of the
pacagraph --

JUDGE BRENNER: Which tab are we talking about
now?

MR. ELLIS: We are nov talking about Tab 24,
the April 8th memorandunm.

JUDGE BRENNER: Of course. Earlier you said
the first twe items, and I got confused.

¥R. ELLIS: I'm sorry, Judge. There were just

two items. They were not the first two, but there vere
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two, and this wvas the second one. He only asked really
about that sentence.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, he is not moving -- or
maybe I should seek clarification on this one. He is
only moving it as far as the audit report; he is only
moving in the finding on page 4, open item 1. In
addition t> the audit report, he's moving in the
memcrandum through that next to the last paragraph on
the first page. Is that right, Mr. Lanpher?

MR. LANPHERs: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: He's not moving in the whole
audit report.

NR. ELLIS: I understand, but he's seeking to
move in the entire April 8th memo.

JUDGE BRENNER: No. Only the first page
through the pen ultimate paragraph.

MR. ELLIS: Yes, I understood that, but he
only asked about one sentence on the first page,
beginning, "LILCO organizations..."

JUDGE BRENNER: We're getting hung up on this
"he only asked about”™ and there are going to be a lot of
sentences in thes2 things that he doesn't particularly
ask about. As applied to this document, the judgment is
the subject of what he wants to move in was sufficiently

related to what he asked about, even though he didn't
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parse the sentence. This one gives me less trouble than
anything else because Mr. Gerecke is sitting right here
and he signed it.

This is not the same problems I've had with
audit reports of non-present people. Do you agree with
that distinction?

MRE. ELLIS: I think that is a distinction, but
I thought that we were nonetheless ~--

JUDGE BRENNER: I would limit the record to
the extent that we just don't put in everything. But
the gquestion is are the first few paragraphs related to
and almost necessary for the context of the paragraph he
1id ask about.

MR. ELLIS: Well, I've stated my objection,
and to the extent that it is overruled I will have to
take it up on redirect.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, couldi I be heard
briefly? I'm not sure that I'm going to necessarily
help my cause because I think maybe you've decided, but
I must say, being somewhat under a time limit I am
trying to limit my examination and get to the essence of
points. To hear, then, objections that something
shouldn't come into evidence because I didn't
specifically ask a question about it, we have got to

have it one way or the other.
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Either let's 1ift the time limit and I'11 be
happy to ask a heck of a lot more questions, but if not,
I think the normal rules of evidence allow me to move =--
I think I could move this entire April B8th document into
evidence. Mr. Gereck2 is here and if there is something
that bothers Xr. Ellis he can bring it out on redirect.
I think it is just 10ing too far.

JUDGE BRENNER: I hate to prolong this. Going
back to Tab 8, in addition to that one sentence you
culled out of numbered paragraph 2 on the first page,
vhat wvas the other portion you objected to?

M8. ELLIS: This is the one where I said may
have been dealt with inferentially. It is on page 2 of
the Summary of Findings relating to changes being
tequired to obtain compliance with Appendix B. And I
conceded that I think that may have been asked
inferentially.

JUDGE BRENNER: I'm getting so bleary I can't
even find it on the page, Mr. Ellis.

MR. ELLIS: It is at the top of the page,
Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: I think Judge Norris has a
better approach on these than a long-windedi lagal
ruling. It is my belief we should let it in, and he

says why not. And I think that is as good a reason as
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any. In asking about the essence of the item, that

invariably asks whether it is a violation of nct. The
finding he is going to write for the nne sentence you
have the problem with is the same finding. Whether it
is in for identification or in evidence the finding is
going to b2 that the auditor at the time found that --
ani then the Jebate gets down to well, what was it he
found, and then you have to go back to what was involved
in the item, and he did ask about that. So I really
don*t think it matters.

Nov maybe I am missing something, but if I
vant to err I want to err in the direction of letting
this in. On the other, it is very similar;
inferentially it is in, and I agree with your statement.

On the memo, I think ve could almost admit the
vhole thinr for the reason Mr. Lanpher said. I wouldn't
vant to because I do want to try to parse the subject
matters. The ra2cord is huge as it is, and I think the
other paragraphs are reasonably related to the pen
ultimate paragraph that he asked abont, so that they
should go in with it.

And to the extent there is a problem there, I
am not too worried about the fairness to LILCO because
you do have Mr. Gerecke here to ask about it. And so it

is a partially common sense to that one as much as
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1 anything elsee.
2 So as identified, those documents are

3 admitted, and the portions thereof.

4 (The documents previously
5 marked Site QA Audit 7;

6 #4 Audit of LILCO

7 Purchasing Dept, pg 1,

8 bottom paragraph; Audit 1
9 SEW, FQC Attach, Itenm

10 I.A.1; SE&W PQC Audit 1,
1 Attach pg 1, bottonm

12 portion re. Training; QA
13 Audit 6 LILCO Purchasing
14 Dept, pg 2 re:

15 recommendation RA; Audit
16 81-11 LILCO Purchasing

17 Dept. pg 4, open item 1;
18 and April 8, 1981 memo

19 from Mr. Gerecke thru

20 next to last paragraph on
21 first page for

22 identification were

23 received in evidence.)

24 JUDGE BRENNFR: Let me say something in

25 response to Mr. Lanpher‘'s last comment. That comments
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find a sympathetic ear wvwith us. It is similar to
something we said wvhen last we were here; how rigorously
ve are requiring him to cover everything before we move
it into evidence is a function of the efficiency of time
also, and in our judgment, you can handle some of these
things on redirect. Even if we had no time limit it
just wouldn't make sense for everybody to have to sit
here to go through each and every one tortuously, and
that is indeed part of our reasoning.

I vould note that he has bea2n put into that
position in the first instance by what really vas a
ruling on our part, although it came out in a dialogue,
that we do not give sufficient credit to being able to
understand the written vords in these documents; and
therefore, ve want the issue to be jcined with these
vitnesses as to just what was involved in each of these
incidents.

If ve had a pure, legalistic ruling we could
find that these documents may all be admissible into
evidence under one rule or another, I guarantee it, as
LILCO documents or other agents used in the course of
business, statements against interest. I could tick off
a long list of things, but used in the course of
business is as good as any other.

However, if wve are agreeing with LILCO to some
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extent -- and really, this cuts both ways because
sometimes the auditors use written words that would help
one side or the other, and then when we find out what
really was involved it turns out not guite to be what
the reader might have perceived.

So Mr. Lanpher is operating under that
handicap that we have imposed in our judgment to begin
vith that we just wouldn't admit these written words.
It is our view that that was to the benefit of all
parties that wve do that, but you may differ.

MR. ELLIS: 1T understand, Judge Brenner. The
only thing I would just add very qguickly is the fact
that ve got into this in the first place because they
audits wveren't identified in a timely manner so that
they could be addressed by us in direct, and that sort
of thing.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you know, there's a lot
that's happened over the last few months, and I don't
vant to go into it. We misdirected, or redirected and
maybe misdirected is the right word, Mr. Lanpher's
plznned approach because we didn't wvant to sit here and
listen to a week or two of generalities; similar to one
or two of the gquestions that he asked today that Judge
Morris jumped in on. There is no perfect world.

If gquestions are so general that we can't tie
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it to what has occurred, they are not useful. We also
jon't want to sit through painful detail by detail if
that is not necessary, and I think all the parties have
been struggling to find a common ground, and it has
literally be on-the~job training for all of us,
including the Board. And ve are not unmindful of the
flexibility required of all of the parties, but the
heavy burden falls con Mr. Lanpher as the cross
examiner. And we have that in mind also in terms of
trying to get this done efficiently. And in the name of
efficiency, I will shut up at this point so we can go
back to the guestioninge.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Sentleman, if you would look at the October
26th letter under group C, miscellaneous, if you would
look at QA Audit 77-8, pages 4 and S, Finding 4, that's
under Tab 19. Now, gentlemen, the first finding is that
Stone £ Webster does not have instructions or procedures
to determine the -ause of significant conditions adverse
to gquality, and to assure that all required protective
actions ar2 taken to preclude repetitiosn. 1Is that an
accurate statement of the finding as written?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)
MY question is: 1is that what the finding says?

MR. ELLIS: I object to the guestion. The
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finding says what it says. If he wants to ask them what
it means, that's another question. That seems to me a
meaningless gquestion.

JUDGE BRENKER: Well, let him ask it, okay?
It's his time. If your only objection is meaningless,
let him ask it. It is not meaningless. It didn't have
to be a quastion; he could have read it. But when you
go to a transcript you don't want to have to pull out
11l of the 2xhibits; it is better to have the excerpt
right there when it is a short one. And ¥r. Lanpher
could have said, read sentence number one, and then go o

But I think it is a courtesy to say, do you
agree it says that. And it's also a guality assurance
check on whether he has read it right, if nothing else.
It's his time. Go ahead, Nr. Lanpher.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

Q Do you recall the guestion?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I think so. Those are the
vords used by the auditor in recording Audit Finding 4
of this particular audit, Audit 77.8. What the auditor
meant wvas not that there wvere no instructions or
procedures 2f any type within Stone £ Webster which were
us2d to provide for determining the cause of significant
conditions adverse to quality and to assure that all

required corrective actions are taken to preclude
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repetition. @hat the auditor meant was that there was
no one procedure or no place in Stone £ Webster was
there one procedure or one instruction which covered all
of the requirements incorporated in this one document.

Q Mr. Geracke, how do you know what the auditor
meant by these words?

5 (WITNESS GERECKE) I discussed this finding and
the subsequent findings in this audit with the auditor.

Q At the time of the audit or in preparation for
this hearing? When?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) Relatively recently in
preparation for the hearings.

Q Well, the Audit Finding 4 doesn't say that
Stone & Webster does not have a single instruction or
procedure; it says it does not have instructions,
plural, or procedure=, plural, vhich provide for that.
Isn't that correct?

B (WITNESS KELLY) The words --

Q I would like to address ¥r. Gerecke, and then
you may have an opportunity to comment, Mr. Kelly.

(Panel of vitnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS GERECKE) These were the words used by
the auditor. Yaybe they are misleading; maybe they
didn't say exactly what the auditor had in mind. But I

think really in the case of this particular finding, ve
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have to look at all of Finding 4 rather than just U4.A,
and ve should also look at this from the perspective of
th2 aulitor at the time of the audit.

He was avare of the Bergen-Patterson design
calculation problem, and he was aware of the complexity
of that problem. He was also awvare of all or most of
the Stone £ Webster procedures which wvere in place which
concerned non-compliance, and there were a number of
them. QC 6.1 on N&D reports, QC 6.2, stop-work action,
6.3 vwas initial release program, 6.4 deficiency
correction orders, 18.1 on their quality audit program,
20.1 on the auditor site operations, 20.2 was Stone &
Webster's field juality control surveillance and
inspection program; most of which or all of which wvere
applicable to the site activities where the Bergen
Patterson hangers were being installed.

There vere also corporate procedires, quality
standard 14.C on the inspection report system, 16.1 on
problem reports, 16.2 reporting deficiencies to the NRC,
ani th2 aulitor was, I'm sure, awvare of all of these.

He knew that there were many procedures within the Stone
€ Webster juality organization which covered conditions
adverss to quality.

He was also avare of a rather long, not in

time maybe but in effort, history of this problem. It
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Q ¥r. Gerecke, I will let you continue, but this
problem, will you tell us what that is?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) The design calculaticen
problem identified at Bergen-Patterson by Stone and
Webster Engineering assurance audit in November 1976.
January '77 the NRC was advised of this situation by
means of a 50.55(e) report. The problem report was
published by the Stone and Webster problem report system
in March of '77.

Engineering Assurance made a couple of
follow-up audits to Bergen-Patterson duringy the
intervening period between their initial audit and our
audit in August of '77. 1In July 1977 a non-conformance
report wvas published. And all during this period
corrective action wvas being taken.

Initial corrective action was directed at the
vendor. He was directed to locok at his program and to
identify all of the hangers which might be identified
vhich vere essentially the scope and the extent of the
situation has been identified, that has initially been
identified during the previous November audit.

The auditor really had a concern here about
th2 length of time =-- the period from November until
July -- before the individual discrepant hangers were

specifically identified and an NED report was published
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at the Shoreham site in response to this. We have
discussed it with Stone and Webster and they felt that
it was appropriate, hovever, to wait on publishing the
non-conformance report until such time that they had all
of the available information, all of the discrepant
hangers had been identified.

In view of all of the above, it was the
auditor's feeling at the time of the audit that he felt
that a2 non~-conformarce report should be published and
released t> the Shoreham site or the information on
specific discrepant items should be released to the
Shoreham site formally prior to July, and that in his
mind it had been one single procedure covering all of
the aspects of significant conditions adverse to
quality, that the site could have been advised more
promptly of the specific, say, discrepant hangers which
had been shippel to the site.

Following this audit, there wvere many
discussions and many meetings with Stone andbwebster
concerning the cecommeniations or conzarning the
findings of the audit. Ultimately LILCO was convinced
that the existiny body of procsdures within Stone and
Webster was adequate and we did finally determine that
no further action need be taken by the Stone and Webster

Corporation.
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Q Mr. Kelly, I cut you off before. Did you have

something you wanted to add?

A (WITNESS XELLY) ©No. T just wanted to
emphasize the point that the procedures did exist at the
time and that the words, as written, literally is
misleading but in fact Stone and Webster has had a
program to adiress corrective and preventative action at
this time and prior to this time.

Q Would it be fair to state that the auditor,
wvhile not choosing his words carefully in that regard,
did not believe that the instructions or procedures that
wvere in effect wvere adegquate and n224d24 to be
coordinated or upgraded or somehow changed to maybe a
single set?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I do not believe there is
any indication that the auditor felt that, taken all
together, the ra2quirements and all of the procedures
vere not adequate. I believe from the discussions with
him that he felt that had these been all incorporated or
at least the regquirements relative to significant
conditions adverse to quality had all been incorporated
in one specific procedure it might have been more
efficient, and it might have been a more effective
procedure.

But, as T indicated, there were many
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discussions and meetings with Stone and Webster since
then, and the auditor was involved in all or most of
these meetings =-- probably all of them -- and he was
saticfied that th2 body of procedures was effective and
wvas adequate.

Q Mr. Gerecke, you do not believe that this
Audit Finding 4 even implies that the auditor felt that
the existing instructions and procedures were not in
some sense inadequate? You don't get that connotation,
particularly from Part A -- RAudit Finding 4, Part A?

A (WITNESS GERECKE) I think the connotation is
certainly there that at the time of the audit, yes, the
auditor felt that there was some inadequacy in the whole
body of procedures because there was no one procedure
vhich a person could go to find all of the requirements
vhich had been established to cover this type of a
situation.

And, again, he was involved in the discussions
subsequent to this audiit and he ultimately became
convinced that this was not the case -- that adegquate
procedures were in place and in effect.

(Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)

A (WNITNESS EIFERT) MNr. Lanpher, I would like to
add something to what Mr. Gerecke has said. I wasn't

involved in this specific audit wh2n the 1.ILCO auditor
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gqua2stioned our procedural system, but I have been
questioned by many other people about how Stone and
Webster's process works and have been involved in
explaining that to them.

Very often, when people come in and look at
our procedures, they look at the procedures primarily
from -- directly from the Appendix B criteria and look
specifically for, as an example, your design control
procedures, that they meet or satisfy the ra2quirements
of Criterion 3. Or they look specifically for your
document contrcl procedures, which are responsive to
Criterion 6.

I believe -- and it has happened in many other
cases; like T =ay, I wasn't involved in this audit --
vhere people come in and say let's see your procedures
for Criterion 15 and they expect to find one procedure
or a few procedures, all in section 16 of our manuals
because many of our manuals are organized into 18
sections, which in general correlate to the criteria.

And our procedures aren't that way. The
procedures that w2 have to addiress the subject of
Criterion 5§ are in various other sections of our
manuals, in part in reference to other criterion.
Criterion 16 should be looked at as sort of an overall

criteria that adds a layer ¢of emphasis to other
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activities in the QA program, that relate to identifying
adverse conditions and ensuring that they are corrected,
specifically, Criterion 15 on evaluating
non-conformances and 18 on evaluating the results of
audits.

Criterion 16 provides an extra resguirement, if
you will, to ensure that conditions in those other
systems that are significant are properly evaluated. 1In
our procedural system we link those procedures to ensure
that our people understand that when they have something
that is potentially significant they ensure that they
get it into, for example, our problem reporting system
or ensure that they evaluate according to 55(e).

The Bergen-Patterson situation was a
potentially significant situation. All of the various
systems had been applied. We audited okay. We followed
up on the audit. There was a problem report. There
were draving changes and revisions to solve the specific
problems. There was the NED, all of the various systenms
to correct that, including to ensure that as a
significant condition it was properly avaluated and
worked.

But the auditor, as indicated, and other
people questioned. Well, we are still looking for the

one Criterion 16 procedure. That is what I believe this
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auditor vas doing and there is just absolutely no
question our procedural system fully complies with
Criterion 16 and, most specifically, this problem with
Bergen-Patterson was fully handled within that process.
Q Sentlemen, turning your attention in the same
audit to Audit Finding 3, just above Audit Finding 4,
the auditor, am I correct, found that Stone and
Webster =-- the Stone and Webster Shorzham project did
not issue a procedure -- an instructicn, excuse me -- to
implement the records retention program?
(Paus2.)
JUDGE BRENNER: While they are thinking, ¥r.
Lanpher, we will stop after this finding.
(Witness conferring.)
WITNESS GERECKE: That is the wordiing of Audit
Finding 3. Yes, sir, Mr. Lanpher.
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
Q Did you finish?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) Yes.
Q Looking at the first page of this audit

report, you approved that audit finding; is that

correct?
A (WITNESS GERECKE) That is correcte.
Q D> you have any reason to disagree with the

finding, the Audit Finding 37
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2 (WITNESS GERECKE) I don't have any reason to
disagree with that Finding 3, the way it vas written at
the time. Stone and Webster did have a procedure. It
had not yet been formally incorporated in their project
procedure system. The records wvere available. They
vere in the process of developing a formal plan for
identification of which records would be maintained by
Stone and Webster for Shoreham and which records would
be provided to Shorehanm.

The records -- as I say, the records vere
there. Thay vere being properly reviewed and filed.
They were being transmitted to the site as necessary,
and the Stone and Webster project did revise and issue
project procedure 23 just approximately one month
following this audit.

Q So it is your testimony, Mr. Gerecke, that
vhile the program had not been developed at the time or
finally developed at the time of this audit finding,
that it was in fact under development and shortly after
issuance of Audit Finding 3 the procedure wvas
implement21 or the instruction was implemented?

A (WITKESS GERECKE) That the audit was
performed in August 1-5, 1977. The procedure was
available or hai been developed. It hadn't guite

reached its final form and it had not yet been formally
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incorporated into the project procedure manual. It did
get revised and issued in September 1977, which wvas
approximately one month subseguent to the audit.

A (WITNESS EIFERT) I wvould like to add
scmething to that so we get this procedure in
perspectiva.

Our program regquires the project to have a
procedure that describes howv we are going to maintain
records and how we are going to ensure that the Stone
and Webster-generated records are turned over to our
clients, in this case LILCO, for eventual retention in
the permanent plant file.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, can I interrupt
for a moment? This is the second time recently that I
am getting what sounds like redirect testimony. I hate
to cut off a witness, but --

JUDGE BRENNER: It sounded to me like Mr.
Lanpher had a pretty complete answer to the gquestion and
you are really not answering the guestion so much as
putting the whole situation in context. Do you think
that is a fair characterization, Nr. Eifert? Do you
have something that adds directly to the question or
something that you need to say or else the ansver given
by the other wvitness will be misleading, given the

gquestion?
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WITNESS EIFERT: I believe I do, and maybe I
can say it briefly.

The primary purpose of the procedure was to
establish a mechanism for interfacing with the client to
get the records into the file. I think this is a
situation on timing and when the procedure is
necessary. As Mr. Gerecke indicated, he did say that wve
vere controlling the records and the specific procedure
for how to get the records in the permanent plant file,
and that interfaces what had not yet been issued.

The permanent plant file was being established
and LILCO vas establishing its policy and so forth for
hovw that perwmanent plant file vas going to be
@stablishedi, vher2 it was, ani vho was going to manage
it, and that procedure wvas being developed in
conjunction with LILCO, and from that respect it was
timely.

JUDGE BRENNER: Now that you said what you
said, for what it's wvorth, I agree that that was
reasonably within the scope of the question to add. It
is hard. He is under a time frame, as you know. It did
not hurt you here because we are going to get to the end
of this finding. But sometimes it helps to take a deep
breath and try to form the vords more concisely because

it sounded like to me at first like you wvere talking
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about an overall situation ani after you reformulated it
I can see the relationship to this particular audit
finding.
MR+ LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I would like to
move into evidence Findings 3 and 4 of QA Audit 77-8
that ve have just been iiscussing.
JUDGE BRENNER: Also known as Tab 19 to County
Exhibit 68 for identification.
MR. LANPHER: Thank you.
JUDGE BRENNERs In the absence of objection,
ve will admit it into evidence.
(Audit Findings 3 and 4
of QA Audit 77-8 were
received into evidence.)
JUDGE BRENNEF: All right. Let's adjourn for
the day and let us knov about the schedule and ve will
do what you want to do. Let's see if you can let us
know tomorrow about Friday.
MR. LANPHER: I can tell you right now that
the County does not object to 5:00.
MR. ELLIS: That {s 5:00. We are talking
about 5300 this Friday and the next Friday.
JUDGE BRENNER: VYes.
MR. ELLISs As opposed to another day?

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes.
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MR. LANPHER: T wouldn't object to another day
either, but I vasn't given that choice.

JUDGE BRENNER:; We feel that he was deprived
of a day that we thought he would have when ve set the
time limit, wvhich is yesterday, and so ve think he
should get that back in some fashion. Now if he doesn't
feel he needs it, that's okay vith us, but if he wants
it, he should have it. It is that simple and it is his
for the asking and it is only a question of hov to give
it to hinm.

MR. ELLIS: We will discuss it with him and
have that for the Board in the morning.

JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you. We will be back at
9:00 tomorrowv morning.

(Whereupon, at 5105 o'clock p.m., the hearing
recessad, to reconvene at 9:00 o'clock a.m., Thursday,

October 28, 1982.)
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