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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSICN
BEEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BCARD

................. x
In the Matter of 3 :
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY : Docket No. £0-322-0L
(Shor.ham Nuclear Power Station) 3
................. x

Bethesda, Maryland

Friday, December 17, 1982

The hearing in the above-entitled matter
convened, pursuant to notice, at 8:30 a.nm.
BEFORE:

LAWRENCE BRENNER, Chairman

Administrative Judge

JAMES CARPENTER, Member

Administrative Judge

PETER A. MCRRIS, Member °

RBdministrative Judge

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-23458
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Te S« ELLIS III, Esg.
Hunton € Williams

707 Fast Main Street
Richmondi, Va., 23212

On behalf of the Regulatory Staff:
BERNARD BOPDENICK, Lsq.
Washiangton, D.C.

On behalf of Suffolk County:
LAWRENCE COE LANPHER, Esg.
Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill,

Christopher € Phiilips
1900 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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PROCEEDTINGS
JUDGE BRENNER: Good morning. First,

logistical arrangements, since Mr. Ellis is anxious teo
know where to send his bags, and as are the rest of us
actually. We will be in Happaugue, using one of those
tvo courtrooms at the Court of Claims, the State Court
of Claims, vhich ve had previously used. And wve will be
there. We have that courtroom as far as the proposed
schedule takes us; that is, into the latter part of
February.

MR. LANPHER: Beginning January 4, if that
vere necessary?

JUDGE BRENNFP:; Well, we will decide that next
veek, if it is necessary. We are hopeing we won't have
to decide that. Yes, we can have the courtroom for that
veek, to answver your question, whether or not we want to
be there. Even given that fact depends on where we are
on this issue.

And the schedule will change slightly, though,
and T hope it won't inconvenience parties, but we cannot
get the courtrocm Tuesday through Friday. Instead, wve
have it Monday through Thursday. So our schedule will
shift accordingly, and we will be in heari ; in January
on a Monday-through-Thursday schedule.

We will start at 10330 on Monday, so parties

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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can fly up in the morning. And we will adjourn early on
Thursday, as we had previously on Fridays. So it will
be the same hearing time, but shifted one day.

MR. LANPHER: Off the top of my head, I guess
wve should all take a look at that schedule which ¥r.
Ellis' people put together. I know we have a lot of
cross plans due and filings due on Mondlays during
January.

JUDGE BRENNERs: I know. I will let you all
take a look at it and let you know tha2 b2ginning of next
veek. PBut the courtroom dictated our adjustment.

One possible suggestion is we micht be willing
tc take the cross plans first thing Monday morning at
the hearing site; that is, keep the Monday date, but it
vould have to be by 5330 or so, between 9330 to 10300
o'clock, so vwe could take a quick look at it refore we
go on the record at 10330,

But the summary responses to the motions might
have to be received at the end of the day Friday, in
vhich case we might have to back up the motions
somehow. Take a look 2nd see if you can adjust it, and
we will be willing to take some time off our lead time
in terms of the cross plans, as ve just indicated, to
assist you in seeing how you can adjust things.

It may be there are no motions, given the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW._, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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extensive discussions of the party aon these issues.

That really is our contemplation. And in that case,

that will solve the problem, but nevertheless, we will

have to provide for it.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNI'R: All right, we are prepared for

the County to continue its cross examination.

Whereupon,

LEWIS NARROW,
ROBERT GRLLO,

and JAYES HIGGINS

the witnesses on the stand at the time of recess, having

been previously duly sworn, resumed the stand and vere

further examined and testified as follows:

Q

CROSS EXAMINATION -- Resumed
BY YR. LANPHER:

Good morning, gentlemen. Yesterday when we

adjourned, we were talking about the items in your

testimony in the storage-related areas which had been

recurrent, and those were items 4, 5, 9, 10, and 11, as

listed on pages 15 and 16.

Just to give you context, vyou confirmed

yesterday that these were items all in the same bdasic

area. Now, we talked about Items 4, 5, 9, and 10. And

briefly,

I would like to talk about Item 11 alsc. We

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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have covered that to an extent already in some other
areas of the examination.

And Ttem 11 is from IEE Report 79-16, and that
is attached to your testimony. Would it be fair to
state that 97-1% really covered diverse storage-related
problens?

A (WITKESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q And those problems included the failure to
keep Category 1 components stored in a clean condition;
and some of the examples of problems were dust, dirt,
grease, trash, broken glass around Category 1 components?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yese.

Q And it also involved equipment openings not
being covered?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) VYes.

Q And it also involved two panels where the
space heatars had been deeneryized?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

Q Gentlemesn, I am correct, am I not, that you
believe that all of these items involved protection or
covering of installed equipment?

A (WITNESS KIGGINS) The majority 4id. Some
involved equipment stored in the warehouse.

Q Well, at page 16 the fourth line of the first

full paragraph of your testimony you state the other

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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items, and those were Items 4, S, 9, 10, and 11 involve
protection or covering of installed equipment. Are you
amending that testimony? Do you see where I anm
referring, Mr. Higgins?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The items in 79-16 do
-nvolve principally installed equipment. There were a
fev cases vhere there vere coverings in the warehouse
that were not covered.

Q Mr. Higgins, you misunderstood my gquestion,
and I apologize. I am not focusing just on 79-16 here.
I am focusing on items 4, S5, 9, 10, and 11. And you
have described those as all involving the protection or
cove:ing of installed equipment. That is a fair
characterization; correct?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) VYes, it is. And going back
and looking at 4, S, 9, and 10, those are all installed
equipment. And looking at number 11, which is from
79-16, the great majority of those are also installed
equipment, although there are a couple of instances in
there that are items in the warehouse.

Q And aftar conducting the investigation or
inspection in 79-16 IEE decided that additional
management attention by LILCO was reguired in the area
of storage of installed egquipment; correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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C You subsequently closed out that violation in
May 19803 correct?

A (WITKESE HIGGINS) The inspection was done in
April and May, and the inspectior report was issued in
June.

Q Okay. Thank you. Now, at page 18 of your
prepared tastimony, 1ine 4, you refer to the corrective
action in subsequent to ILE Report 73-16 as having been
effective. Do you see that testimony?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q Now, at the time you prepared that testimony,
had you reviewed any of the LILCO quarterly audit
program reports to management for the time periocd May
30, 1980, through December 3, 1981, which are included
as part of Suffolk County Exhibit 637

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) VNo.

Q Had you reviewed any of the =-- in these
questions, Mr. Higgins, I am only referring to those
portions of the quarterly report dealing with protection
of installed equipment. 211 right?

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) T had not reviewed any of
the quarterly reports.

Q At the time you prepared the testimony, had
you reviewed any of the underlying field audits in the

storage area which are referred to in these guarterly

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

Q ¥r. Higgins, have you had an opportunity
subsequent to preparation of your testimony to review
those quarte~ly reports?

WITNESS HTIGGINS: Yes.

Q And did you also reviev the underlying field
audits?

bl (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q All of them?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not all of the field
audits, no.

Q I mean all of the ones that are referred to in
the quarterly reports?

(Witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, I tried to do a
little bean counting last night, and T am not a bean
counter, but I did so.

C Is that bean counting or audits?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Audite. And it appeared fronm
the quarterly reports there were two, four, six, eight
field audits that vere mentioned :n the gquarterly
reports that we did not have copies of. We had four of
the ones that were menticned svecifically in those

juarterly reports plus ssveral others we had available.

ALDERSON Re~0ORTiNG COMPANY, INC,

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



B (WITNESS HIGGINS) BAnd we did review those
four and the guarterly reports, those four field audits
that ve had available.

Q Pid you review the field audits that wvere part
of Suffolk County Exhibits 66 -- and that is entitled --
the front page is "Field Audits Rz2lated to Storzge
Problems."”

pl (WITNESS HIGGINS) We reviewed the ones that
were in that exhibit and that were referenced in the
gquarterly reportse.

Q Thank you. Now, gentlemen is it fair to
that in the period covered by the ¥ay 30, 1980,
quarterly report through the period covered by the
December 1981 guarterly report there were repeated
instances of failure to proviile adequate environmental
protection to installed equipment?

HIGGINS) Yes.

in the May 30, 1980, guar+=rly

report, LILCO reported -- noted that three field audits

during the prior guarter had reported failures to
provide the proper environmental protection; correct?
i (WITNESS HIGGINS) h: r
report, one field audit
report was noted, ! i ( three failures to provide

the adeguate environmental protection: correct?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W._, WASHINGTON. D ¢
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B (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.
Q And those failures involved the failure to

provide covers and failure to provide space heaters;

correct?
A (NITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.
0 And the November 1980 gquarterly report to

management two field andits were noted involving two
failures to proviile proper environmental protection for
installed equipment; correct?

L (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q And the February 1981 report, LILCO repcrted
that there were two field audits during that previous
quarter that had identified further failures to provide

environmental protection for installed equipment;

correct?
A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct.
Q And this involved failure t> provide caps;

isn't that correct?

MR+ ELLIS: Judge Brenner, T have to register
an objection to this line because it appears that all
that is being done is reading from a document which
these witnesses did not prepare and did not engage ir
the inspection or audit that 124 to its preparation.
And it does not seem to me to be an appropriate line of

examination.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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JUDGE BRENNERs He is leading up to something,
and ve understand the limits of the guestions and
ansvers so far. But he is leading up to something.

WITNESS GALLOs That February ‘81 guarterly
report is not specific as to what type of -- to what
degree adequate environmental protection had not teen
provided.

BY ¥R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Gallo, would you look at Suffolk County
66, Field Pudit 11807

5 (WITNESS GALLO) I have 1180.

Q And specifically, look at Findings 4.1 and
4.3, First, can you tell me is this one of the field
audits that you did review over the last several days?

2 (WITNESS GALLC) Yes, this is one of the
audits I reviawad.

G And am I correct that this field audit noted
instances of failure to provide the proper caps?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Violation 4.1 has two
references to valve, valves with uncapped openings.

Q And doesn't --

b (WITNESS GALLO) It has to do with the valve
operator, apparently.

e And 4doesn’'t Item 4.3 also involve openings

that were uncapped?

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W., WASHINGTON, D .C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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x (WITNESS GALLO) It is uncapped openings,
apparently, on a panel.

Q Yes. Now, gentlemen, the guarterly report for
August 1981, am I correct that that involved three field
audits wvhich reported further failures to provide
adeguate envircnmantal protection for installed
equipment?

A (WITKESS GALLO) Yes.

Q And that involved problems related to covers
and heaters?

3 (WITNESS GALLO) Yes. That is what the
quarterly report indicatese.

Q Gentlemen, the December 1981 qguarterly report,
am I correct, reforences one field audit which had three
failures to provide the adequate environmental
protection for installed equipment?

A (WITNESS GALLO) The December 'f1 discusses
instances of equipment not being vproperly ccvered.

Q Now, gentlemen, in view of this, of these
quarterly reports and the underlying audits, field
audits, do you still believe that the corrective action
after IELE Report 79-16 was effective?

%R. ELLIS: I object to the guestion unless
they are given all of the in.ormation, including the

corrective action that was taken with respect tc all cf

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE.. S W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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these incilents and unless they are given the full
information about these findings that they have just
been directed to by Mr. lanpher.

JUDGE BRENNER: No. They have got enough
vhere they can ansver the guestion. And I have in mind
their prior testimony yesterday where T had this proble
wvhen they talked about what they generally took into
account in the normal inspections, and those wvere the
field-type reports. And I am going to let them give us
their viewv.

And ve have the state of the knowledge here,
and you are wvelcome to cnme back and probe the limits of
that knowledge. And it is not as if we don't ourselves
have an extensive record on what is in these audits. 7e
do.

YRo. LANPHER: I thought Judge Carpenter wanted
me to ask that question anyway from yesterday.

JUDGE BRENNER: So we will allow the guestion.

(Witnesses conferred.)

WITNESS HIGGINS: ¥r. Lanpher, I would like to
provide an ansver first for myself and the basis for the
closure, anrd then Mr. Gallo would like to provide some
further comments on the guarterly reports and the field
aulits and the storage program in general.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 V'RGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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‘ 1 Q Howevar you wvant to answver it, Mr. Higgins.
2 3 (WITNESS HICGINS) When the violation 79-16
- 3 was vritten, it was written as an overall storage

4 wviolation and addressed a number of problems in the

5 storage a.e«a. And at the time that that inspection was

8 (> nducted, NRC felt that LILCO was not giving the

7 storage and maintenance area adequate attention. And in

8 routine inspections and plant tours that I have

9 performed and that other inspectors performed, we had

10 found a number of instances of cases where equipment was

11 not being alsquatasly protected.

12 One of the things that we do in these types of

13 tours or inspections is we would take a look 1t a piece
‘ 14 of ecuipment on a tour and determine that, say there wvas

15 a tarp off or an opening or this type of thinge. And we

16 wouldn't immediately note that as a violation, realizing

17 that there may be, for installed equipment there may be

/8 people working on it, they may be just away from the

19 area for a moment and so forth.

20 So these types of things hagpen on a generally

21 daily basis. So therefore, what we would 40 is we would

22 perhars note it down and ccme back later on in the day

23 or the next day ani s2e if the condition was corrected
' 24 Dby the construction personnel or dy the guality contral

. 25 personnel. And we noted at this time frame that that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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sort of thing wvas not happening, that things were being
left in an improper state for a fair period of time.
At that time we conducted the in-depth review

that was done in 79-16 found not only hardware problems

10
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22

with things being in improper storage but found some

programmatic deficiencies also and wrote it up in the

violation and got the additional commitments from the

licensee to provide the corrective actions.

As the follow-up on this i’ .., we looked at

the programmatic changes thsat they made, which included

upgrading the gquality control surveillances that were

performed in the storage and control area, which

involved, among other thinas, the assignment of one

quality contrcl inspector full-time to review of storage

and maintenance of
Over the
additional reviews

4aily tours of tha

installed eguipmrent.
next several months I conducted
in the area which included almost

plant areas. And during this time

frame again, because of the number of pieces of

aquipment, the number of construction workers and the

amount of activity

namely, almost a daily basis you have people working in

the various panels

involved with installed equipment --

and on various eguipments for

constructicn reasons and startup and testing reasons.

Things were disturbsd from their proper

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



storage conditions. And I noted that there was a
gradual improvement over this time frame in the way that
things vere being maintained. Part of the reason for
this wvas the continual quality control oversight that
vas being provided during this time frame. T also,
vhenever quality control inspector identified
discrepancies of this sort, these were written up on
surveillance inspection reports and deficiency
correction orders.

And over the next several months I reviewved
with guality control orgenization the records of
deficiencies that wvere identified and noted that during
this time frame over the first several months of 1980
the number of discrepancies identified by quality
control crjyanization continued to trend downward; and
that there appeared to be a continuing improvement and
that in my own inspections I noted that over this time
frame the instances where I would find egquipment that

vas uncovered and h ¢ hack the next day, in

general finding thit when I would go back the next day

that although it had been deficient or discrepant at one
time, that it was being corrected by either the

construction workers or the gquality control workers; and
that together with the programmatic changes and together

with continuing down trend of t!

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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surveillances and discrepancies that were beino
identified wvas the basis for closing the violation 79-16
and concluding that the corrective actions were a factor.

As T said, it doesn‘t mean that in the storage
area you are going to find zero deficiencies. 2And I
think ¥r. Gallo has a couple of comments on that.

In general, I am not surprised by the findings
that as field ~uality assurance went out and performed
periodic audits of the program as a whole and of the
field quality control QC inspectors and surveillance
vork, that they would also at any given time go out and
be able to find a couple of deficiencies, which is what
ve are seeing in the field audit reports.

So the results of the field audit reports
den't surprise me and don't cause me to change my
conclusion that overall the results had improved
significantly and were in general effective.

¥r. Gallo.

A (WITNESS GALLO) What I tried to do is look at
~= last night T did try to look at the audits and the
audit findings, I cuess, from my standpoint and from a
management standpoint a little bit. And I did several
things with ther.

And the end result of my conclusion was that

it appears that -- I would like tc give credit where

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
400 VIRGINIA AVE . S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (27:2) 554-2345
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credit was due -- it appears that the NRC and
particularly Mr. Higgins did have some noticeable effect
on *he storage programs at the Shoreham site.

And again, 79-16 I think was fairly shortly
after ¥r. Higgins vas assigned to the site. I don't
knov the exact date he started work there. But it
appears that this was brought up by Mr. Higgins in
October or November 1979, and I think it again reflects
something we alluded to yesterday, that we have -- wve
get into a pre-op mode, we start to look more carefully
and more detailed at things, at particularly installed
equipment and the cleanliness and the readiness for
operation 5f the 2quipment.

Now, looking at the audits, it also appears
that -- it may be 2 coincidence, I don’t have all of the
information, obviously, to tell why =-- bdut the fieid
audits regarding storage problems were given to us
dating all the way back to 1975, ard they started to
appear in the quarterly reports in May of 1980, which
vas shortly after T guess it was the next guarter after
Mr. Higgins had identified his concern.

One of the other things I did -- and I may be
in the realm of bean counting again -- is looking at
violations that went all the way back to 1975 where the

audits wer2 proviied to use 2And I am not sure this

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



provides any reliable data, but it apreared that the

numsber of appeared toc me the number of violations

decreased steadily from 1975 through the end of

And vhen they start showing up again in

198 1.

the

gquarterly reports, I counted the number of violations

I wasn't trying to count the open items because

didn't understani what their definition was =--
vhen thay got down to sometime in early 1980,

they were talking about one cr two violations

vhereas the ones previous to that had three, four,

five violations per audit.

but that

late

per audit,

and

And T don't really know what significance to

attach to that, except that it appesrs tc m

NRC did have some effect in late 1976, early 1680,

h

at

the

with, I would have to give credit to, the utility, that

at that time they were again appareatly --
am making a i i . assumption ==

wvere getting up on a pre-op test curve where

equipment now was installed ni the cleanliness

requirements were becoming more important.

things weren't just i1us*alled;

they were

getting ready to operate, and they were getting

@ Oout systems.

voes that complete

(WITNESS GALLO) One

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE S W, WASHIMGTON. D .C. 20024
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add, that just taking an independent loock at the field
audits done by LILCO at the time, that I felt that they
vere quite good audits in that trey addressed hardware
problems and they rarely get into paperwork problems.

It appears that the auditors were going out
and looking at oquipment that was in place or storage in
place. Sometimes they looked at =-- they varied, their
audits varied across the board. You look in 1979 == or
*75, T am sorry -- they vere looking at basically
off-site programs, then some electric motors. Then
finally in '76 they started looking at mechanical
equipment stored in place. And in '76-77 there was more
indoor-outdoor type inspsctions. 1In *'78, more
mechanical equipment stored in place. In '79,
instrumentation started to be picked up in the field
audits.

In 1979 also electrical equipment stored in
place was a1 specific audit that vas providsd to us. The
instrumentation again was picked up in 1980 and °*e1,
along with outdoor mechanical and electrical eguirment
in place.

And what I am saying is the audits followved
quite closely with the trend as the plant was
constructed. They were lookinoc at the right things, and

they identified findings that had to #n with hardvare.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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And it appeared to me that they wvere lecoking for the
right things.

Q ¥r. Gallo, you are avare, are you not, that
the listing of field audits related to storage in
Suffolk County 56 is not a complete compilaticn of all
the field audits relating to storage problems? Correct?

A (WITNESS GALLC) That is all that wvere

provided to me. That is all that I have to go one.

Q But you know that i~ not a complete list;
correct?
A (WITNES: GALLO) I was not aware of that. I

was not aware one way or the other whather it was
complete or incomplete.

Q Well, you rev.eved the guarterly reports to
management last right or earlier; correct?

B (WITNESS GALLO) That is correct.

Q And some of the field audits referenced in
those guarterly reports to managemont relating to
protection of installsd equipment are not included in
this compilation of field audits; cerrect?

! (WNITNESS GALLO) I believe that is correct,
ves.

0 So you did know that this was not a cormplete
compilation?

B (WITNESS GALLO) VYes, I believe Y testified

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20.24 (202) 554-2345
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previously that T had found eight that were in the
quarterly reports that we do not have available. But I
4i1 not know they weren't on this list, I don't think.
I double checked the ones I had, hut not double checked
against this list.

Q Mr. Higgins, if I understani correctly, in the
testirony vhere you talk about the corrective action
being effective -- and that is at page 18 of your
prefiled testimcay -- you wvere talking about the
corrective action and the time period up to the
close-out of that. That is what you were focusinag on
wvhen you prepared the testimony?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No. We referred to from
the time period that the viclation until the time we
wvrote our testimony.

Q Then you reached that conclusion at the time
y>u prepared your prefiled testimony without review,
hovever. of any of these materials that we have been
discussing this morning?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Without reviewving the
quarterly reports or the field audit reports. BRut it
wvas based on in-plant observations during the time frame
of 1979 to 1982 by myself and other inspectors, and also
by reviewing not the field audits but the lower tier of

QC documentation below the field audits, which would be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the guality control inspections and surveillances, which
are being done by quality control inspectors as opposed
to quality assurance auditors.

Q ¥r. Higgins, would you agree that during the
period subsequent to the close-out in May or June of
1980, the close-out of IELE 79-16, that there wvere
continuing instances of the same kinds of problems which
had been identifi24 in 79-16?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) T don't really consider
them the same kinds of problems. Back before 79-16 1
considered that it was much more programmatic in nature
and many more problems, and I felt that back at that
time the problems were, the storage problems, were
occurring and were not getting corrected on any
reasonable basis, reasonably prompt basis.

For example, back at that time, vou may have a
construction vorker take some coverings or caps off and
then not put them back on. And the next quality control
review would have been quarterly or semi-annually, which
vas a considerable period of time.

dhat they did after 79=-16, and placed the
quality control inspector full-time on 1t, was that they
had vretty nearly a daily reviewv of these areas, and
things were getting corrected on a much more of a

real-time basis.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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And therefore, T admit that there are
certainly continued instances where you would find dirt
in a particular acrea or an uncovered opening that should
be covered, this type of thing. Eut instances of that
being found, I would not consider that to be an overall
ineffective program.

Q Well, Mr. Higgins, you are talking about a
daily effort by a quality control inspector performing
surveillances in the post 79-16 period. Is that right?

(Witnesses conferred.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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(WITNESS HIGGINS) Could you repeat the

question, please?

Mr. Narrow just asked me to clarify one thing
I made in ny last ansvar about the guality, the previous
quality control inspections being perhaps guarterly or
semiannually. I wvasn't referring to the overall
inspections, but rather to inspections for a given piece

of equipment.

Now, if you could repeat your guestion,

You were describing some of the corrective
action which LILCD had taken. I belisve it was that
they assigned a full-time quality control inspector who
vould walk through the plant in various areas on almost
a daily basis. 1Is that correct?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) That was one of the things
that they did. [here was also increased emphasis to the

A

craft personnel that were involved with actually doing

the work and keeping things in the condition that they

should be, 2nd also ¢ the union p-.sonnel who vere
involved with the stcrage and maintenance program

¢ 1
l1tself.

in field aud reports?
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3 (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall the exact
document, but T believe it was surveillance reports.

Q Then is it fair to state that the field audits
which are referenced in Suffolk County Exhibit €2 and in
Suffolk County Exhibit 66 are instances where
notwithstanding those surveillance inspections, problems
still occurred that the auditors found?

i (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

Q Now, in response to an earlier guestion I had
asked, versn't these problems that were identified in
the quarterly reports, May, 1980, and onward, weren't
they the same ki "~oblems as in 79-16, and you
disagreed, I beli. Jse you didn't believe that
they were progammatic deficiencies. Is that a fair
characterization?

3 (WITNESS HIGGINS) To a certain extent. There
is also a difference in the timing, in that I feel in
the earlier time frame deficiencies would be created and
then exist for a fairly long period of time, where after
that things were being corrected much more promptly.

Q But the same kinds of problems vere
recurrina. Tsn®t that right, ¥r. Higgins? Lack of
covers. Lack of space heaters. Lack of caps.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There were still instances

after 1990 where perhaps a heater would burn out and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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wouldn't g2t replaced that same day, or a cap would be
taken off and not replaced promptly, and yes, there were
some that were being found by QC. There were some that
were being found by the auditors when they went out to
do it, and there were a few instances also where they
vere identified by the NRC both -- a few by myself and a
fewv by == I think we had one example in the CAT
inspection also.

Q Mr. Yigoins, in addition, if you could turn
your attention to field audit 1180, and that is part of
Suffolk County Exhibit 66, looking at the first page.,
the audit indicates, does it not, that the audit was
performed on October 9, 1980, and on subsequent days?

A (WITNESS GALLC) That is correct, ¥r. Lanpher.

C And looking at finding 4.3, there is an
indication that an uncapped opening had been identified
in late August, 1980, correct?

A (WITNESS GALLO) That is correct, ¥Yr. Lanpher.

C And the audit indicates that as of the Cctober
9 period wvhen the audit took place, that opening still
vasn't capped, doesn’'t it?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it does.

Q Mr. Figzins or any member of the panel, do you
know what the purpose of the guarterly reports to

management are within the LILCO crganization?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A (NITNESS HIGGINS) I could guess, but I don't
know from firsthand knowledge.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I have got some
more questions in the storage ar a that I am going to
pursue, though they are not going to te directly tied to
the quarterly reports or the field audits, and I will
procees with *that unless you want to ask some questions
nowv.

JUDGE BRENNER: Judge Carpenter has some
questions.

BCARD EXAKINATION

BY JUDGE CARPENTER:

Q Mr. Higgins, yocu just testified that you had
no personal knowladge of the purpose of these quarterly
reports to management by the manager cf the QA section.
We have heard testimony from the manager that these
highlighted the program by each quarter, so I got the
distinct impression that an attempt was made to identify
items that they f21t management should be aware of and
be informed of, vhich leads me to the feeling that these
are non-trivial items.,

From my own personal point of view, and the
area I need help in, what we are interested here in with
respect to QA is attitude, ani I look at these

repetitive from May of 1980 to December of '&1 reports

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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of less than perfect environmental protection, and what
I am struggling with is trying to understand whether the
program of remedial action was inadeguate or whether the
evaluation was inaccurate. It is one or the other, and
I still haven't been able to get through this, and this
is vhere I wvould like your help, because you were
actually there looking at what vas going on. Yuu are
the goiden opportunity for me to get some help.

A while ago I wrote a note. Apparently as a
result of your inspection in *79, why no LILCO
inspector --

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) A Stone and Webster petsén
wvho was actually an FQC inspector.

Q If you look at any one individual instance of
missing cover, missing cap, et cetera, and they are
alvays 2xplainable away, in your opinion, could a more
effective program have been put in place? Cculd the
frsquency of thes2 occurrences been reasonably reduced?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

MR. ELLISs Can ve have a time periocd on that
question?

JUDGE CRRPENTER: Yes, from May 30, 1980,
through December 3rd, 1981, the period covered by the
quarterly reports to management.

MR. ELLIS: Well, T think that it would be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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appropriate then -- I am not sure that that is the time
period that Nr. Higgins had in mind in light of his
earlier testimony.

BY JUDGE CARPENTER: (Re=uming)

Q Did you understand, Mr. Higgins, that I vas
referring to this period, from May 30, 1980, to December
3rd, 19817

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I did, Judge, and I
gue-s I feel that, yes, from the way you phrased your
question, they could have expended a greater effort.
They :ould have had a more effective program thar they
did. I feel that the program that they did come up with
wvas adeguate for the needs, but it could have been done
better, certainly.

Q In that time period, in the course of your
inspections, 4id you observe any damage to equipment
from failure to protect equipment?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I did not know.

Q So your response still conforms to your
testimony that you felt the program was effective, but

that it is your opinion that it could have been more

effective?
A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, Judge.
B (WITNESS NARROW) Judge Carpenter, could T

perhaps add something else to this general question, and
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not specifically to the period to which you were
referring?

0 Mr. Narrow, if you would wvait just a few
minutes, I would like to stay focused on this, in the
context of the manager of the guality assurance
department reporting to upper level management guarter
after quarter after quarter that there was some problem
with respect tc environmental protection in his opinion,
Mr. Higgins, is why I am trying to balance why
management either was inattentive to this or was un:z'le
to devise the rem2dial action to their own satisfaction,
and that is not a question. I am just trying to give
you that background.

MR. ELLIS: Excuse me, Judge Carpenter. I am
reluctant to do this, but I really do think that that is
not a full characterization of Mr. Gerecke's testimony.
My recollection is that while he was highlighting these
matters to management, that it was in the scheme, in the
overall scheme of things. He wasn't saying these things
were an in an absolute vein significant, but rather that
they were -- on a relative scale, they were significant,
which is not a measure of the absolute significance of
them, but rather that in the overall scheme of things
this was what they were roming up with as significant,

and I think that is an important perspective factor that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Mr. Gerecke testified tc.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, since I wvas just
testifying, it is tolerable for you to testify alsc, I
guess, but I was trying to explain the gquestion I am
trying to resolve, whicn I had not formulated very
ciearly in this series of questions.

BY JUDGE CARPENTER: (Resuming)

Q I think we have gotten thus far, Mr. Higgins,
that you felt a more effective pto;ram could have been
devised. Do ycu feel that a more effective program was
needed?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) 1T guess to answer that
question I have to give you some personal opinions,
Juige, because it appears that that is what you are
looking for.

0 Well, in the professional QA sense.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Let me give it to you both
ways. Personally, I would have liked to have seen thenm
do more. I would have liked to have seen a more
effective job done, and have it done better. T think
what they did, however, was adeguate and served the
needs from an egquipment protection standpoint, and from
a regulatory and a QA standpoint. I think that what
they did was adequate.

-
I guess, to help you perhaps a little bdit with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the understanding of what Mr. Cerecke was doing in the
quarterly reports, and I wasn't familiar with thenm at
the time, but it appears to me that from when the NRC
shoved the concern with the equipment stcrage area in
late '79, early 1980, that was in turn reflected by a
heightened concern by LILCO within their own
organization, and therefore we do start to see that it
gets more attention and starts to appear in the
guarterly reportse.

So, in my view, that is a goud thing, in that
it is getting the management attention that we wanted it
to get, and they do continue to give it attention both
from a maintenance standpoint and = QC standpoint and a
QR standpoint.

Q So your reaction to the repetitive reference
to this ar2a is more the sense that this indicates that
the QA manager was very conscious of this area.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is the way I read thenm
now.

Q In contrast to his feeling that something more
needed to be done.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Well, perhaps something
more of a continuing nature needed to be done. That
really is the nature of these equipment storage and

housekeeping areas. It is something that needs
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continuing attention.

Q Normally one wculd think of deficiencies
addressed with a proper program of remedial action. The
occurrence of those deficiencies would, if not deéteased
to zero, become very, very small. Is it your testimony
that for this area of environmental protection of the
many, many pieces of equipment that are being installed
and worked on, that zero is not a reasonable goal?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct, when you
consider two to 4,000 workers on site every day working
on those many thousands of pieces of equipment, yes.

JUDGE CARPENTER: I may wvant to come back to
this, ¥r. Lanpher. I am going to have to think about
this. There are many judgmental aspects of this.

BY JUDGE MOREIS:

Q While we are on this subject, one of the
things that I have a problem with anyway is trying to
determine what was done in response to these quarterly
reports from ¥r. Gerecke. They went to the operating
organization at a fairly high level. I guess most
recently to the vice president, nuclear. Arc we have
had testimony from operations people cr construction
people but not at that level, so it is a little
difficult for us toc determine, as Judge Carpenter

expressed it, what the attitude of management was in
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response to these recurring reports from a guality
assuyrance manager, the manager of the guality assurance
department, that there was this area and this problem in
environmental protection, and from your on-site
activities, can you shed any light on that, Mr. Higgins?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, Judge. I am sorry, I

JUDGE BRENKER: Mr. Lanpher?
CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION
BY ¥R. LANPHER: (Resuming)
Q Mr. Higgins, in response to one of the Foard's
questions, you referred to the storage housekeeping
area. Is it fair to state that you view the storage and
housekeeping problems as really an inert related concern?
(WITNESS HIGGINS) They are similar. There

certainly are differences, but in the area of both being

affected by the large areas involved and being affected

by the number of workers and a lot of the dirt producing

activities, they are similar.

C In looking at 79-16, the citation relating to
cleaness, the discrepancies wvere noted to be
accumulations of dust, i and « ase, trash, and
broken glass that affe of components,
including the entire battery

-

and I am 1lo0oking at Attachment
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bottom of Page 5 and the top of Page 6.

2 MR. ELLIS: Was that 2B or 2D?

E R. LANPHER: B.

4 WITNESS HIGGINS: I have that.

5 BY ¥R. LANPHER:s (Resuming)

6 Q That is both a storage related problem and a

7 housekeeping problem, isn't it?

8 A (NITNESS HIGGINS) It was written up as a

9 storage problem with the dirt and debris on the

10 batteries themselves.

1 Q But it is similar to -- Isn't this similar to
12 the kind of housekeeping problems that are described in
13 the CAT inspection?

14 A (WITNESS HIGCGINS) There is a similarity in
15 that the dirt producing activities probably come from

16 the same areas. This wa

ul

not written up as a
17 housekeeping violation. It vas an equipment storage

18 problem, with the actual =-- well, that'’s zl1l1

-4

have,

19 Q

4
ot
'4
0n

also similar to the housekeeping kinds
20 of problems that were described in 82-27, is it not,

21 which was previously marked for identification as

22 Suffolk County Exhibit 932

23 A (NITNESS HIGGINS) With the same gualifiers
24 that I gave you.
25 0 So it is the same kind of activity that is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, IN(
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causing these problems, correct, the dust, dirt, and
debris?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I would agree with that.

Q In the CAT inspection where vyou had dirt and
debris in battery rooms and other places, that affects
installed 2quipment as well as affecting the entire
room, correct?

(WNITNESS HIGGINS) Could ycu ask that guestion
again, pleas
Well, in th< CAT inspection you cite it has a

housekeeping deficiency or vioslation. You describe dust

and dirt and debris. Isn't the concern that that dust,

dirt, and debris could affect installed equipment that
is there?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) That is why vwe have
housekeering regulations, yes.

JUDGE BRENNER: Excuse me a minute. Mr.
Higgins, T take it when vou are looking at the
housekeeping area, and obviously as yov have just
expressly stated, keeping in mind the possible
escalation of the problem to be adverse effect on
environment of equipmer either installed or in
storage, 10 you distinguish, and you are affirmatively
confirming the obvious connecticn between those two

s, do you distinguish between housekeeping findings
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that relate to things like lunch, litter, and paper
bags, and that type of thing, and on the other hand
dust, dirt, debris, heavier construction type prcblems?

We have gone through a lot of findings that
talk about papers and litter and that type of thing, and
I don't know what to do with them, so I am seeking your
help in terms of their importance.

WITNESS HIGGINS: Yes, Judge, there certainly
35 a difference, and I guess the underlying concern is
the same, that you don't want it eventually to get to
the point where it is going to cause equipment
degradation, and by having an overall control of
housekeeping, it is the cort of defense in depth concept
again that you lessen the chance and the probabilities
that things are 32ing to work their way to where the
equipment is.

The way it is controlled on the site, I think
as I mentioned once earlier, is through two different
proarams, two different unions, and so forth, and in
actuality for the equipment storage what they 40 is,
they go and they maintain each piece of equipment
individually with a storage history card. That is
documented. The various checks, maintenance checks and
cleanliness checks also, and when the people go to

inspect it alsc they would inspect it at cthe particular

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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piece of equipment tc see that it is clean, it docesn't
have dust, d4irt, 1ebris, that type of thing in it, and
certainly if you have a lot of dirt and debris around
the genaral area, it is very easy to work to the
particular equipment, so they are connected.

But the way the utility structures its progranm
is different. The maintenance program goes directly to
the particular equipment and ensures that it is kept
clean and naintain2d properly, whereas the housekeeping
one is more of a general cleanup done by laborers.

I am not sure I answered your gquestion.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, I think you did, or at

least it helped me with some further insight.

¥R. LANPEER: (Resuming)
Q em2n, turning to Page 16 of your
testimony, the bullets at the bottom of the page, you

talk about construction activity can disturbd protective

coverings. Am correct that it is your opinion that,

one, that activity does disturb thcse coverinas, they

promptly te put back in place?
A (WITNESS HI( N Yes. When they are done
with th2 construction activity that is involved, for
example, if you are working with an electrical panel,

and you are going to be in and out of there all
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would leave it off during the day, and when the day is
done, then it should be covered upe.

Q That really goes to the s2cond bullet on that
page at the bottom of the page, correct, where
surveillance or preventive maintenance is going on and
requires the removal of protective covers., when you have
completed that work, you are supposed to put the cover
back, right?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) VYes.

Q The third bullet at the bottom of that page is
equipment is gradually transferred from the warehouses
to installed locations. Even while it is in transit or
being transferred, it is supposed to be protected,
correct?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

(WITNESS HIGGINS) To a certain extent. vese.

some jvdgment involved there.

Well, there is judgment involved in all of
these areas, correct?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Now, gentlemen, on Page 18 you talk about the
defense in depth concept. You agree, do you not, that
the test and other activities that you describe on Page
18 do ) - i find all deficiencies that might

arise
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A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I think in general they
would.

Q Well, will these tests, for instance, find
problems with aging if there had been improper storage?
Premature aging is wvhat I have in mind.

(Whersupon, the witnesses conferred.)

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) I can't ansver that
question.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going to go
to another area at this tinme.
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuring)

Q Gentlem2n, I would like to direct some
questions to your testimony which begins at Page 19
relating t> welding prcblems. You have iestified that
velding was looked at in 38 inspections and two
investigations, correct?

: (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

Q And lcoking at your list of welding violations
on Pages 19 through 21, it appears on only one instance
that wvas Inspection Report 7&8-12, were two welding
violations reported during one inspection, correct?

B (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct, yves.

0 So would it be fair to state that in 15 cof the
inspections or investigations you identified

violations?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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(WITNESS NAFRROW) I am sorry? I either missed
the guestion or 4idn't underctand it.

C Well, you have 16 vioclations, two of which
vere identified during one inspection. Thus 15
inspections, ard T include the two investigations they
are in, 15 of the inspections or investigations resuilited
in violations being cited. Correct?

B (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

Q So over 35 percent of the time that you looked
at welding, that you conducted an inspection or
investigation into the welding area, you reported
violations?

That appears to be correct.
That 35 percent, does that appear
anywhere, ¢ 1S ' mr 3 h o lanzher
has done?
I guess he is asking him if 15

is about 35 percent.

May I elaltorate on that sore,

Y NP HER (Resuming)
Certainly, Mr. Narrovwv.

JUDGE BRENWNER: Well,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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question, Mr. Ellis?

MR. ELLIS: Yes, sir. I just wasn't sure
wvhether he was reading from something or whether that
was the figure.

JUDGE BEENNER: I think he asked the witness
that question and got the affirmative answver.

All right. Go ahead, Mr. Narrovw.

WITNESS NARRCF: In the 38 inspecctions and two
investigations, approximately 40 times during which we
locked at welding, we found, as you say, 16 violations
during 15 inspections. However, while that is correct,
during those inspections and investigations, we locked
at a large number of welds. For instance, during one of
these investigations, I believe we looked at all of the
velding in this case that happened to be a problem with
weld rod material, and we looked at all of the weld rod

material issues of that type on site up until that date

in order to determine whether there had been a problem

in the issue of this type of material.
MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
¥r. Narrow, could you identify which
inspection you are referring to?
(WITNESS NAFPROW) VYes.

Thank youe.

(NITNESS NARROW) That was during 79-24, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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it was during an investigation that concerned a
requisition for -- wvell, it was a type 309 material, and
the allegation vas that type 308 material had been
requisitioned or had been issued where the requisiticn
required type 309 material, and in order to determine
this, we went through the records of their issue as wvell
as the welding records, and determined that at one time
since the start of construction, they had improperly
used -- they had used 308 material when 309 was
specified.

Thereupon, ve turned it back to -- we cited
them for a violation, and ve regquested that the licensee
investigat2 all ra2cords for the issue of this type of

material, and I believe they found one additional issue

of the wrong type of material. Now, if you lock at the

amount of material that is issued, and I don't know the
exact number of times that they had issued

equisitioned typs 309 material, you find th

occasions they had issued type 308 for one reason or
another, and the reason apparently was that the type
material had similar numbers, and therefore they had
issued on those two si ype This is not
very large percentage.

Now, admittedly, in this case we looked at a

sample than we normazlly do. However, during each
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of the inspections, the inspector would look at a
relatively large number of welds, and perhaps, depending
somewvhat on the number of things that he looked at, the
number of aspects of the weld he looked at, so he might
look at a half a 1ozen welds, and this might include
looking at cleanliness, looking at weld preparation,
lookirg at weld cleanup, looking at operation of the
velding equipment, looking at the non-destructive
examination, observing the welding in progress, making a
visual inspection perhaps of the weld at various stages,
and fina'ly of the final stage of the weld, so +that for
each weld you looked at there may have Leen as much as
ten or twvelve varying operations that he might have
looked at.

While I don't knowvw the number of welds he
would have looked at in an inspectioa, and this could
vary, it could vary from three or four to perhaps ten or
fifteen during an inspection.

Q Mr. Narrow, your point is that when we talk
about a1 violation in the welding area, ou. of the 40
looks that you reference in your testimony, each of
those looks involved looking at multiple attributes,
correct?

A (WITNESS NARROW) Correct. 2And I wouldn't

refer to them as looks. I would refer to them as an
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inspection, and the inspection could look at, as yvon
say, multiple attributes. It could alsc look at records
as vell as the welding in progress.

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

Q Now, gentlemen, at Page 23 of your testimonv,
numbered paragragh number 1, you talk about the pericd
of alomst 2ight y=2ars when wvelding was actively in
progress at the site. Now, what eight years are you
referring to?

A (WITNESS NARROW) That would have been 1974 to
1981.

C All right. Gentlemen, from your previous
list, starting on Page 19, you identified one viola‘ion
in 1975. How many inspections or investigations on
velding were carried out in 19757

! (WITYESS NAEROW) 1In 1975, wve conducted ' ive
inspections of weldinj.

Q How many in 1974, Mr. Narrow?

A (WITNESS NARROW) Three.

C It sounds as if you may have a list there.
<culd you go right on down, '76 through '81?

A (WITNESS NARROW) I will be happy to, and I
must say before readinag the list that on the two years I
have two different numbers. T am not sure which is the

correct one. This list was prepared in May. In 1976

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



there vere six inspections. In 1977, there were either
eight or nine. In 1978 there were either ten or eight.
In 1979 there were five or six. In 1980 there were
tvo. In 1987, I have no inspec*ions listed. However,

in addition to these, and I believe we mentioned this

earlier, approximately 20 percent of the inspecte s

time is spent on non-specific inspections, and during
all of these inspections, and particularly whken a
specialist in the welding area was inspecting on-site
during his site tour, he wouldi obviously observe the
condition of welding in progress or of wvelds which for

one re~son or another took his attention.
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If he observed no problem with the welding
activities vhich he looked at, this would not be
mentioned in the report. Vow, if he did find some
problem during this tour of the site, it would show up
in the report. And I know there was one at least --
excuse me.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

i (WITNESS NAEKROW:) Actually, there were two,
from my recollection, which were identifiel duiing the
site tour. One was number four, the ccntour of a
transition weld between components of unegual diameter,
and the other was number 13, thermal cutting of RFER heat
exchanger pressure caps.

Now, that is based upon my memory of these
events. I would have to go back to the inspection
record to i1etermine whether it's actually ccrrect.

In addition to this welding program, wve hava a
van which performs non-destructive examinations
independently of the licensee's work, as a check on the
thoroughness and correctness of the licensee's
non-destructive examinaticns. Ani that van performed an
inspection of Shoreham recently, inspection 82-19, That
Was performed in July and August of 1982 and is not
discussed in our testimony.

Q Gentlemen, would you agree that there wacs a
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of vioclations. You went from two in 1977 to seven in
19783 correct?

) (WITNESS NARROW) In the first place, although
the percentage might be large, the number of violations
vas not that large. And in addition, these were
reported -- ycu're taking a period of one year -- these
vere reported from inspection 78-02 through inspection
78-16, which would have been probably through nine
months or so.

C So the seven violations -- well first of all,
can you confirm in 1978 there wvere seven violations?

B (WITNESS NAREOW) Yes, sir, there wvere.

Q But it is your testimony that those seven

ioclations vere identified during a nine-month period?
Is that correct?

B (WITNESS NARROW) Well, I will have to check
the dates on the inspection report.

e Wall, T thought that was your earlier
testimony.

: (WITNESS NARROW) I said that vas probably
during a period of eight or nine months, but I would
have to check the inspection to determine what the
actual dat2 vas. 78-16, the last violation, wvas
identified during October 24 to 27 of 1978, and 78-02

was conducted during February 15 to 17 of 1978, So
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apparently, that nine months wvas not too bad.

o) You don't consider that a sudden increase in
the number of violations?

2 (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir, I don't consider
that a sudien increase. I consider that an increase --
I consider it a gradual increase, but it certainly is
not a sharp Jjump in the number of violations.

Q What would be a sharp jump? This wvas twvo the
previous year and seven in nine months of the next
year. What magnitude would it take to be a sharp or a
sudden juap?

* (NITNESS NARROW) I don't think T can give you
a magic number, Mr. Lanpher, that would say this is
sudden. I think it is a matter of judygment. If ve
begin to find tvwo or three violations during, say, two
or three successive inspections, yves, I would consider
that sudden. If we find one during an inspection, say,
in one case, two {uring an inspection and the next time
one, I don't think that is a sudden increase.

Q ¥r. Narrow, you indicated that the IELF
personnel involved in this around July 1979 asked LILCO
to take a further look at the velding area to ansver
questions ILE had. Do you know why? You then indicate
that LILCO replied to this request for information in

May 19803 is that correct? And I°'m referring to the
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over, he said he had attempted to set up a meating with
management personnel in our office, and they had agreed
tc come and make that presentation. PRut he had not yet
established that.

Following that, we agreed that it was not
necessary to have a management meeting. We would prefer
to meet with them onsite and it would be more convenient
to look at additional records during this additional
discussion if it became necessary, and therefore, ve
began making arrangements toc meet with them onsite.

Follovwing this conclusion that wve wvould meet
onsite, I attempted to set up a meetinc onsite. Now in
the interim, we had been informed cf their conclusion of
their review, and for one reason or another and the fact
that their review appeared to coincide with my opinion
of what hai happened, I 4id not press this very
strongly, and it was not until May that I wvas alle to
have management come out and meet with them to have thenm
present their findings and to review those findings.

Q Se LILCO was prepared to meet at an earlier

date but the meeting just couldn’t be pulled off until

May 15807
A (WITNESS FARROW) That is correct.
g Gentlemen, at page 23 of your pre-filed

testimony you indicate the number of violations up to
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mid~-1979 increased in rough parallel to the number of
velders onsite or the amount of welding going on. Is
that a fair characterization of your testimony?

A (WITNESS NARROW) Would you repeat that, please?

o) Well, reading your testimony at page 23, is {t
a fair characterization of your testimony to state that
you believed that the number of wvelding-related
violations up to mid-197% increased in rcugh parallel to
the amount of welding that wvas going on, or the number
of welders present onsite?

A (WITNESS N4RROW) Well, the conclusion was that
it increased through 1978, and then levelled off in 1979,

Q 8ut the increase was in rough parallel to the
amount of welding going on, is that correct?

: (WITNESS NRARROW) That is correct.

» Would you agree that LILCO zould have foreseen

in 1977 that there would be an increase in the amount of

velding?
A (WITNESS NARROW) I bdelieve they could, ves.
e wouldn't you expect LILCO to put on extra QC

personnel and to conduct extra training to avoid an
increase in the amount of wvelding-related problems?

A (WITNESS NAREOW) T question whether they could
have avoided an increase in the amount of welding

problems. They possibly could have reduced it somewhat
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(NITNESS NARROW) Well, I think you have to

combine that ~-- there was an increase. I don't recall

the rate of increase. In addition to the learning curve

there was

perfo.ned,

an increase in the amount of welding

so that you had a combination of the wvelders

in the learning curve as long as they were increasing

the number of wvelders. And that happened all through

1978, according to the curve which they presented to

us. There would be additional new welders coming on and

going through this learning curvee.

There also would be an increase in the number

of welders and tha amount of welding, and, therefore,

presuring

you're going to have a certain amount of

non~-conforming welding, it would basically, after

disregardi

ng th2 l2arning curve it would be

proportionate t¢c the amount of welding teing performed.

So you had really two items affecting the number of

violations being identified.

C

Those two items being the amount of welding

and th2 ra2lative 2xperience of the velders?

A

0O
-

(WITNESS NARROW) Cerrect.

I believe it was your earlier testimony that

one of those factors cculd have been addressedi; that is,

the experience of the welders, with additional

training.

Is that correct?
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(WITNESS NARROW) No, I wouldn't agree with

I would say

that additional training might have

improved the speed with which they went through the

learning curve,

but I do not believe that it would have

been addressed solely by additicnal traininge.

¢

I didn°*t

say solely, but additional training

would have affectad the sxperience issue and sped up the

learning curve; correct?

1

(WITNESS

NARROW) It would have affrcted the

slope 0of the learning curve, if you will.

1

(WITNESS

GALLO) Could we take a break?

JUDGE RRENNERs: Yes. I was hoping to finish

velding, but you came close. I think you msight finish,

today, incidentally. HFaybe I'm overly optimistic, but

looking at what is left you have gone a little faster

than I thought you would.

optimistice.

MR. LANPHYER: I think you may be overly

I think my prediction of yesterday, that I

will certainly finish on Monday, is right. And maybe

early on Monday.

Monday,

10820,

JUDGE BRENNER: The earlier the better on

given the rest of the wveek.,

Let®s take a 15-minute break and come back at

(AR short

recess was taken.)
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big if -- other people are needed, it would presumably
be to their advantage to be needed while ve are in
Bethesda, 15 opposed to some weaks from nowv in Long
Island. And that is my last message on this subject,
for now.

MR. BORDENICKs Judge Brenner, in that light,
could T have mayb2 10 seconds to talk to Suffolk
County? I wanted Mr. Cook to contact him --

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go back on the record
nowv.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

(8] Gentlemen, turning your attenticn to page 24
of your pra-filed testimony, still on the welding
matter, up at the top of the page you state that it was
your coacly ion as of the time you prepared this
testimony that no unacceptable velds exist at Shorehan.

Gentlemen, isn't that a bit of an
overstatemsnt? Don't you really mean that you don't
know of any?

A (§ITNESS NARROW) Well, it is true we don't
knov of any, and it is our conclusion that no
unacceptable welds exist. If we concluded that there

vere, we would certainly require some additional action

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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1 to determine whether there actually are or are not any

2 unacceptable welds.

3 Q You haven't lcoked 2t all of the welds at

4 Shorehanm?

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir.

6 Q Ncw, gentlemen, going back a couple of pages

7 now to your listing of weld-related probleas, =-- wvell,

8 you state at page 22 that items S and 10 wvere similar

9 violations which were identified in August and September
10 1978. Am I correct that in each instance, the procedure
11 was not pre-qualified?

12 A (WITNESS NARROW) Could I take a minute to look

13 at that?

14 Q Sure.
15 (Pause.)
16 A (WITNESS NARROW) I wouldn't say that the

17 procedure vas not qualified. They had 2 qualified

18 procedure. FHowever, the qualified procedure had been

19 qualified for conditions different than the cnes to

20 which they were wvelding.

21 Q So they 1id not have a gqualified procedure for
2 ~-- well, in 78-12, they did not have a qualified

23 procedure for the 30 degree welding; correct?

24 B (WITNESS NARROW) In that cacse, they vere using

25 === this is under AWS welding, and they were using a

ALOERSON REPORTING COMPANY_ INC,

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

e i R R I L o R =T



is a code pre~-qualified
to veld joint angle of uS

They were actually velding on a 30 degree

in item 10, which is 78-15, am T correct

procedure there was not pre-qualified?

Se What was the number
LANPHER (Fesuming)s

item 10 on page 20 of ¢

appeared
more com

skeved




10

1

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

16,889

joint ther2 that was a 45 degree joint, this was
considered a violation.

(o) “r. Narrow, it's fair to state that both iteams
9 and 10 on page 20 involved a combination of
circumstances that led to the violation; correct? For
instance, it vas not that there wvas just a pre-qualified
procedure.

A (WITNESS NARROW) No, it was not juite that
simple. I was trying to understand what the combination
of circumstances indicated. No, it vas not merely a
pre-qualified procedure.

Q But in each instance, activities wvere taking
place without the pre-gqualifisd proceiure for the work
that was being done?

R (WITNESS NAREOW) Well, in each instance they
vere performing the work and 4id not have a gualified
procedure; in one case pre-qualified and in the other
case a qualified procedure, available to the welder.

Q Okay, thank you for that clarification.

I wouli like you to turn your attention to
item 13 on page 20, which is from Inspection Peport
79-04., Do you have *hal inspection report availatle,
sirc?

A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes, I have it.

L&)

And your description is that thermal cuttino
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of PHR heat exchanger pressure caps or nozzles without
preheat. Isn®t it true, sir, that this violaticn also
included these actions being performed vithout a
qualified and approved procedure, or without gualified,
approved procedur2s, plural? And I direct your
attention toc the last paragraph of the Notice of
Violation.

A (WITNESS NARROW) Mr. Lanphe, in this case,
they vere performing the vork without procedures under
the direction of their supervisor. And they had no
procedures, and they didn‘t think they needed any
procedures in order to perform this work. Or that is
the obvious impression which one gets.

And incidentally, I would like to correct
something I sail 2arlier. This item is not one that was
observed during the walk-through inspection. I thought
that it was.

c Thank you. S0 to clarify, here not only were
the procedures not qualified or approved; there were no
procedures being used for the particular activity. So
it®s clear -- I'm referring to item 79-04.

B (WITNESS NARRROW) That is correct. They were
not following a procedure and they didn't think that a
procedure #as required. Incorrectly, as it turned oute.

A (WITNESS GALLO) In the other two instances,
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Mr. Lanpher, to aii, there vere procedures availadle,
but there is a welding procedure required in general
anywvay =-- pre-qualification of procedure. Thermal
cutting procedures, as far as I know, do not require
pre-qualification. They did not have a procedure for
their cutting activity.

A (WITNESS NARROW) I believe that the problenm
here really was that they just were not following the
code requirement. This wvas a temporary attachment, and
apparently, the vorkers or the foreman considered that
they didn't have to have a procedure of any type in
ocrder to remcve a temporary attachment; whereas, it
turns out the code rejuires that they 40, or they should
nave had a procedure addressed to this particular type
of attachment for its removal.

Q 5entlemen, if we could go back now to item 3
in yonr list of welding problemrs, 77-01, and, Judge
Branner, I 40 hav2 copies of 77-01, and Mr. Cook will
hand them out. And I guess, to be consistent, Judge
Brenner, sinca I'm handing it cut, I should have it
marked for identification.

JUDGE BRENNER; There are so many different
wvays you have don2 things, you'll be consistent no
matter what you do. It would be consistent with what

you just siid, but inconsistent with the treatment of
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yYyou ‘re going to ask enough where you think

would be aided by having this accompany the

we will leave the decision up to you. If you

to walt and see how the juestions and

MR. LANPHER: I think I would like

dentification, Judge Brenner, as
for identification. And that's
jated February

uring January 1¢

(The documen

vas marked

identification.)
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BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
SGentlemen, my gzuestion is, would

violation invelved the use o the

not qualified or ungqualified weld proce

(WITNESS NARROW) No, sir.
the engineering officer had issued to

proce hich wvas an incorra2ct procedure

they ing, l€ true, but nevertheless, they had

bean 1ir red, an h issued in
specific ihich they vere i
, an ! fore, although it r

welding or

1¥ was n

NARRCW)

A ERSON REPORTIN
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notice of violation, sirc?

A (WITNESS NARROW) VYes, sir, I do. I am trying

to get some additional information concerning tnis.
(Pause.)

R (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct. The
procednre issued to them vas not qualified. However, as
I said before, in our reviev to determine whether these
vere similar type errors, nowv, every weld or practically
every veld is performed to a procedure, and therefore if
there is a viclation, it frequently might be a violation
of the procedure, but in this case, the problem was that
engineering had issued this procedure, and it was not
the proper procedure. In the other cases, the proper
procedures were available, and QA should have known that
they had not issued the correct prc-edures, and they
vere using the wrong procedures, so it was the
responsibility of a different organization.

Q Just so I understand which organization was at
fault in this instance, was it the site engineering
office?

A (WITNESS NARROW) 1In this in<ilance, it was the
site engineering office.

Q But it is similar o items 92 and 10 in your
list and item 13 in your 1list, is it not, to the extent

that involved the use o0f an unqualified procedure?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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numbers?
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converted to the non-compliance, and I do not have the

information concerning the reason that it was not

identifieid as a non-compliancas initially and then

converted.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Lanpher, yesterday when

we were talking about some unresolved items and

information being needed, I think this provides one

example that I Aidn't have readily available yvesterday

as to how vwe might when we don't have enough information

at a given time write something up that maybe appears to

be a violation as an unresolved item, and then when

additional information becomes available. it cculd go

either wvay, depeniing upon what that additional

information is.

In this case it became a violation. In

other cases, it may become resolved.

Q ¥r. Narrow =~

: (WITNESS NARROW) Excuse me. Could I add some

adiitional information? I was reading on into this, and

apparently the

Q Could you identify what page or pages you are

reading from, and {.om what?

A (WITNESS NARPOW) This is Page 5 of Inspection

Report 79-04.,

¥R, ELLIS: Was that Page 9 or 5?7

WITNESS NARROWs Five.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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¥R. ELLIS: Thank you.

WITNESS NARROF: And at the top, in the
opening paragraph of that page, on Line 5, it discusses
the preheat requirements of the code, and the problem
vith performance of this cutting was that they perforsed
no preheat priocr tc doing the cutting. And so really it
vas not, although it was called a procedure, it was not
a procedure, and I think in this case wve are somevhat
confused because of the fact that ve use the wvord
"procedure™ to cover any type of an organized rethod of
pecforming vork as whan wve talk about QA procedures and
vork procedures throughout this thing, whereas wvhen we
are talkiny of 1 weld proredure qualification with
reference to a weld, ve are talking of either a specific
document which gqualifies that particular wveld for the
type of service it will have, or in some cases where it
is pre-qualified the requirement that the code
establishes performance of tnhat particular type of
veld.

BY R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q SO0 your testimony, “r. Narrow, I Just want to
understand it, is that the Appendix A notice of
violation in 79-04, where it talks about the lack of
qualified and approved procedures, well, let me read

that paragraph, since some people don't have it, and

ALDERSON REPC..ING COMPANY INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE . S W . WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 5542345



then we can get it clarified once and for all, I think.

It says, "Contrary to the above,” and that

talks about specifications, "in Octobder, 1976, the

Company crafts under direction of Stone and
performed thermal cutting of attachment welds to
pressure caps from nozzles N3 and Nt of residual
heat exchangers,®™ and then the numbers are
“"without gualified and approved procedures, and
ently without performing preheat regquired by the
ifications.”
Mr. Narrow, I thought there was icuble
1at the notice of violation

preheat

for how to

Are you




are talking of a normal work procedure, whereas in the

other case we are talking of a gqualified weld

procedure.
RAre you relying on any knowvledge other than
you have read from this report, any personal
on what the inspector thought in
(JITNE NARROW) I am referring to wha

plus = understanding of the welding

Narrow =--
LO) Could you waii a second?
vitnaesses conferred

r. Lanpher, as far

ell from the notic

the inspector wvas
aved procedures”™ fronm

the FSAR, and as

a requirement of

rmal cutting

At there vere twvo

If there

et = ) 2A ¥
prelieat,

the 1
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there vas no procedure to perform the thermal cutting.
That could have been -- both those aspects could have
been coverad in one procedure. The vords “qualified and
approved™ appear to come out of the FSAR commitment,
vhereas in the otner items, 9 and 10, it wvas my
understanding that the ASNME code or the AWS code, if
that vas the case, requires a gqualified procedure.

0 Gentlemen, I have Jjust one other guestion on
77-01, which ve vere talking about. That is Suffolk
County Exhibit 107. You indicated, I believe, ¥r.
Narrow, that you felt this was a problem with the site
engineering office in this instance. Well, shouldn‘t
the gquality assurance organization have found this
problem?

A (WITNESS NARROW) I wouldn't believe so. When
the site engine2ring office issues a weld procedure, T
vould not expect the gquality organization to gyo back and
reviev that procedure and determine, yes, this fits our
work. Apparently it was issued specifically ‘or this
vork, as I read this.

Q And is it your testimony that there is 0o
Qquality assurance appliesd to tris kind of prycedural
issuance?

(Whareupon, the vitresces conferred.)

¥R. ELLIS: May I have that last 7uestion read

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANK™ INC,
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1 Dback, please?

2 MR. LANPHER: Let me repeat it for yocu.
3 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
- Q I it your testimony then, Mr. Narrow, that

5 there is no gquality assurance applied in connection with
6 the issuance of the kind of procedure described in

7 Suffolk County Exhibit 107?

8 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

9 B (WITNESS NARROW) T am sorry about the time wve
10 have been 2iscussing this, but it is not a very simple
11 situation. Apparently they were working to a weld

12 repair procedure, RP38,

13 Q Whe is they?

. 14 E (4ITNESS NARROW) The people doing the work,
15 which happened to be a subcontractor. Reactor Controls
16 vere performing this work to s« weld repair procedure,

17 and this procedure says that they will be =-- the work
18 will be performed in accorisnce with weld procedure
19 specification 70-17. Now, weld procedure 70-17

20 specifies that it may be used for weliing on metal in
21 the thickness range of one-sixteenth to three-eighths

inch.

N

8

I am reading from the top of Page U4 of
24 Inspection ~ port 77-01. Now, in welding according to a

25 certain weld proca2dures specification, and these weld

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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procedure specifications are provided by engineering,
but they have to be supported by a procedurs

qualification record, and the procedure qualificatiocon is

performed for certain specific =-onditions, andi vyou can

have a number of procedure gqualifications under the sane
procedure specification, sc that you might have as
certain thickness specified that the pro
used for this thickness of material as
cer \ sses
qualify that procedure
qualify it
it for dissinm
separate procedure
are obtaine

jons of he

a quarter
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range of the procedure specification. It was not within
the range of the PQR, and later, in determining more cof
the basics of this problem, I found, and I don't believe
it is in this inspection report =-- I cannot give you the
inspection report, although I could look it up for you
== that th2 oroanization doiny the welding determined
that there had been a PQR which wvas qualified for the
thickness range within which they were welding, and the
problem then became a matter of having on site and
available a PQF which was not proper for the weld
thickness. It was proper for the specification.

I don't know if I have confused you or
explained it.

B (WITNESS HISSINS) I would like to just add
something tc that. To go to the original question about
the QR organization that had overcight of this, Reactor
Controls, Inccrporated, which is the group involved, had
a quality control organization on-site when they wvere
on-site, and they could have provided surveillance and
oversight of welding or procedures and this type of
thing.

Also, LTLCC field quality assuran~e provides
overall quality assurance auditing for acti!vities of
this type on-site, and they would have had an

opportunity to review and provide oversight for it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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filler metal vas not reoturned to the control area at the
end of the wvork shift as required by specification
SH1-258." Do you have that, Mr. Narrow?

A (HITNESS NARROW) VYes, sir, I have.

Q That is what 75-11 states, isn't it?

A (NITNESS NARPOW) 75-11 includes the failure
to return wveld ma*terial to the issuing station, or
unused weli material to the issuing station. And that
also includes additicnal items. It also was -- It wvas
an operation that was performed by a subcontracter, so
that it wvas a different oryanization than the people
responsible for Item S, the failure to return used and
unused weld filler metal, and for that reacon ve didn't
group tnem as a similar itenm,

C To the extent that they both involved the
failure to control weld material or raturn it as
reguired, they are similar, correct?

A (¥ITNESS NARROW) To that extent, they are
similar, and as I said earlier, in many of these things
you will £ind certain similarities between various
violations. However, we had certain criteria for
grouging them as being for similarity.

MR, LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going to
move on to another area of examination, unless the Board

has any qu2stions in the welding area.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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BCAED EXAMINATION

BY JUDGE CARPENTER:

Q Yr. Gallo, for the past hour or so you have

been talkingy abou
area. I would 1i

violations, if th

t the 16 violations in the welding
ke to ask, concerning those 16

ose viclations had not been discovered

by NRC, would an unacceptable weld have been produced?

(Vhereu

¥R. LAN

pon, the witnesses conferred.)

PHER:s Judge Carpenter, I hate to

interrupt your gquestion, but do you mean produced or

alloved t> resmain
JUDGE C
That exists today
SR. ELL

wouldn*t it?

?
ARPEXNTER:s Alloved to remain, yes.

IS:s Well, that would include all,

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, hold it, because the

vitnesses will fo
¥P. ELL
Brenner, I had no
question. I do h
¥r. Lanpher.
JUDGE B
understandable, e
it is still under

trouble with it,

rget the guestion.
ISs Well, for the record, Judge
objection at all to the original

ave an objection to the amendment by

RENNER: I think the juestion is
ven without the amendment, and I think
standable, and if the witnesses have

we will hear about it from them. And

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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you can ask all the gjuestions you want about it after.
WITNESS GALLO: About each individual one,
Judge Carpenter, I think T would have to review it. As
I understand your question, if the NPC had not
idantified it, vhether there would be a defective wveld
yet today?
BY JUDGE CARPENTER:s (Resuming)

Q Well, I didn*t ask that. I think Mr.
Lanpher's supplementation did go to that., I wvas first
of all just going to, just as I say, wvould -- an
unacceptable weld would have been produced, and
obviously a corrolary to that is, would it persist?

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Carpenter, I don't think
your mike is on.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, I think I was looking
down instead of speaking into the mika.

¥E. LANPHER: Thank you.

WITNESS GALLO: Mr. VYarrow is probably more
familiar with the individual details than I am.

BY JUDGE CARPENTER: (Resuming)

0 Well, I am asking in the sense that you come
to the conclusion that no unacceptable welis exist at
Shoreham, and I am simply trying to confirm that the 16
violations, how the 16 viclations relate to that

conclusion. Is it that the violations in your mind

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY , INC
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vould not have produc2d4 an unacceptable weld, or is it
that you think other undetected violations did not
occur?

(Whereupon, the wvitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS GALLO) Judge Carpenter, I believe
wvhat our conclusion is based on is not just the 16 iteas
that we identiried, but our review of the velding
program at Shoreham, including those meetings that were
held in late 1979 and May of 1980, and the
non-destructive testing and examinations that wvere done
independiently by the NRC during 1982,

Q Well, do you want to think about my question a
little bit, and then come back to it? I asked
epecifically of the 16 violations, if those violations
had not been discovered, would an unacceptable weld have
been produced?

(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS CALLO) Judge Tarpenter, to give you

a complete ansver, I think I would have to go in and

look at each individual weld and get back to you.

Q Each vioslation?
A (WITNESS GALLO) Each violation.
Q In scme cases, these are record-keeping and

praocedures, et cetera,

B (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir, that is correct.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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There are a lot of things that -- well, vou

had to group them in some wvay to present them in your

testimony. I don't know if going beyond that is

anything more for conveni2nce in the testimony. There

are still 16 violations listed.

2

(NITNESS GETLO) Yes, sir. There are some, as

I think the last sne wve discussed, the veld repair

precedure in 77-01, that is, Item Number 3 on Page 19 -~

I was going to mention specifically in that case that as

I understand it, looking gquickly at the report, that the

repair procedur2 called out a weld procedure spec which

did not have a supporting gualification record for it

for the appropriate thickness as documented.

HAowever, the.: actually wvas a procedure

qualification report that covered that thickness, so in

that case it appears that that was, as ve wvere

discussing, a record-Xeeping problem or a documentation

problem, so that the weld, the weld actually being

produced was using a gualified welding procedure

specification which was not in guestion, but also the

fact that the procedure gualification record actually

pre~-existed before the work was done.

It was not correctly referenced in the repair

procedure. So that the weld ir that case would not

appear

-= would not have been affected by our

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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iolaticne. It appears that from reading the report,

that veld wvas acceptable, and there was no
reguirement for further revork on that weld. There was
a correction ia the repair procedure.

ve -

|
welli, 1

at's let you perhaps take a chance at

lunchtime to look at this. I would still like to leave
that gquestion there. The countvy's position is that
these are . i and they don't see how you can
conclude that there were no unacceptable welds,
asked the juestion, given these 16 fa-tual situat
would unacceptable welds have been produced in the
absence of N ide yin ] situation?
We will get back
acceptable.

Thank you.

Because you

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY  IN(
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opportunity you want.

conferred.

MR. LANPHER: Just a moment.

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County

)

JUDGE 2RFNNER: The reason for amy statement

is, I am afraid we will just get it too piecemeal, and

you will have to go back around again otherwvise.

MR. LANPHER: I just want tu make a note of

vhere I was going to go. All right.

contetrred.

o

(Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County

)

CONTINUED CRQOSS EXAMINATION

BY ¥2. LANPHFR: (Resuming)

Gentlemen, I would like to turn your attention

to Page 24 of your prefiled testimony, the issue you

described
violation

is describd

Am I correct

not receiv

procedure?

to?

as design control. The first deficiency or

in the design control area which you identify

24 from 76-06 as QA review of design changes.

that this involves some FEDCE's that had

2d QA ra2view as required by the LILCO

MR. ELLIS: What number vere you referring

¥R LANPFER: One.

(Pause.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 MR. LANPHER: Judge Rrenner, I note that this
2 IELF report has previouslv been marked as Suffolk County
3 Exhibit 106 for identification.

1 ® 4
- BY MR, LANPHEHER: (Resuming)
5 9, I believe the area you cite from is Page 2 of

6 the notice of violation, and it ic violation B, as in

~

8 b (WITNESS NARROW) Would you repeat your

10 0 This involved, did

a
[
*
=
o)
pord
-
w

N instance wvhere

o
5 )
)
¥

11 some EEDCR's had been issued, but had not been reviewved

(

12 by the gquality assurance

0O
g ]
3
-
J

nization as reguired by the

13 LILCO proc2iure?

. 14 P (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.
15 0 Accordingly, t e Teason you include this in
16 your design control area is that a necessary part of the
17 design approval process wva lacking?

' 18 : (AITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

19 g sentlemen, meant toc do something first.
20 There is a typographical error on Page 24, isn't there,
21 under Item 27 {hat should be TLE report 80-10, not 14.
22 Isn‘'t that correct?
23 2 (WITNESS NAFRROW) Item 27

‘ 24 ‘ Yes. Just so the racord is clear.
25 E (WITNESS NARROW) I am afraid I will have to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY  IN(
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look at that.

Q Nell, vhy don't you do that over lunch? I
don't have a specific gquestion on that. PRut I had
trouble finding that, and I think I did subseguently.

Now, gentlemen, turning your attention to Item
Nuaber 3 on Page 24, it is descridbed as vent lines and
valves installed without a specific authorizing design
change. Am I correct that this wvas --
(¥Yhereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)
Gentiemen, am I correct that this wvas an
instance where the necessary EELDCR hadi not been issued
to permit the installation in these three locations?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) A specific authorizing
EEDCR had not *een issued in this case for the
particular valves. What it was was, there vas basically
a2 jyeneric EEDCR that had deen issued covering this
particular activity, but there were not s;ecific ones
issued. That is correct.

Q And so would it be fair to state that a
necessary process of the design change, the issuance of
this ELDCR, had not taken place?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) VYes.

Q End accordingly, since that EEDCR had not been
issued, it of course had not been approved by or

reviewed and approved by the guality assurance

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE SW., WASHINGT M U C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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! organization alsoc? I mean, the specific authorizing

2 EEDCR.

3 MRE. FLLIS: I must object to that. I am not
*®

4 sure I listened carefully enough, so my objection -- I

S am not sur2 whethar he is talking about EEDCR's that

8 wvere issued or not issued, because there is testimony

7 that there was a generic ELDCR issued.

8 JUDGE BRENNER: I am just not keyvyed in to
9 understand your point, Mr. Ellis, and that may be my

10 protlenm.

11 ME. LANPHER: Do you want me to repeat the

12 guestion?

13 ¥R. ELLTIS: I think it is basically my problem
. 14 that T didn't listen or hear clearly enough the

1S question, because there was more than one E£DCR

16 involved, ind T wasn't sure whether the gquestion was

17 clear about that.

18 JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Why don't vou

19 reask the guestion, and if you can, make clear within it

20 what ELDCR's =--

21 MR. LANPHER: I don*t have it written down.

22 Llet me just restate it.

23 BY MF. LANPHER: (Resuming)

P TR BGE MET T A = - ’ ‘
25 A (WITNESS GALLO) T still 4on‘t have 80-14.
A
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY IN(
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW . WASMINGTON 20024 (202) 554-234"




Ask the gquestion again sc we

vhat they need.

They indicated they needed

the docunment
witnesses,)
BY ¥YR. LANPHER: (Resuming)
Sentlem2n, you stated that there was
author ' some actions, correct?
(WITNES = i S That 1s correct.

belisve, that

issued, those

“»J‘l

wveren
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is asking him about QA approval of unissued

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, now I think t is quite
think your point was valid before, but he is
ipecific ones that wer2 the subject
ely prior questions
Mr. Lanpher?
Yes.

ol S Well, maybe I am missing

I thought he was asking about

(Resuming)
approval of
t vas done?

Civen the lack

ALDERSON REPORTING MPANY A

VIRGINIA AVE WASHINGTON




WITNESS HIGCINS: For these specific cases,
there was not. However, as I said earlier, there
the generic EEDCR which had gone through the normal

ECDCR reviev and approval process which included quality
assuyrance organization and which talked about adding

those particular vent drain lines. However, the

specific ones vere not approved by QA, and that is

the violation was written.
BY ¥R. LAKPHER: (Resuming)
IEE Report 79-127
conferring.)

ve have 79-12.

rning your attention to Appendix A,

tion, am I correct that this
ventilation

approved

that constitute 3 desi

We would
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JUDGE BRENNERs Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go back on the record.

WITNESS NARROW: UMr. Lanpher, reading the
details of that inspection, it is apparent that they did
have an ELDCR which had been issued to cover this work
and that '"his referenced a specification. We would
presume from Cchis that although they had no specific
dravings, they vere installing these panels in
acccriance with the standard detail.

T will admit in this case ve wvere not
completely clear on the fact that that was actually what
happena2d, but that appears toc be the reasonable
assumption.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Well, Mr. .arrow, the notice of violatien
vhich vas written up states that three panels wvere
installed without apprtoved enjineeriny drawings, correct?

* (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

0 And if that in fact is true, that would
constitute a diesign cecntrol problem, wouldn't it?

i (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Lanpher, again ve jet
into some discussions about how you can categorize these
things, and there is some judament involved, and there

were some aspects of design in this, but really it is
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more a case where there was some design available, and
in fact the design that wvas available to them was in the
specification and the EEDCR, and that is what they did,
installed them, too. They did in fact have these
specific dravingys as was required, and that is why the
violation was written,

In the response to the violation the licensee
pecformed an engineering review, wrote the drawvines,
issued the drawings, and at the end of the engineering
reviev it wvas concluded that the installation was
acceptable as it was installed originally.

Q Well, Mr. Higgins, is it your znswver then that
this is not a problem with the control of the design
process, but it is a prcblem in control of design
documents. We got into that difference the other day.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess more towards tha:
side. This isn't clearly really a document problem.
Either it is more a problem of the personnel involved
with the work not properly following procedures.
Perhaps whare you have a case that thay wveren't
operating per the drawvings that they should have been
operating, they should have had dravings that tley wvere
installing it to, detailed drawvings, which they didn't
have. They vworked to the general specification which

they would normally 40, but normally also they would
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have specific dravings authorizing the particular
installation.

I guess in our clussification of design
control items we tried to include in there items where
there vere in fact problems with th2 design. In this
case there was no problem with the design itself.

Q Gentlem2n, looking at page 25 of your
testimony -- and ve will get into the electrical
separation item again; I don‘'t want to go all the wvay
through that if ve can avoid it -- but you state that
inspection 79-07 identified an electrical separation
problem. And I take it from your testimony that you
include this as a design control problem, am I correct?

(Panel >f witnesses conferring.)

B (WITFESS HIGGINS) VYes, we did.

Q Now, you only mentioned 79-07. 1In fact, there
wvere a number of osther separation viclations that wvere
cited, correct?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There wvere a couple of
other, I balieve, of electrical separation violations.
And my recollection, without gcing back and looking at
each one, is that some were involved with failure to
take adequate corrective action which would be more

directly against a QA-type of item than design control.
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Well, 79-07 in fact was a failure to take

corrective action, and you includ~4 that in design

I guess wvhat wve meant b
ve didn't list it as a
specific, one of t! : items above == was that the
separaticn area in general ve felt wvas a

desijgn controi because there were continuing

rthroughout the several years that ¥Mr

involved with the proiject
rescolving e e . separation area. And guess
ve felt that th ¢ vhole, that there wvere sone
problems with
realized it I great effort
there were some

We

separatic
of design contr

A -~ - "
iequacy of
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control ve felt that that was being addressed as an
entire issue. From the standpeint of the hearing
testimony and the hearing preparation as ve referenced
in here, that that whole area from a hearing standpoint
wvas discussed more fully in testimcny concerning the
other Suffolk County contentions that were filed. So
that is why we did not make an attempt to fully catalog
that area.

Q I understand that, Fr. Higgins, and I just
vant to -- I would like to attempt to identify those
other TELE reports that you would agree fall into the
design control area which are not referenced here. And
I understand the reason that you didn't feel it wvas
necessary to give a complete listing.

3ut would you agree that 77-05 then would fall
into this area?
(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

That portion r2lating to electrical separation.

©

¥R. ELLISs I think -- I don't know that I
oObject to the gu2stion as much as I object to doing it
at this time. 1If they testified they didn‘*t review
these for this purpose, then they ought to have an
adequate opportunity to review them now that he's asking
the gquestion whether they think they are design control.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, this is different than

ALDERSON REPORTINC COMPANY INC,
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the other itenms. These are IfE reports that they are

either very well familiar with or resasonably well
familiar with, and they use the reports in their
testimony.

I understand they may be thinking about it a
little differently, but I also recall their testimony as
to how they went ahead and categorized things and listed
it, and it vas a very reasonable approach. They took
their cut, and then after their cut they went back and
took another 0 That is the way I would have done

worth. And that process I think
ugh €familiarity, and these witnesses have
yughout the course of this proceeding.
are not dealing with wvitnesses to an auto
ing in off the street in these kinds

about expert professions

Know enough

that hey

they wvere
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basis for the question to be asked without objectior and
enough of a foundation if they can't answver it, they're
21so crmpable of stating it.

MR. ELLISs My only point was that they had
previously --

JUDGE BRENNERs Had previously what?

MR. ELLIS: My only point was that they had
previously indicated that they wvere not familiar with
the electrical separation issue in detail, and I wvas
merely suggesting that if they were going to be asked
that now that I had no objecticon to going into that, but
that that =ight b2 something more appropriately taken up
if they had time to look at 1it.

MR. LANPHERs I think that is for their
counsel to make the objection.

JUDGE BRENNEFs Well, no. That is not right
either, ¥r. Lanpher. When you have got parties whose
interests are affacted, ve will let them make objections.

Nevertheless, so you have the right to make
the objection, but it is overruled in this instance.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

JUDGE BRENNER: As long as they're still
continuing, I will give you a little more 120k into ay
insight. I don't want to automatically needle the

witnesses, and I want to see if these witnesses can give
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us enough information for our purposes on the QA/QC
contentions, and I think that is in all of our

interests., Pnd I »m not afraid of doing it because I

know from t! experience yesterday that they wil state

vhen they t ansver the guestione.

LANPHER: Judge Brenner, maybe my gquestion
vas confusing and if T ask it again, then if they need
time to confer I don't vant to get into the details of

this one aja
You don't want to, but they

Let's interrupt the vitnesses

Mr. Lanpher has a concern, which I don't

J may not be focusing on the guestior

again, and then if you still need more

you the time.

~
e

esuming)

T7Q » 4
'9-0 in
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trol problem, th
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specifically 79-07 itself. That wvas just mentioned
becsuse at the time wve wrote the inspection report,
79-07 vas 2 violation that we had in fact opened for the
electrical separation area.

Q Well, then, Mr. Higyins, wouldn't you agree
that 77-05 also is in the design control area?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not necessarily. As I
said, some of these are QC type of things, and‘if ve
could go back and look at each of the individual
violations in the electrical separatiosn area and say
this one was a design control one, this one was perhezos
a 0C one, this vas perhaps a recordkeeping one.

I*m not sure that that is very valuable
because .c feel the overall area of design control of
2lectrical separation was a design control problem. In
addition, there were some QC problems involved there.

e When I use the word “"design control,” Mr.
Hizgins, I mean design control in the 7C sense, QR and
QC criteria pertaining to design control, Criterion 3 in
particular. While 79-07 is not cited against Criterion
3, I understood it to be your testimony to believe that
this invclves design control problems from a CA/QC
aspect, not a technical aspect. I mean a JA/QC acpect.
Isn*t that correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) When we talk about design

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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control here we are talki~g about in cgeneral from a
quality control standpoint. There are a lot of other
aspects of QA and QC besides design contreol, and
wouldn*t make them all the same. So, in fact, some of
the things having to do with electrica2l separation, some
of the citations, vere in fact failurs to take adeqguate
corrective action which is another aspect of JA and QC
and not design control.

Wwell, dbut in 79-07 the failure %o take

e action vas because they had not properly

Some of them, as we have

control QA problems, and ve can

and look at each one and provide you a

ich ones ve feel fit wvhere, if you
made a listing on
items that fell the design control
similar to . ot) listings
n on page

.
. ~ ™ e
lation £

groupings that
you got 1 ycuar - : nNose ¢ . groupings
storage din design control and startup

manual.

testinmony at the
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page 267
(NITNESS AIGGINS) I guess
words, but basically that is what it sa);s.

Q Is it fair to state that as of right now
without further ra2view ymsu don't know whether 77-0:
would fall within design control or not?

(NITNESS uiGGINS) 77-05 we have locked at,
and in general we feel that is the one we were
discussing as these injitial ques“‘ions came Upe. nd

77-05 is pretty slosely tied betweea design control and

QA/QC corrective action. There are suae aspects of both

To say exactly which one it wyoula be, it would
judgmental choice because there are sc:o

That is what ve va-~e

the gquestioniu: again.

HIGGINS) We felt that in thi
ws lientiZz ed
ion orders
a2n
cCorrective actiion a4ajs
inspector
was ccrducted
nstallatings Leiwg made

adiressedi.
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The licensee in his response to this stated
that he felt that they were different enough that the
corrective action probably shouldn't have included it,
because in their initial DCOs that were written it vas
as paration problems between low voltage cables and
high voltage cables which were supposed to be
separated. In th2 instance that our inspector
identified, it wvas separation problems between
particular divisions of safety-related cables,
color-coded cables and nonsafety-related cables. And,
therefore, they said that they vere different enough
that there shouldn't have been corrective action to
preclude recurrence in this case.

We disagreed with that, and we felt that it
vas in general a separation problem, although it was
separation of different things, and it should have
precluded it, and there were some guality control
corrective action aspects to that. There were also somne
design aspects, because from a design standpoint they
should have provided proper instructions such that wvhen
they installed the safety and nonsafety-related cables,
it would have been clear enough to the workers not to
install them that wvay.

Q Thank you.

Gentlemen, and Judge Brenner, I would like to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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have marked as Suffolk County Exhibit 108 ILE Report

80-10, and the cover letter is dated August 12, 1980,

and it refers to an inspection during the time period

June 17t to 20, 1980; and I would like to direct your

attention to the notice of violation, gentlemen.

JUDGE BRENNER: One minute, Mr. Lanpher. [t

is marked as you requested.
(The document referred to
was marked Suffolk County
Exhibit No. 108 for

identification.)

JUDGE BREN! And are you finished with

electrical separat
I am at page 29, iten

ask you ts keep

hat the

paration which resuylted

forusing on

. _
utility an
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finding that situation, and what even, assuming ve also
£ind it represents QA/QC problems, even granting that,
vhether there is remedial action that should be taken at
this stage beyond the remedial action beinj taken under
the agreement on Suffolk County 31.

In other words, if the action is there
directly through the substantive contention on
electrical separatiosn, what other action should be
take? And bearing on the subject will be whether that
is a typical function of censtructing the plant such
that wve should make assumptions going into other areas
beyond electrical separation or whether there is
testimony in the record that there are some
peculiarities as to that function with which we should
rely on. And just bear all that in mind because it's
going to affect what you're going to 40 in this area
wilh your findings and wvhat we will do with it also.

MR. LANPHER: Well, I have attempted to. I
could respond. I don't think it is necessary.

JUDGE BRENNER: No.

MR. LANPHEE: 1I've got some ideas of what's to
go into findings in *his area.

JUDGE BRENNER: 1In other words, don't ignore
it even though it is somewhat separable, the fact that

there is agreement on SC-31.

ALDERSON REPOR1iMG COMPANY. INC,
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MR. LANPHER: Which we are still talking

about. But Mr. McCaffrey unfortunately has been sick

this wveek.

JUDGE BRENNER: One other thing I would like
to clear up, wh2n T saiil in passing that they did it the
vay I would do it in going through the IEE reports, what
I meant was the process of going through the reports,
preliminary categorization and then going back again to
see if they would change anything. I did not mean to
denote my agreement with their ultimate deci

should be categorized under wh
let's go back to you.

LANPHER: I think this

County 108
(Fesuming)
correct -- and
nd violation whic
stance where the inspecto
y-related conduit wvas
the separation criteria
and that the nonconformance had not previou:
documented or tagged

» COrrect?
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A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

Q Gentlemen, would you agree -- well, strike
that.

Mr. Higgins, in response to an earlier
question you described it in at least one aspect, desicn
contrel aspect,.of allowving installation in a
nonconforming manner, and that was in connection with
77-05 which wvas cable, and this is conduit. This again
is installation in a nonconforming manner, correct?

2 (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct. It is
installation in a nonconforming manner.

Q So would you agree that this violation also
has pertinence to the design control area?

A (WITNEZS NABRROW) No, sir. Excuse me.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS NARROW) Mr. Lanpher, in this case
they had specifications that prescribded certain
separation requirements. The conduit that was installed
dil not me2t thes2 requirements, and QC d4id not identify
this nonconformance to the requirements, so wve
considered it a qualiiy control problenm.

Q Wwell, I agree it is a gquality control problenm,
but doesn't it relate to design also, the implementation
of the correct design?

A (WITNESS NARECW) T c-an't see a problem with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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the designe. The 3esign had deen furnished to thenm.
0 ¥y question vas the implementation of the
correct design, ¥r.

(WITNESS 4 Well, I think any violation

probably related to implementation of the correct

design. They wer2 provided with specifications and
drawings, and because they did not conform to those
specifications ani 4ravings does not make it a design
problem. It is a nonconformance to those criteria if
they have installed it in that fashion. 9C should have
identified it and should have written some type of a
nonconforming document. And this ecisely what this
particular violation is for.
(NITNESS HIGGIXS In this one we did cite
Criterion S which was a failure to follow
ur which were at this time prov
installation of these
electrical
jentlemen
well,
artup
testimony a
a s2parate, distinct prob
standpoint, correct?

(WITNESS
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Q Was there a reason that you did not elect to
discuss electrical separation as a serarate and distinct
QA/QC problem?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess the way we elected
to handle it is as discussed there in the first
paragraph on page 25.

Q And that wvas intended to serarate electrical
separation out as a separate QA/QC problem?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not necessarily a QA/QC
problex, but it was intended to separate it out as a
particular problem area that was quite involved, and
involved, as ve said yesterday, some engineering
difficulties, some difficulties in terms of what the
actual criteria were going to be, and there were some
QA/QC problems associaced with it, yes.

g Well, those problems have continued right up
to the present time frame, correct ~- the resclution of
those problems at least?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We don't feel that at the
present time thar2 are QA/QC problems still associated
with electrical separaticn, no.

Q #hat is the basis for that?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) We have not --

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The basis for that would be
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inspection 82-24 which vas the most recent inspection in
the electrical separation area.

c And in 82-24 you stated that you vere closing
out 79-07, correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) 70-07-02, yes.

Q And that vas the electrical separation problenm
vhich is described or at least referenced at page 25 of
your testimony?

A (WITVESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

(Counsel for Suffolk County confercring.)

SR. LANPHER: Judge Prenner, this might be a
good time to break. I may wvant to ask a couple of
questions about 82-24, but I want to 3o over my notes.

I may not need to.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Fine. Let's break
for an hour and come back at 1300,

MR. LANPHER: I know we planned an hour, but
could ve have an hour and fifteen minutes? I have to go
over this and try to pull it together.

JUDGE BRENNER: Ali right. We will still end
at 3:30, though, and we will come back here at 1;15.

MR. LANPHER: Thank you, Judge.

(Whereupon, at 12:00 p.m., the hearing vas
recessed for lunch, to be reconvened at 1:15 p.m., the

same day.)
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AFTERNCON SESSION
(1:20 per.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go on the record.

We are, in order to save time next week, ve're
going to defer the discussion which wve previously had
planned on emergency planning until the week of January
10th, 1983 in Long Island, and on wvhatever day of that
veek is mutually convenient to the parties. And that
includes SOC and NSC, and we would expect them at any
such meeting since wve are nowv rescheduling it in New
York. And we wvant everyone involved in the discussion,
so all parties are going to be required to attend, and
in view of that, set it up at a time wnen it is
convenient for all parties so that won't be a reason for
their nonattendance.

And although we would prefer to do it that
veek, if it is impossible to schedule it that veek
because of commitments of SOC and NSC counsel, we will
do it the following week also, but no later than those
two weeks.

And we are prepared to continue. We can ask
for the ansvers to Judge Carpenter's questions now, or
ve can let vou finish th2 particular area you vere in,
¥r. Lanpher, the sub area, whatever you prefer.

¥MR. LANPHER: I really have no preference. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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had forgotten about Judge Carpenter's guestions until

ten minutes ago when I hurriedly got my stuff ready on

that, so I can go either way. Whatever you would prefer.
BRENNER: Well, let's get the ansver to

Judge Carpentsr's guestion.

Whereupon,

LEWIS NARROW
stand and vere further examined and

follows:

break I had asked

£ hey uld comment as to whether the

viclation with respect to welding matters that we have

been reviewing, ‘ her : £ hos 16 violations would

viclation had
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Q I asked you, sir, in your capacity, in your
professional judgment if any, which ones. So if you
vould speak to the ones you think merit attention, that
would be fine.

A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. The first one
vould be item number 2, Inspection Report 76-11., The
first cne I mentioned on 76-11, and the concern there
was with undersized structural steel welds. As I read
the inspection report the concern I had with this one
was that I could not determine with the information
available that “he size of the short veld would have had
an effect on the structural strenoth of the component;
and we could not determine wvhether thare was any future
inspection that would determine that in the licensee's
program.

Q That is the guestion T would ask you. That is
obviously the next questinn, so if you could comment in
that regari as you 30 along.

A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

Q You just said as far as -- you can't tell, so
you can't have an opinion as to whether the licensee's
program or the AE's program would have picked it up.

A (WITNESS GALLO) VYes, sige What I'm saying is
I would have to have an engineering review of that or

additional information regarding the final inspections

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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that might have been done. That information is not

available.

And NRC did not try to develop that
information?

A (WITNESS GRLLO) To determine if the weld were

not accepted or not identified as a vroblem?

That if you hadn't picked it up that it would

icked up.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

To answer your specific

gquestion, Judge not know and there is no

indication ¥ the NRC tried to make any judgment as to

whather or not thare would have been 1 problem with the

veld if it had not been identified the NRC,
different gquestion, I think,
with other welds of this

- ildS

‘m not trying to answver

these items I did try to
AS¥E code inspection

final visual inspection

would have identified

number two you

is that right?

g i
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A (WITNESS GALLO) I'm saying from the
information I have in trying to do a guick review with
the information that is in the inspection report 7T
cannot identify a means where the licensee would
identify that save our identification of it.

It is also d4ifficult to tell whether or not
the condition would have been satisfactory as is because
of the shortness of the weld, the weld size. If the
load vere such, the load may have been such that it
would have been -- a short weld would have been accepted
as is. It could have been acceptable. Eut that
information is not available either.

The re2ason I made that last comment, Judge
Carpenter, is in this item and I believe at least one
other we are talking about structural steel welding, in
general, and our experience in structural steel wvelding,
it is usually far oversized to what is necessary for the
loads. That is.a judgment call, though, without havine
the numbers.

The s2cond item I had --

(Panel of vitnesses conferring.)

i (WITNESS GALLO) The second item I was going
to discuss was item number U4 which was identified in
Inspection Report 77-17, and this was the problem with

nonconforming contour of a transition at a2 field weld.
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In this case all velds vere inspected actually by LILCO

as a result of our identification of finding, and 82 o
408 were found to bde unacceptable.

Pgain, in this case I cannot determine or to
the bdest of my ability identify any inspection would
have identified that particular problenm.
appears to be an ASME code component, so there is a
possibility that a final walkdown inspection or a final
review of T ( of this, which is required in the

S 3 ] hava identified the problem,
to call.

Again, there is another way that is a little

‘ough to call, but this probably would be covered by
preservice inspection of the weld, whether they
this particular problem at a preservice
vhich usually requires another visual
and usually an ultrasoni test. And ve're
transition at a field weld, and that i
detected by an
transition, the end

lly complete

from my readine of this that the

re tvwo considerations
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profile because that would be a stress riser location.

sacond reason might b2 just so that ultrasonic
covld be done.
Well, you did testify that LILCO subseguent to
inspect all such welds.
(NITNESS GALLO) That is correct. And they
problams.
Thank y»>u.
(WITNESS GALLO) The next item is iter
Inspection Report 78-15. This was one of ¢
angle joints we talked about previously, T
this case our inspection records indicated that there

was re-inspection done by the licensee, and some welds
wer rejected. And there wvas also a discussion in here
he licensee response to the violation indicated

they

writeup indicates t t they wvere
to the AWS code in ¥ - f 1979,
he Inspection Report 4does

And subsequent to that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . IN(
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which are planned

in accordance with new procedures.

So it is a little Dbit

the information we have here whether

reguest wvas approved or denied or it

too long, that they decided to go ah

regardless of what the AWS results w

So, again, this is -- to g

guestion, it would have bee

port wvweld.

-
.~

A

iifficulty convincing

ther inspection that wou

s$0

are subiject insp

rvicCe l1lhnspecC

ver

the informati vO

%

-

You tol t

wvhethsz that if

ytable
le

bit

get
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to have been cut out or have been out

~

cult to tell with

the AWS code

wvas Just delayed

ead with the rework

ere.
et back to the

n identified as the

had a

myself that there

13 identify this

me plpe support

ection and

Yy aifficul

&

uld be one of

but I'm stil

r

NRC hadn't

veld would have been

debatable

the
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78-15-01. I°a sorry. The item was identified in

78-15. It was closed out in 79-12. And it appears that
it vas inspected in between another time in Inspection
Report 79-02. So the discussion of ths item appears in
three reports.

And to answver your first question, I could not
determine what, if anything, in the licensee's progran
would have identified this type of problem if the NRC
had not.

(Panel of wvitnesses conferring.)

(WITNESS GALLO) As I indicated also, the AWNS

committee meeting in March '79 results aren't
ented i1 ] inspection report, and they may have
to the licensee which zould have

s, but I don't knovw that.

€T closeout ian 79-12?7
In 79-12 it discusses the

weld technigue sheets which

and ¢ fact

final closeout.
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MR. LANPHER: Judge Morris, could wvwe get an

identification of where in 79-12 he was referring to,

please?

JUPGE BRENNER: ¥r. Callo, can you do that?

WITNESS GALLO: I have the excerpt. WNe wil
have to search ourselves.

MR. LANPHER: Mr. Gallo, never mind.

(Panel of wvitnesses conferring.)

W1 ESS GALLO: Discussion 79-12 is on page 6

nph informatione.

The naxt item I was going to discuss wvas our
item number 11, ] ( s in the reactor building,
puller crane welds.

ls case the velds were repaired.
them -- again, this is a fornm
1t appears tha there
ar as the inspector
les or violations with
regularities and pitting
defects
dd the same comment
velding usually is
But this was a vendor
understand it, and

to the site s0 ¢

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW A WASHINGTON, D




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

<3

24

25

16,948

inspections had been done at the vendor's shop. And I
could not identify to myself at least what in the
licensee’s program would have identified this type of
defect at this stage.

8Y JUDGE BRENNER:

Q Was the crane in storage somevhere at the site
or in its installed place, do you know?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Narrov informs me that it
vas installad,

Q Thank you.

B (WITNESS GALLO) The type of things I was
talking about, too, in reviewing the other items where I
felt that some inspection, routine inspection, or some
other type of inspection would identify them, would have
included the ASME code type certification, which is the
N-5 certification system, along with the preservice
inspection and the in-service inspection reguired
essentially by the NRC where visual inspections,
penetrant testing or ultrasonic testing would be
required of welding.

The other thing in that same ASME code
regquirements wouli be the hydrostatic testing reguired
on piping, on piping components.

The othar thing which is outside the

licensee's scope of activities is the NRC has their own

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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plan, vhich we have discussed briefly, I believe, in
Inspection Report 82-19, where the NRC does independent,
nondestructive testing, both radiographic and I believe
penetrant testing, and they are principally of pipe-type
velds.

(Panel >f witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS GALLO) To reiterate, the rermaining
items I guess would be 14 other items. We did feel that
save our inspection, there wvas some method that would
have been identified by the licensee -- one of the ASME
code regquirements or other inspection requirements that
we are avare of,

In scae of the cases I guess we had previously
identified the wvelding procedure or the PQR where it was
later determined to be acceptable or previously
qualified by another procedural qualification review.

Q Just as a check, did T understand one of the
things you had in mind by which these items might later
have been identified was the in-service inspection
program?

: (WITNESS GALLO) VYes, sir. And in particular
the preservice part of that which has been, I expect,
essentially completed pretty much nov.

Q T guess my guestion is as to the remaining

ones that you think there wvere methods in place by which

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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reasonably any defects would have been identified. Did

any get past service, that is, into the in-service

inspection or post-fuel load, for you to put it in that

category?
You see, in my own mind I consider time
identification being preservice, not in-service.

B (NITNESS ALLOD) I didn't understand your last

you may have put one or
of those which would have
LCO's cwn inspections and checks
SC on only hecause you were thinking of

inspection program after fuel loading.

the pr
inspection.
ten~-year cy
reinspectei,

yOuU.

CARPENTER;
I was asking the gquestion to elp
perspzctive on the conclusion that the panel
unacceptable welds exist at Shorehanm.

>0 have identified, that
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identification wvas preventitive, in one case led to

inspection apparently of all the welds in that category.

I wonder if it isn't == I'm having trcuble

going quite that far. Mr. lanpher asked if the panel

felt that

A

wvasn't a little bit far to go.

(NITNESS GALLO) Sir, first of all, I delieve

ve vere trying to limit our discussion to safety-related

systems.

<

We probably didn't indicate thate.

¥ell, I am more comfortable now with this

adiitional explanation that you have given me that it is

based on NRC inspections and the LILCO program of

inspections; that it is very improbable that an

unaccepted veld or an unacceptable weld will escape

detection,

rather than flat statement look at more the

strength of the program >f evaluation vis-a-vis the

assertion
A

probably a

correctly

Q

about today, what the conditions are.
(WITNESS GALLO) Judge Carpenter, maybe =-- I
gree that your conclusion may have been more
worded than ours.

Well, T say I'm explorina this, trying to

understand it, and I got the sense that that is how you

came out w

ith such an affirmative statement. But I

think it spocke to welds rather than the weld inspection

program.

I think you affirmed my hypothesis, and that's

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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as far as I wanted to go with it.
A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

JUDGE CARPENTEE: Thank you, Mr. Lanpher, for
alloving me to interrupt. 1 thought while we were
talking about welding it would be a good chance to

it €further.
CROSS EXANISATION -- Continued
LANPHER:
in responding to Judge Carpenter's
gquestions he ph : the gquestion in terms of
unacceptable veld. How 4id you understand
"unacceptab
conferring
ng the word "unacceptable”™

iesian requirements,

in

ctive action and other actions pursuant to the

Al D

inal notice of violation several o2f the welds had to

t out and revorked?
Report
identified
been cut

new procedures. A [ take that
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to mean the 71 new technique sheets also referenced in
that paragraph.

Q And in connection with 78-16, which wvas the
puller crane item, am I correct that after the
inspection report was prepared LILCO inspected
additional wvelds in the puller crane area, and as of the
time the r2port was prepared, they had looked at 30
percent of the welds and found that 10 percent of those
that they had looked at had rejectable defects.

A (WITNESS GALLO) That is stated in Inspection
Report 78-16.

Q Now, Mr. Gallo, you in responding to Judge
Carpenter for your final conclusion about no
unacceptable welds exist at Shoreham, you stated that
you were limiting your discussion to safety-related
systems. Do you recall that statement?

B (WITNESS GALLO) VYes, sir.

Q Is that true throughout your testimcny?

R. ELLIS: That question =-- I object to the
gquestion ba2cause it is excessively broad. I don't know
wvhat he means by the rest of the testimony.

JUDGE BRENNER: It is vary broad. I'm not
sure about "excessively”™ for this reason. I don't want
him to have to c¢o through each sub-item. I don't know

yet whether the witness can answver it or not, and I do

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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wart to make sure the vitnesses are awvare of the context
as well as everyone else here.

So why ion't you give them just a little bit
of context, but I don't want you to have to go through
each item. And we will try to drav a compromise.

8Y « LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Galle, are you avare of the ciassification
of items as important to safety?

(WITNESS GALLO) Just in a ceneral wvay, yes.

Are you familiar with the da2finitions used by

Br. Denton in defining "important to safety”™ and

"safety-relatec being a subset thereof?
L Yes. I have seen that letter.
the term “"safety-related"™
C were y2u using it in

set forth in Mr. Denton’'s

understand,
Yy relating to weld
systems, correct?
vitnesses conferring.)
NESS GALLO) Yes, sir, Yr. Lanpher
ng that ! welding we have been incspected

in our inspection

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY  IN(
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And then accordingly, that is the

welding that you are addressing in your testimony also,

the safety-related welding?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sire.

Q Now, in the tastimony, Mr. Gallo, in the

testimony you provided, the prefiled testimony, you

describe the IE&E program. Is that description of the

IELE program for inspection and review of safety-related

systems?

MR. FLLIS: May we have a reference to what

description you're referring to in the prefiled

testimony, please?

JUDGE BRENNER: No. That is okay. Just

ansver the guestion if you can.

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS GALLOs I'm sorrye I'm not sure what

page you're on.

JUDGE BRENNER; He's not on any page. Pepeat

your question.

BY ER.

LANPHER:s (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, in yoar testimony you generally

describe your IELE program for Shoreham, correct?

A (WITYESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

Q Does that describe a program which addresses

-= gtrike that.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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That description of that program in your

testimony is as that program pertains to safety-related
systems,

GALLO) I believe I previously
testified, probably a couple of days ago, that the NRC
inspection program, principally in the 25-12 area,
relates to safety-related areas. As we expand the
program into preop testing it does take into account
some nonsafety-related areas and also that occurs in
operation, too.

But not during the IELE program prior
TNESS GALLO) In genaral, that is

toward safety-related systens.
xceptions such as

by Appendix R, 10
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Q fr. Gallo, do you recall your *estimony on the
first day that you vere on the stand, where we ve_w
discussing IfE report 82-29 and an ENDCR-related proilenm

therein?

Doyou recall the

eNPCR problem in 82-297

R (WITXESS GALLO) No, I don't.

Q Maybe Kr. Higoins does.

N (WITNFSS HIGGIN:Y ¥r. Langher, I was the gne
vho testified on that.

0 And I aszaxed you thre guestion whether you
indicated the item involve? .as ncn-tafety-related and
that that vas the resaon you did not cite it against
Appendix B. Do vy2u recall that?

B (WITNESS HICGINS) VYez, I 2as.

Q And you stated that if it had been a
safety-related systew#, you would have cited it for a

violation?

X (RITNESS

"hat

correct?

A (WITNESS
Q Is that a
but not safety-rela

(Witnesses

(WITNESS

in my hip pocket »r

HIGCGINS)

Yes, I did.

-~

involver tne screen wash systems
b § ’r

R del g I v
-«
e ANO ) I8Sas

system which S imnportant to safety
+ G"i 2
conferred.
HIGGINS) *rs Lanpher, I don't have
even back in my office at the site a
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY IN(
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listing of what the important-to-safetv systems are.

know what the d2finition is in the Denton memorandum and
also the reference to the General Design Criteria. So I
can give you my own estimation, but there is nothing
that T could look up to and say that is important to
safety, that is not even important to safety, that is
safety-related.

Hy estimation of the screen wash would te not
even important to safety.

JUDG RENNER: If you had that list, ¥r.
Higgins, you could save some of your fellow staff
members a lot of worke.

(Laughter.)

ENNEF Go ahead,
That is for sure, ge Brenner.
(Resuming)
let's go to Attachment 2B
prafi d 2 S 1 79-16 again,

Attachment
this is in
inspector also noted cleanness

2 and 3 equipment, including

and condensate

idon't have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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safety-related -- but betveen Category 2 and 3, these
aren't safaty-ra2lated systems. Correct?
B (WNITNESS HIGGINS) Correcte.

Do you believe these would fall withinthe

Yes, I do.

In this inspection report you identify the
deficiencies with respect to these Category 2 and 3
items of equipment; correct?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes

0t cite them for a vioclation against

1dix B because these were not safety~related; is

correct?
(WITNESS HIGGINS) That is corrascte.
Why idn Yyou cite them for a viclation
nst General T 1« Critericon 1?7
(WITNESS HIGGINS) seneral Design Criterion 1
does Y you ! teep the control rod drive
ocoster pumps clezn. That
ansver, but I believe that
of the matter.
that you shall have

available,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . IN(
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Higgins, "A g3rality assurance program shall be
established aid implemented in order to provide adeguate
assurance that these structures, systems, and components
will satisfactorily perform their safety functions.”

Now, you understand the structures, systenms,
and components to mean items important to safetys
correct?

(NITNESS HIGGINS) In accoriance with the
Denton memorandum, yes.

T'hen do you understand GDC-1 to require the
establishment of a gquality assurance program for items

-

I believe that is what it

But you do not believe that the guality

assurance program for items like the control rod drive
pumps and conden te ocoster pumps need to keep those
it2ms of equipment clean?

(RITKE {IGGINS) NeC di say that,

Then T

misunderstood Do you think that
the gvality assurance O t e items of
equipment should keep

(WITNESS

area now where

gave yo2u my answver,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC
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require that it keep those pumps clean. In fact, it
requires that you have an adeguate qguality assurance
program. There is certainly 2 lot of judgment involved
there also. What components have to be included within
that is very juigmental,

And so the reason that I didn't cite that as a
violation to that item is because it is a very
judgmental type of thing, an area where policy hat not
been set within the NRC, and it is really not the
business of an iniividual resident inspector to be
making overall NRC-wide policy in writing vioclations.

0 Well, have you ever cited a violation against
GDC-1, sir?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

Q Do you inspect against CDC-1? Do jou use that
as cne of your standards in your jinspection?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) CDC-1 is too general to use
as a standard for inspection for my purposes.

C Do you have a checklist cr some other guide on
how to interpret the juality assurance requirements of
GDC-1 in your IELE program?

R (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, not to my knowledge.

JUDGE BRENNERs Mr. Higgins, notwithstanding
all that, you did write that paragraph under E that Mr.

Lanpher gquoted to you and which you noted these things

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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on the assumption that you do not like to write words
Just for the sake of writing words. What 1id you expect
to accomplish by doing what you did?
WITNESS HIGGINS: I felt those components vere
dirtier than they shculd be. I felt they did
importance to safaty, and I felt that
wasn't taking adequate actions to keep them clean.
I was hoping by putting it in the inspection report that
he would improve his program and clean them t©.
I didn't feel that I had a legal basis to
write a2 citation and require 2 response on the record to
however. 2ut the licensee acknowledged the comment
cleanei them up.

LANPHER: (Resuming)

You 4iin't expect, =2ven though you d4idn‘t call

rrective action hecause it wasn't cited in
Yyou expect the response %o

include a written notification

did

the licensee did
me informally he ¢ N ¢ ] to do that because

were not safety-relat

JUDGE BRENNER: What

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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WITNESS HIGGINS: It would have been at my
exit meeting. Those are generally attended by the
managers, but I don't ref:11 at this time who it vas. I
just don't recall, Judge Brenner.

JUDGF BRENNER: What would you have done if
they said, forget about it, we're not doing it?

WITNESS HIGGINS: What would I have done
then? We would have discussed it with my regional
supervision and tried to get them to call at a little
higher leval up at the licensese to see if we could
change those situations,

JUDGE BRENNER:s In other words, you would have
pursued it further if you had not gotten an acceptable
response, notwithstanding the fact that you expected the
response tc be informal?

WITNESS HIGGINS: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you.

Back to you, ¥r. Lanpher.

8Y ¥R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q0 By the way, I tock a look at 79-16, and there
is no indication on the second page where sometimes
there is an asterisk, who was at the exit meetings and
not, and thz2ra wasn't an indication here.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) As the resident inspector,

I have multiple exits during the meonth, and it gets too

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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complicated to have single asterisks, double asterisks,
swords and everything else.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you ansvered my
question. I wasn't as interested in the individual so
much as the level. And you told me a management level.

WITNESS HIGGINS: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Or a managerial level.

¥R. LANPHER: One moment, Judge.

(Pause.)

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Would it be fair to state, Mr. Higgins, then
that if you see problems with non-safety-related
systems, you will at least on occasion write them up, as
you did in 79-16, but you don't have -- well, is that
true?

bl (WITNESS HICSINS) VYes.

2 I apologize this if it is repititious. Just
so it is clear in my own mind, you don't have a
checklist or other kinds of similar inspection progranm
for systems, stru-tur2, or components which are
important to safety but not safety-related?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) For some specific ones we
do, and T think those have already been discussed.

Q Like fire protection?

L) (WITNESS HIGGINS) For example, fire

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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protection, radvaste systems, instrumentation systems, a
nusber of our pra2-op test programs., Inspection
procedures call for review of precperational tests for
these types of things ve're talking about here, control
rod drive pumps, condensate pumps, booster pumps, that
sort of thing.

So we 40 have a lot, particularly in the
preoperational test area and then also wvhen you get to
the plant operation stage. But not as -- we don't have
an overall program that says for these
important-to-safety things as a group this is what you
do. It's msore identified specifically.

Q Thank you.

MR. LANPHER: It seems like a long time ago,
but T am going to go back to 82-24 now where I left off
before lunch. And I have just one or two guestions.

That has not previcusly been marked for
identification, so if we may, Judge BErenner, I would
like to have it marked as Suffolk County Exhibit 109 for
identification.

Yhile I am identifying it, I am going to
direct the witnesses' attention to page S5 of the details.

82-24 has a cover latter. T believe it is a
little hard to read. Tt is dated October 1%, 1982, and

it pertains to an inspecticn conducted from September 7
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through
(The document
vas marked
Exhibit No.
identification.)
BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q sentlemen, I wvant to specifically direct your
attention to the paragrapgh at the middle of the page
starting

We have it.
Have you : opportunity to review that

4

I vould like to read it nowv.

an instance wvhere the
ed a nonconformance vwith the
eparation specification, in that there vere

where wrapped cable did not meet the 1-inch

ration distance from the cable tray?

ITNESS HIGGINS)

S vritten up as a violat

GGINS) The reason is th

produce a2vidence that the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY  IN(
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had been acceptable -~ that is, greater than 1 inch =--

at the time of the guality control inspections, but that

subsequent activities had knocked them out of alignment

and made them closer.

And also, the fact that we felt again here
this is a situation having to do with the overall
electrical separation area that the final progranm vas
still ongoing and that there were additional steps to be
taken in the lectrical separation area to make it
finally accepted by the licensee.

The licensee was avare that there was still

be done. We were awvare of it. What they had
inspection vas that as they
shall we zall it, their

in the electrical separation area, that they

number of things.
ings that they vere
planning (o om in certzin specific are
They ha id ess the diesel generator roams
were fairly small i have a
mount cf cabling as
Thecefore, they weres partially throunagh
am although it had been finally completed and
accepted as indicated ! And they more or less

invited ou nspector C! and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE . SW . WASHINGTON. D 20024 (202) 554-234F




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

16,968

and see what it looked like. And we in fact went in to
do that.

We said, vhere are some areas that are far
enough along that we can look at them? As a matter of
fact, this inspection was scheduled by myself to make
sure that things were far enouch along that we would
have some valuable ani meaningful things to look at, but
early enough in the program such that the program wasn't
near complation and wve still could have valuable input
with any comments that we would make.

In this instance, the inspector identified
some problams and also wrote an unresolved item to
document the follow-up on the overall problem. So I
guess what I am saying is that for the two specifif
instances that we found, we considered them fairly
trivial, in that there were still more things to be done
by the licsns2e, they ver> not particularly significant
in themselves, and the licensee and ve were awvare that
there was mor2 t> be done.

3ut what we wvere concerned with and the reason
we wrote the unresolved item was that we felt that the
type of thing that happened here =-- namely, these being
moved out of position and violating the 1-inch
separation after the juality control inspection took

place -- was a thing that could happen very easily in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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other parts of the plant after the gquality control
inspections took place, particularly with respect to
these cables in free aire.
And therefore, we wrote it up as an unresolved
item, and the licensee has been addressing this. As a
matter of fact, the way he is addressing it is that
there have been engineering tests and evaluations that
have demonstrated that the 1-inch separation distance is
not reguir2d as long as you have it either wrapped or
barriered.
And it is my understanding, although the item
closed yet, that the route the licensee is going
to use these engineering tests Ly Wyle

justify not having to meet the

just want to ask, Mr.

-

the Board. his area that this
talks about, is this unigue to
this the sort of problem that

to work with other places?

(Witnesses conferredi.)

WITNESS GALLOs: Judge Carpenter, as to your

gquestion, we all basically agree that the 2lectrical
cable t 5 problem we find at

every con: uct n s = ! ! appears tha

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC
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Shoreham does have a little bit higher, higher level of
problem than the average site.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you very much for that
perspective.

BY MP. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Centlemen, in 82-24, pages 2 and 3, the first
page of th2 datails and the sacond page, is where ILE
closed out the cable separation matters in 79-07, and at
the top of page 3 closed out zable separation items that
we have been talking about in CAT. Correct?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) That i correcte.

It is fair to state that notwithstandin those
close-outs, cable separation remains at least an
unresolved item at Shoreham today?

MR. ELLIS: Objection, unless there is some
indication of what is meant by "difficulties or
problems.” I think the guestion is unclear unless he is
referring to a specific item th ] closed out.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am going to allow the

gquestion as askedi, and if ¥r. o3 will forgive me,

and the other mempers of the panel, put the burden on
them to explain what the current situation still is in

i

the context of hs juestion.

inspection

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W  WASHINGTON




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

25

16,971

¥r. Richards, who did the inspection, as to closing out
of these items and the further things that had to be
done. We felt the particular problems that had been
identified in the previous items in 79-07 and in 82-04
had been addressed.

¥r. RPichards performed an overall review of
vhere the 2lectrical separation program was headed at
Shoreham, and he felt when the inspection was performed
that in general it wvas fairly well resolved and headed
in the right direction except there were a fev areas
where he felt that there was still additional
information or adiitional things that needad to be
better defined. For those he wrote up four unresclved
items which are in paragraph 3 of this inspection
report. And those are basically the areas that ve feel
are still of some guestion in fairness %o the licensee
for several of these.

The licensee was headed in the direction that
is indicatad by the item anyhow. It is just that the
information wasn't there or the procedures weren't
finalized. For example, in some of the testing that is
described here, they were performing testing, and it's
just that the data vas not available yet for cur review
and determination if it was acceptable.

YR. LANPHER: I have no further guestions c¢n

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that item, Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me try one and hope I
don*t get whole-hog into the area of electrical
separation that you can't get into. I don't think I
vill.

Is it fair to infer from the item orn page S
vith respect to the concera that the 1-inch separation

can be maintained in the future beyond that particular

item? And T also have in mind your explanation that

LILCO might have e2lected a different way -- that is,

wrappin ~= and then in the engineeringy analysis
justifying that.,

Is it fair to i of that that the

invalved in ! report and perhaps also
eves that it would be just too much
expact from an ongoing QC program that
approximately an inch apart in an
would maintain that minimum distance?
that the problem you are worrisd about?

Let me put it more bluntly. If they ended up
saying they're going to maintain the 1-inch separation
and that's going to h basis for acceptability, do
you have difficulty believing that the level
compliance with that will be =sufficient over

the plant?
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WITNFSS HIGGINSs After this inspection I have
told long Island Lighting Company representatives that I
don"*t beliave there is any way they could maintain that
1 inch if they C;Ilit to it.

JUDGE BRENNER: I guess that answers my
question. And let me ask this. Is that a comment on
LILCO or your assessment of the level of efficacy to
expect from any JC program?

WITNESS HIGGINS: The second, particularly
considering that what wve're talking about here are
cables that are basically in free air or in transition
betveen a comporant and a cable tray or a conduit and a
cable tray, this type of thing.

And in many areas there are large bundles of
them containing large numbers of cable, and you're
probably talking on the order of tens of thousand here,
not just thousands. And in a lot of cases because of
the way the cables vere run and the necessity to
separate the safety-related from the non-safety-related,
there are just so many instances vhere they could be
disturbed and moved closer, that I don't feel that there
is any way that thay could do it.

¥R. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, for my own planning
purposes, 1id you plan to break this afternoon?

JUDGE BREMNNER: Yes. I was just looking at

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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the c’ock right now with that in mind.

¥R. LANPHER: Could I just ask one or two more
Juestions and then I will be, I think, done with the
cable separation issue.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right.

ME. LANPHERs Why don't we juct tzke the break?

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, we will take 15
minutes and come back at 2;40.

(Whereupon, at 2:25 p.m., a brief recess wvas

had, to reconvene at 2:;40 p.m., this same day.)
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JUDGE

BY

~
-

| § 4

know what the

MR

BRENKER:

We are ready to

proceed.

LANPHER: (Resuming)

Higgins, in connection with

objactive evidence wvas that is referred to

the objiective evidence that the

iS5,

been moved slightly?

WITNESS

the inspector,
think in one i
shown
or sometingy th
alrost could

And

have

heck of a

to go 1in a

necessary., g1lv

¥

+hi
| |

‘A

S ltem was

-
~

answver by Mr.
gquestions”?

evidence wa:c

wars

on

vhich wvas

rOove out

recall what

long

Why

EIGGINS) I had some discussion with

don't recall exactly whav it wvas. I

nstance there was a repair revork reguest

working on a component or a deck »pl

ate

at was located right next to it that you

without bumping it in one case.

h 4

the second one was. I guess

definite information on that.

BRENNER; Mr. Lanpher, maybe this is a

his of you with 50 minutes left

=

week, but why S that question

5
-

n the contaxt of prior ansvers as to why

considered important by IE and the other

Higgins in response to my follow-up

did we have t2 know what the objective

4
-~

LANPH Pepending upon what the kind of

~
v

S, t might have been very the

violation Judge Brennere.
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vhere the scaffolding, the other wvork had messed up
something.

JUDGE BPENNERs: Okay. T will accept that
ansver. GO ahead.

BY YR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Sentleman, I want to just briefly turn your
attention back to page 24 of your prefiled testimony.
¥r. CGallo, I earlier asked you whether Item 2 on that
page had a typographical error. Does it?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir, Mr. Lanpher. For
the recordi, Item 2 on page 24 of the NRC prefiled

testimony should read Inspection Peport 80-10" instead

16,976

of "80-14,
Q Thank you. Centlem=n, yesterday -- T guess it
was yesterday -- you described how the ENDCR problem

discussed in the CAT inspect on <«- the weakness wasn't

violation, it wasn't cited as a violation -- relates to

control of design documents; correct? Do you recall

that -- as opposed to a design control problem?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) ENDCRs are certainly design

documents. I gquess the wveakness that we wrote up, I

wouldn't classify exactly as you did.

Q Well, that weakness, if you were including on

page 24 of your testimony all -- well, if you are

including 1esign zontrol problems, if you had been
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including things other than violations, would you have
included the ENDCR problem identified in CAT, or the
veakness?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

Q Why not?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) Because I guess as I have
characterized before, the things that ve put into design
control vere generally items that we felt vere a real
problem with the design process itself or vith actual
hardvare of the d2sign not being implement2d properly.

Q Mr. Higoins, could you turn your attention to
ILE PReport 81-22, which has previously been marked as
Suffolk County Exhibit 104, and page 7 of that, and
paragraph D, as in "dog,"™ at the bottom of page 77

¥R. TLLIS: What was the number azain?
MR. LANPHER: Page 7.

MR. ELLIS: Thank you.

BY ¥R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q 4r. Higgins, you wvere the inspector on this;
correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct.

0 Now, Mr. Higgins, it indicates that you found
that design change documents, ENDCRs, and 1rawving
updates were not distributed in a controlled manner to

the startup engin2ers. What 4id you mean by "“controlled

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY_ INC,
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manner®™? What wvas the problem here?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The licensee and I had some
disagreenents on this item. I guess I maintained that
it vas not being done in a fully controlled manner,
vhereas th2y maintained that it was. And that is why ve
ended up writing it as an unresolved item. In fact, the
ENDCRs were sent to the test engineer as part of the
distribution before a particular ENDCR. It includes the
startup group and the cognizant startup test engineer,
and then the startup test engineer is responsible for
the implementation of startup activities which may be
multiple 2s they relats to an ENDCR.

There was not a system set up where the
startup test engineer would have to receipt for that
ENDCR and proviie any type of record that he had gotten
it and taken the actions required other than if you look
for the particular system and to that particular ENDCR,
you could find that.,

I guess vhat I am saying is that the licensece
had some controls and some distribution, but I didn°'t
feel it vas adequate and particularly in light of some
of the problems that I found in the vioclation. So what
I vas trying to do in paragraph D and in the unresolved
items vas to get at the symptoms of the problem rather

than just the problems themselves.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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Q You stated that the licensee disagreed with
your concern?

HIGGINS) Disagreed with my
evaluation of it. They agreed that the end results were
unsatisfactory and that there were actions that needed
to be taken.

Q W2l1ll, then what was the disagreement?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) Well, we did have a
particular disagreement about the use of the word
"controlled.”™ They felt that it was a controlled
distribution, vhereas I felt it wvas not.

Is it fair to state that in your opinion this

constituted a veakness in the controlled distribution or

in the control 2 ! 1d drawving updates?

I classified it as an
e normally don't use the
a "weakness™ except in the special
inspections that we do.
Well, not using it, I think of a better
"veakness"™ here, so I using it in that
were in C B ) thought
improvaments
HIGGINS) Yes, I did.
Erenner, I would like to

move the admission « ‘ ) cuffolk County 104, to the
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extent that it has been inquired into.
JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. In the absence of
objection, it is admitted to that extent.
(The document previously
marked Suffolk County
Exhibit No. 1G4 for
identification was
received in evidence.)
MR. LANPHER: There are three other Suffolk
County exhibits which vere marked today which I have not
moved into evidence, which I would like to, Judge
Brenner. Suffolk County Exhibit 107, which is IEF
Report 77-07, and that relates to a welding matter.
Suffolk County Exhibit 108, that is IEE Report P0-10,
ani that was a1 1980 separation, electrical separation
problem. And Suffolk County Exhibit 109; that is 82-24
that ve werz just discussing a few minutes ago relating
to electrical -eparation again.
JUDGE MORRIS: F&'at was your number for 107
again, ¥r. Lanpher?
¥R. LANPHER: Excuse me?
JUDGE MORRIS: The IELE inspection report
nuaber for Exhibit 107?
MR. LANPHER: I have 77-01.

JUDGE MORRISs Corrasct. I think you said 10.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. LANPHER: I apologize. Thank you.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. 1In the absence of
objection, those three exhibits are admitted to the
extent notad.

(The documents previously
marked Suffeclk County
Exhidits No. 107 through
109 for identification
vere received in
evidence.)

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am back tc page
30 of my outline, I think, Item F.

JUDGE BRENNERs; Thank you.

BY MR. LANPH'Rs (Pesuming)

Q Sentlem2n, ‘n the deosign control area, we
talked about a number of the items. On page 25 you
discuss Items 1, 3, and 5 specifically, and you state
that the remaining four items, which are 2, 4, 6, and 7,
relate to the conformance of plant with the licencsee
commitments or regqulatory requirements. And you go on
to state that they are being addressed in the Shorehanm
configuration raviswv program. Do you see that testimnny?

2 (WITNESS HIGGINS) VYes, we see that paragraph.

0 Would you agree that -- strike that,

You referred to a November 12, 1981, meeting

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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betveen the licensee and the NRC Staff. And you state
that at that meeting the issue of conformance with
licensee commitments and regulatory requirements was
discussed. Why was this meeting held, if you know?
(NITNESS HIGGINS) Yes. It was held because
of our concern in the FSAR conformance area.
Q Had this been a problem that had recurred
several times prior to November 19817
(HITNESS HIGGINS) We had had a number
findings and inspection reports that identified
discrepancies between the as-built plant and the
design descri
0 is the Staff, or why was the Staff,
concerneaqd conformance of the as-built plant to the
FSAR
L
reasons why we were concerned with
the plant as shown in the FSAR

course, the review done by IS ok A Regulation

Washington, concerned at 2 were reviewving

€horehan.

our purposes NRC, and in
that we have a reliable

represents the as-built plant
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Particularly, it becomes very useful in emergency
situations where in the regional office wve do not have
necessarily all of thes design drawings that are
available at the site. We have principally the FSAR.

Then it is your testimony that NRR primarily
reviews the adeguacy of the plant to regulatory
requirements by a review of the FSAR?

(Witnaesses conferred.)

(WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, NRP reviews the
description of the plant found in the FSAR in addition
to what is in the basic FSAR document. There are
questions and ansvers which are mailed back and forth to
each other and then eventually reflected in the FSAR

Site visits done by various organizations within
and on some 2ccasions, I understand, independent
reviews such as computer programs, the computer program
FSAR. But I believe the NRR
type ©
HIGGINS) Th ) a number of

stances that I am aware of whe actual detailed

piping and instrumentation drawings and logic dravings

have been given to NRR for their review both at the site
and sent t>

NER-cont
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position that the FSAR, at least to the extent of detail
it goes into, should be an accurate description of the
design?

A (WITNESS GALLO) I would agree with that
statement.

Q And it should bde up to date?

A (WITNESS GALLO) It is not required to be up
to date as of today's design changes. I 45 not believe
there is any requirement for that.

Q I don't mean minute~-to-minute up to date, Nr.
Gallo, but do you believe that as changes in desion are
made and identified by the licensee on a reasonably
prompt basis, those changes should be communicated to
the NKRC?

B (WITNESS GALLO) I believe that, but I don°'t
think there is any NRC requirement that says that.

Q Well, if they are not communicated reasonably
prcmptly to the NRC, isn't there a danger that NRR's
reviev will be based on out-of-date information?

A (WITNESS GALLO) That was one of the concerns
ve had with the meeting. And of course, we in the
rezional office 4o not necessarily know every review and
every document that the licensing folks have other than
the FSAF. So it is very difficult to identify if they

know that there is a 4desisn change because of a meeting

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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that was held in Washin¢gton or at

later is going to be updated.

It is very difficult €or

they have kXnowledge of the way the

described other than by looking at

comparing it to what we see at the

W“hat role, if you know,

play at LILCO in ensuring that

to date and accurate?

(WITNESS GALLO) I do not

(WITNESS HIGGINS) T

that. know that

vould add to start out

the FSAR has been effected by Stone

Island Lighting Company, and I know

Webster quality assurance is

changes and with FSAR changes and s

RAlso, when, for exampnle,

indication on the ZINDCR

rejuired and there

Yyou agree thepn Mc.

written up and reviewed

the FSAR are par-t of

the need t»> change

ALDERSON REPORTING
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can add a little Db
the design change

here that the

involved
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ENDCRs

is 13

and pproved,

site, and the FSAR

us to tell whether

syster is corrertly

the

FSAR and

Slt2e.

does gquality assirance

the FSAR is maintained up

knowve
it

and I guess

responsibility
and Webster for
that Stone ard
with desian

he

are approved,

wvhether or net an

quality assurance
Higgins, that as
that

eNDCR process, or
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(WITNESS HIGGINS) That is part of it, as I
indicatad, but th2re is a place to indiicate on the ENDCR
itself whether or not that particular change results in
an FSAR change and whether or not the FSAR shculd be
changed to incorporate that. And it is just a checkbox.,
yes or no. And if yes, then it goes into a cycle for
voluntary FSAR changes, which is the system that Stone
and Webster and LILCO have.

Have you been able to determine what the cause
was? You identified a problem sometime, at least by
November 1981, that there vere discrepancies between the
FSAR and the as-built plant; -orrect?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Wer2 you able to determine what the cause of
those discrepancies were? Or wvere there multiple causes

or what?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) We weren't able to clearly

identify one particular cause. And at the meeting that
we had in November with licensee, we had a number of
items that had been identified at various inspection
reports prior to that, and they had previous to this
meeting gone through each of them and done an analysis
of it to ¢t i . the discrepancy was and

h2 cause

nd we thought that we cou - through that
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fairly guickly. As it turned out, the meeting lasted an
entire day, just to go through these, to my
recollection, about 15 to 20 items. And I think the
conclusion that we reached was that it was a complicated
matter and that there were many different things that
could cause it, although ther2 didn't appear to be any
really one common thread running through.

Therefore, that was the reason that we ended
up wvith such a broad program as the Shoreham plant

configuration review program to address the

discrepanciese. In general, the discrepancies ve found,

most of them were of fairly fine detailed type of
discrepancy. Som2 of them were larger, however, and
there was really -- it was really not amenable to a

the cause, we do this

done was a
to make sure that all of these fine detailed
discrepancies were identified and corrected in the FSAR.
Q Am I correct that you believe that even the
fine details i: h FSR hould be accurate
reviev and IEE review?

WITNESS HIGGINS) In

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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gone down to the exact detail to see that everything
neads to be exactly correct. I believe the final output
is perhaps joinjy to say that there can be some generic
type trains in there with a proviso of the nature that
test vent and drain connections are typical,

something like this, perhaps; or, let's say,

capping or valve locking as indicated in the

as exactly at the plant.

But other than perhaps some very specific
exceptions of the types that I Jjust discussed, yes, I
agree that the informational detail in the FSAR should

correct.

Sentlemen, I would like to direct some
questions related to zome of the details of the CAT
inspection now.

First, hovever, there has been previous
testimony about the CAT inspection in the description, I

think, that the inspectors us2, that this was an

inspection of completed construction of the RHR system.

Didi CAT only look at the completed aspects of the RHR
system, or what? T am looking at the €first page,
signature page, where the summary ¢ S "Special teanm
inspection of completai

(WITYESS HIGGI! looked at all aspects of
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C So what was the meaning of “completed
construction™? The cover letter says this refers to the
== what dii you me2an by "completed”™?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) What we meant was when we
vent to do the inspection we went to 10 a basically
as-built inspection to verify one of the more or most
important safety systems in the plant to verify its
as-built configuration. And since the plant was still
some time from fuel load, from licensing, we wanted to
pick a system that was essentially ion2 or complete.

And so in selecting what system to pick, wve
first of all tried to pick an important safety system,
and secondly, ve wanted to pick a system that wvas
essentially done enough so that we could perform a
meaningful inspection and not continually get ansvers
such as, why is this pipe support only half-welded, and
the ansver being, well, we haven't finished vorking on
it yet.

So that is the meaning of “"completed."” The
fact that we wanted to choose a completed system so that
ve could have a meaningful inspection, and wve just
indicated that in the letter.

Q Sentlem2n, I would like to turn y2ur attention
to Appendix B, the notice of deviation. And deviation

number 4, why 1id the Staff list this item relating to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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the LPCI loop selection logic as a deviation from FSAR
commitments?

A (WITNESS HISGINS) As T stated earlier, we
feel that in all of the informational detail the FSAR
should be c-orrect. W2 realize that there was another

location in the FSAR, perhaps more than one, where the

LPCI loop selection logic had been correctly identified.

And also, we were aware that NRR knew that
LPCI loop selection had been deleted and not in the
design for Shorsham, but having it in the FSAR like that
certainly could lead to possible confusion. And we
1idn*t like that, and we wanted it corrected.

Therefore, any deviation between the as-built

ant and the FSAR that we found that was not in an

onjoing scheduled change by LILCO in the works, shall wve

say, we included as a deviation.

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY  IN(
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Q When you say deviation, that is a deviation
from an FSAR commitment; is that correct?

2 (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct. PBasically, wvhat ve
are saying is the FSAF in that location said that LPCI
loop selection logic vas what the plant had, and in
fact, it didn't. Wwe were awvare that the FSAR did say in
another place that it had a different type of logic, but
I guess this is more of a QA, vould you say, on their
FSAR to see how accurate it is. And in fact, we felt it
was inaccurate in chis place and ve wanted it corrected.

Q Gentlemen, I would like you to turn to page 14
of the CAT inspection under labeling, and ve spent some
time on this in Mr. Hubbard's examination. I don't know
if you have had a chance to review those transcripts,
but I wouli like to ask several guestions about this.

First, it states that Annunciator 1122 has a
seemingly contradictory label. What was ILE's concern
in this regari?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall the exact
words of th2 label at this time, but the concern was
possible confusion of the control room operator.

Q You would agree that control room labels on
annunciators should not be contradictory?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q And you believe that this should have been

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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identified previously? 1Is that why you wrote it up?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We believed it shouldn't
have been there, and that is why we wrote it up. I
don't know when the annunciator was installed, as to
whether or not it was before or after the other contreol
room human factors reviews. Put the fact that it was
still ther2 and it wasn't on an outstanding list of
control room human factors items to be corrected is why
we wrote it up.

Q You checked that outstanding list to determine
vhether this wvas cne of those items?

B (WITXESS HIGGINS) We asked the licensee to
check it and asked him to shovw us. If it was on a list
to be corrected, we wouldn't include it on the report.
And in fact, there wvere some things that we came up with
that vere already on their list to be corrected and wve
said fine, and we 4id not include those in the report.

Q Do you know what -- well, what rystem or
process by the licensee should have avoided having a
contradictory label?

(Panel o{ witnesses conferring.)

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) They had a human factors
review .of the control room by, I believe, it was General
Physics Corporation done for them, which the NRC

regquired them to do.
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Q Do you know whether --

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Gallo corrects me. We
didn't really require it; it was one of the post-TNI
items that ve requested they do and they did.

Q Strongly requested?

A (WITNESS GATLO0) They veren't legal
rejuirements, as we have defined them before.

Q Do you know what Annunciator 1122 vas used for?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall.

Q I believe you already stated that you don't --
or do you recall in what manner the label was
contradi ctory?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) RNo.

MR. ELLISs: For the record, it does say
"seemingly contradictory.”

JUDGE BRENNER: I was going to ask something
at the end partly because of the comment Mr. Ellis made,
and I "ad partly forgotten -- I don't know whether you
can answver, Mr. Higgins, since you don't remember what
the label said. The one thing I'm interested in is
whether almost any reasonable person looking at that
label would have said that label has got to go; it is
going to create problems. Or whether it was in the area
of nice to have improvement, and you can see how

somebody reviewing it before mizht not have jumped on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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that change, or none of the above.

WITNESS HIGGINS: I think 1 put it more
in the category of there could be some disagreement on
it; not something that would really jump out at you.

JUDG iER I take it you remember enough
about it to answer that, even though you don't remember
exactly what was involved.

WITNESS HIGGINS: I wrote that particular

LANPHER (Resuming):
Higgins, you thoujht it was
seemingly contradictory enough that it should never have

been installed that way, correct? The label?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) That was my opinion, ves.

Do you know whether the installation cf this
annunciator label had been reviewed by LILCO Quality
Assurance?

(WNITNESS HI ! I don't know.

Do you know whether LILCO Quality Assur:nce,
cocurse of its activities, does review items 'ike
control room panels?
(WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't know.

Do ycu think it should?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY
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B (WITNESS HIGGINS) We don't have a strong
opinion on that.

That implies you have a weak one.
you have any opinion?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We are undecidead.

C Mr. Gallo?

B (NITNESS GALLO) I guess my initial impression
would be if it was purchased as a quality component,
then QA should be involved. Now, I don't know =-- the
labels are probably not purchased as guality
components. They may be produced locally.

Well what do you mean by a guality component?
Do ycu mean a safety-related?

(WITNESS GALLO) A safety-related component.
In this case, if it is really an annunciator, I do not
believe that annunciators are safety-related. So

guess I would say that that would probably elimi

quality assurance from involvement. That is my general

understanding; that annunciators are not safety-related
items. I don®t know that this one weas.
(WITNESS HIGGINS) Just one minute.
itnesses conferring.)
Q g Gallo, you stated that if a component were
not safety-related, that eliminates Quality Assurance

from involvement. Did you mean to say that?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC

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




(WITNESS GALLO) In my experience, yes, that
would be the case.

Q Gentlemen, continuing on page 14, the next
bullet states that the Nimic 4E11 MOV-5C and B loop
dryvell spray is incorrect in the control room and the
remote shutdown panel. How was the Mimic incorrect?

i (WNITNESS As I rncall, this was a case
that the dryvell spray was shown tapping off of the
wrong side of the valve.

DPid this item have a potential to mislead an
operator?

(WITNESS HIGCGINS) Yes. The cperators that
vere questioned at the time were awvare that it vas
wrong, also.

Did you inquire why it had not been changed?

(NITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall. We did ask

if it vas schedul2d to be chauged and if thay zould show

that it was definitely scheduled to be changed in their
program, and they couldn't show us anything and that is
why we put it in the report.

This is again referring to that work list
whatever that you mention2d when we were dis
annunciator?

is correct.

not sure if I heard you

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. IN(
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riyht, Mr. Higgins. Did you say LILCO stated it was
scheduled to be changed but couldn't show you any
documentation? I guess I just didn't hear you. Could
you tell me again?

WITNESS HIGGINS: No. We asked them for the
doctumentation and it was not on the list, and therefore,
it was, in their view, not scheduled to be changed.
Although they did say that they probably would have
picked it up and ~“hanged it. Since it was not on the
list and it was not scheduled, we wrote it up in the
report.

BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

You said this was a control room operator or
operators had told you that they knew that it was
incorrect?

HIGGINS) Yes. Some of the operators

that were on duty in the control room at the time of the

observation said they were aware that it actually tapped

off the other side of the valve.
Do you know how lonz this incorrect Mimic had
resent in that condition?
(WITNESS HIGGINS) No.
Did \ L 0 regarding that fact?
(WITNESS H N Do you know whethr this item

had had CA/QC

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, IN(
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(WITNESS HIGGIKS) No.

Q Is it fair to state that -- I had asked you
before whether this had a potential to mislead an
operator and you said yes, but they knew about it?
an operator =-- if you had a new operator that didn't
know about it, did it have the potential to mislead?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it did.

And vas that IEE's concern?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Now, to get back to Judge Rrenner's guestion
relating to annunciators, wvas this a close judgment
call thi just plain incorrect?

HIGGINS) No, this was clearly

Maybe we had better take a

minute and on the re d ask Nr. Higgins or one of the

other wvitnesses if they could just very briefly explain

what an operator uses these NMimics for. we've had
testimony before about the ¥imics and
know, but

st have to give
you that | axperi . familiar with
exactly

Mimics.
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to put it in the context of your testimony that if an
operator didn't know it was wrong, it could tend to be
misleading. When the operators -- what information does
the Mimic give the operator that the other lights and
dials and annunciators don't, and so on.

WITNESS HIGGINS: The Mimic shows on the panel
vhere the valves are and wvhere the piping is and where
the tap-offs are, where the pumps are in the system and
this type of thing. So it would show you actually the
full logic, shall we say, of a piping system or an
electrical system, which are also mimicked.

Operators are supposed to operate the plant in
accordance with the procedures both during normal
operation and during accident situations, and,
thererore, the pracelures should tell them which valves
to open, vhich pumps to run, this type of thing,
irregardless of what the ¥imic shows. In fact, the
older plants don't have Mimics, and this has been one of
the post-TNI improvements. And in fact, it has been my
experiance that the Mimics at Shorehar are much superior
to those at any other commercial plant that I have seen.

The concern here was that the Mimic wvas
incorrect and possibly could lead to an error if it was
left tc be wrong, and therefore, we wanted it corrected.

JUDGF BRENNER: I take it when a warning

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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device goes off, that a certain number of pump or a
valve is operating in a certain way, it is helpful for
the operator to look at the Mimic and be reminded of
pr2cisely where in the logic that piece of equipment

WITRNESS HIGGINS: That helps. Also, it is
particularly helpful on, say, an RHR system, for
example, there are a couple of dozen valves in the
system in different parts of the system, like a pump
suction valve, a pump discharge valve, valves for
different branch lines and this type of thing.

If, as on some plants, you have all of these
valve switches and pump switches just in horizontal and
vertical rows, by looking at it, you can't tell which
ones you have to operate. You either have to have the
numbers memorized or you have to go to a procedure and
than search « ite. But by having it laid out in the

Mimic you know that you want the pump suction and

discharge valves open and you can very easily see then

and open them. It is really a memory aid.
Thank you.
(Resuming)s
HigJins, 40 you know who was
for the design of the Mimics, for the Mimi
been talking about? Bullet 2 on page

that a LILCO engineering organization
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A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't know exactly. I do
know that there was a lot of input from a number of
different organizations, and T remember that just from
the involvement that I had with the NRC control room
human factors review that was done about a year and a
half ago at Shorehanm.

Q Do you know whether the Mimic was -- whether
the incorrectness resulted from someone just doing the
installation wrong, or had the design of the Mimic been
done wrong?

A (RITNESS HIGGINS) I don't know.

Q Se it would be fair to state that you don't
know what the cause of this problem was?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yas, it would.

Q The next bullet, ¥r. Higgins, is another
Mimic. It is for a pressure control valve, and the
bullet states that that one was incorrect, alsc. In
wvhat wvay was that item incorrect?

i (WITNESS HIGGINS) This one I 4don't ra2member
the manner in which it was incorrect.

Q Do you rz2call whether this was a close call,
or vas this clearly incorrect?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I believe this one wvas
clearly incorrect, also.

Q Did this have the potential to mislead an

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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operator?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I can't be quite as certain
on this one because I don't really recall the details of
it.

C Do you know whether LILCO operaturs knew that
this one was incorrect, also?

A (WITNESS éIGGIlS) I am not sure on that one.

I don't remember my discussions with the operators.

Q Is it fair to state you don't knov whether
this Mimic had been reviewed by LILCO Quality Assurance?

A (4ITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, that is fair.

JUDGE BRENNER: At any point that is
convenient we will stop. I see you locking up at the
clock.

¥R. LANPHER: Yes, I'm going to continue with
some of these items, but there are some that I may want
to delete so I suppose this is as good a time as any.
And my best estimate for Monday would be that I would be
completed before ncon.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. I would like to
get a cross plan from LILCO, as we indicated, on Monday.

MR. ELLIS: T have it now, and I can give it
to you with the disclaimer that we may do some
substantial work ocver the weekend.

(Discussion off the record.)
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JUDGE BRENNER: All right. VWe
reconvene Monday at 9300 o'clock.

MR. BORDENICK Judge Brenner,
You had asked =--

JUDGE BRENNER We zan let the witnesses

MR. BORDENICK: Yes.
UDGE BRENNER: So long, have a nice weekend,
ve'll see you Monday.
JUDGE CARPENTER: Mr. Higgins, the last little

bit of area that you were guestioned in that you vere

unfamiliar with, can you be prepared un “onday perhaps

to have done some review?

WITNESS HIGGINS: ' is on the control room

Mimic items?

JUDGE CARPENTER: S that general area, the

Ou mean more specific
the answvers

n

JU : NTEI S the couple of areas you
e notes or something?
ill check. I don't
information - atrievable, bdut I will

~ LA

I have.

NTEDR
_'A;<>
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¥R. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, besides
excusing the wvitnesses, I was alluding a moment ago to
the fact that earlier this week you had asked the staff
for some sort of a statement on why wve wveren't going to
file testinony on Torrey Pines. I don't know if this is
pracisely what the Board was looking for, but T have a
memorandum from Mr. Novak who is the Assistant Director
for Licensing in the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, to Mr. Christenbury wvho is the Chief Hearing
Counsel, and I think it essentially says what I had
indicated 2arliesr.

If that suffices for the Board, I will pass
that out. I don't think we need to make it an exhibit
or anything, to give it that status, but T did want to
identify it on the record before I gave it out.

JUDGE BHENNER: Well, we will receive it and
see if ve have any questions, or 1f we want to make it a
part of the record or not, because ve may vant to make
some findings on the approach of the staff in the
context of Torrey Pines. And that is why I wanted this
statement on the recnrd.

We will see. The form doesn't matter tc me,
ani that form is as convenient as any, as is the memo
form. It is the content that I'm interested in.

ME. LANPHER: Can I inguire whe+har the
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resaining CAT item is available?

MR. BORDENICX: No.

JUDGE BRENNER; Yes, you may inquire, and no,
it is not available.

¥R. BORDENICK: 1In all seriousness I think --
I recognize ve are late on it in general, but this was a
situation where the resclution really was reached late
yesterday and it will be over here Monday.

JUDGE BRENNERs I'm not criticizing; I merely
stated the obvious impact on our schedule.

MR. BORDENICK: The staff is awvare of the

MR. LANPHER: If I gaot it on Monday, Judge, I

should be able to get it turned around and ask any

quas.ions I may have on it next week, I would hope.
Jnless it come really large thing.

JUDGE B . Well, we appreciate your best
efforts, too, in that regard, and we know the staff has
been making extensive efforts this wveek at 1 o
appreciate that. And it is a matter of everybody trying

together.

All rizght, ve will be pick
o'clock on ¥onday morning.

(Whereupon, at 3 ) DeB the hearing

above-entitled matter < cessed, to reconvene
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